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1.3  Abstract  
Detroit may be America’s hub of urban agriculture (UA), but what does this mean for redevelopment 

in the city? Amid spiralling urban crises, bankruptcy and decay, farms and gardens have spread across 

Detroit and continue to be key features of the cityscape, whilst investment and development return to 

select areas of the city. Despite much research on the socio-cultural, environmental, health and food 

security elements of UA, less is known about the economic development potentials and limitations of 

urban food cultivation. Even less studied are urban agrihoods. These are new mixed-use developments 

centred on farming, and Detroit is home to the supposed first ‘sustainable urban agrihood’ in America. 

As the story in Detroit follows a recent narrative of urban recovery, gentrification is beginning to surface 

as an issue. Given this context, this study examines the extent to which gentrification is interacting with 

UA and the implications this has for UA centred redevelopment. I focus on inclusivity as a key 

implication because forms of inclusion/exclusion embedded in UA and redevelopment processes need 

greater attention. My investigation mobilises a foodscape analytical lens to explore UA from farm-to-

table and the spaces, places, processes and struggles this involves. I achieve this through field research 

of farms, markets and food businesses across Detroit. It is evident that gentrification is implicating UA 

to a significant degree in a number of complex and interrelated ways, offering both opportunities and 

barriers for inclusion. The farm-to-table analysis illuminates social struggles and power imbalances 

which challenge the agrihood as an inclusive model of urban regeneration. In using a novel examination 

of UA and multidimensional and multiscale frameworks, this project presents a critical geography of 

UA.  

 

(Cover photo source: Author’s own photo)  
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2.5 Preface 
 

 

“ Urban farming is very sexy in the city right now” (L1) 

 

“Detroit has been so down, so low and so ugly and it’s finally starting to grow, 
it is growing really fast…” (T1) 

 

 

“Food has become this hot topic in Detroit” (K1) 

 

 

“So if the gardens are part of restoring the city, I guess the question is, what 
are you restoring it to?” (P1) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



7 
 

2.6 Introduction  
 

Of all the innovative solutions offered to urban decline in Detroit today, none has generated so much 

scepticism or enthusiasm as urban agriculture (UA). UA is defined simply as food production occurring 

within the city limits (FAO, 1996). Already a common and much studied practice in cities of the Global 

South, UA is currently seeing a resurgence in cities across the Global North, particularly in post-

industrial cities. Here, UA is challenging urban form, citizenship, land-use management and food 

security, offering alternatives to capitalist and neoliberal organisations of life. Not only does UA 

reinvent and reimagine foodscapes, the spaces and places, discourses and cultures of food, but also the 

cityscape. There is a need for a critical geography of UA which puts into context the risks, limitations, 

and the politics of space of UA. Further study is required on the specific effects of UA on 

neighbourhoods, such as occupancy rates and property values, and the impacts these have on residents. 

There is also a gap in the literature regarding ‘agrihoods’ as new mixed-use developments centred on 

farming.   

My dissertation addresses these issues in the context of Detroit, Michigan. Debates regarding UA and 

redevelopment in Detroit must be understood within the nexus of post-industrial landscapes and racial 

tension. In the early 20th century Detroit was a boomtown, with the motor industry at the core of its 

success. However, by the 1970s Detroit had transformed from ‘the mighty engine of American 

Capitalism to the embodiment of America’s urban woes’ (Sugrue, 2007). The city has suffered urban 

crises revolving around de-urbanisation, depopulation and the resulting poverty, racial and class 

segregation. With a declining tax base and continued loss of population and jobs, the city declared 

bankruptcy in 2013. Large tracts of Detroit are derelict and abandoned, public services are chronically 

underfunded and 38% of residents live below the poverty line (Galster and Raleigh, 2014; US Census 

Bureau, 2013). Detroit’s decline is tied to issues of race, with a history of public policy shaped 

intolerance, racism and segregation. After six decades of ‘white flight’, the city is over 82% African 

American (US Census Bureau, 2011). Racial and economic segregation has created a situation where 

poor black residents are geographically, economically and politically separated from affluent whites 

(Reese et al., 2014).  

Within this landscape of disinvestment, food distribution is particularly inequitable, and since 2008 the 

number of households considered food insecure has risen steadily (Detroit Food Justice Task Force 

2017). Today, there are more urban farms, gardens and farmers’ markets in the city than there are 

supermarkets. Detroit has historically been a leader in UA, since Mayor Pingree’s Potato-Patch Plan in 

1893 (McClintok, 2010), progressing to the ‘nation’s urban farming laboratory’ today, with over 200 

community projects and 1,410 gardens tended by local families, schools, communities and 

entrepreneurs, and several multi-acre farms (Atkinson, 2012; Colasanti et al., 2012).  
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Given the host of internal and external factors driving decline, observers were ready to declare Detroit 

as dead (Eisinger, 2014). Yet there has been a recent shift in narrative among academics and the media 

to documenting Detroit’s recovery and resilience (Reese et al., 2017). Detroit is increasingly celebrated 

as attractive to young professionals, entrepreneurs and artists because of its low housing costs, retail 

space and increasingly vibrant downtown (Ager, 2015; Binelli, 2012). Extensive public and private 

investment is being made. For instance multimillionaire Dan Gilbert has invested over $1.5 billion in 

downtown real estate, and businesses, restaurants, homes and a new light rail have contributed to a 

rebranding of the Cass Corridor as ‘midtown’ (Gallagher, 2015). But the question is, who is this 

redevelopment really helping? Is it extensive enough to warrant recovery? Critiques point to the threat 

of gentrification, and that improvements in the centre will not be used by the extremely poor in the rest 

of the city and do not address the core problems of disinvestment and abandonment (Martelle, 2012; 

Moehlman and Robins-Somerville, 2016).  

This project interrogates the geographies of the foodscape and agrihood in order to explore the extent 

to which UA can support inclusive redevelopment in Detroit. This exploration mobilises a foodscape 

lens to holistically analyse the farm-to-table system. UA is rarely considered in this network. However, 

‘eating is an agricultural act’ (Berry, 1991), and therefore this assemblage thinking strengthens my 

investigation. I examine the geographies of the farm-to-table system through three key themes (Figure 

1):  

Firstly, the extent to which gentrification is shaping this system will be explored. This will involve 

theorisations of race and class.  

Secondly, the implications this has for inclusivity from farm-to-table will be examined, engaging with 

the key themes of space and capitalism. 

These chapters reveal the farm-to-table system to be three sites of contested social struggles and power 

imbalances. Thirdly, I will draw the arguments together to explore the agrihood as a model of inclusive 

urban redevelopment. This reveals the ultimate challenges and opportunities for UA to support inclusive 

redevelopment in Detroit. This dissertation responds to the recent shifts in Detroit’s cityscape and 

narrative, whilst raising questions relevant not only to the future of Detroit but to urban regeneration 

across the globe. 
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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of research themes and structure. 
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2.7 Literature Review  
 

There are three main bodies of literature in which this dissertation research is grounded: urban 

agriculture, foodscapes, and agrihoods. These are crosscut by the broader themes of gentrification and 

inclusivity. The review draws these main debates together and situates this research as a relevant and 

important response to questions and gaps in the literature, to the context of Detroit and to broader 

geographical issues. The chapter closes with the key aims of the dissertation.  

 

2.7.1 Urban Agriculture  
 

UA is the ‘growing, processing and distribution of food and other products through intensive plant 

cultivation and animal husbandry in and around cities’ (Bailkey and Nasr, 1999). Definitions stretch 

from guerrilla gardens to community allotments to larger scale food production industries within city 

limits or in peri-urban areas (Mougeot, 2005; FAO, 1996). Although typically studied in the Global 

South, such as Mougeot (2005), Redwood (2008) and Obosuh-Mensah (1999), in recent years interest 

in UA in cities of the Global North has increased in parallel with a resurgence in practice. This 

dissertation contributes to this growing line of literature.  

Historically UA, in the US and UK for instance, has resurfaced during times of economic crisis, social 

dislocation and general unrest. UA has therefore mostly been portrayed as unproblematic and 

benevolent. Much literature describes the recreational, spiritual and psychological benefits of gardening 

and nature in the city (Kaplan, 1973; Waliczek et al., 1996) and celebrates the grassroots, socio-political 

empowerment (White, 2011; Crossan et al., 2016), environmental improvement and resilience UA can 

bring (Barthel et al., 2013; Draus et al., 2014; Thornbush 2015). Community gardens are heralded as 

low-cost forms of urban renewal (Hynes, 1996), practical responses to urban blight (Keller, 1994; 

Warner, 1987) and as effective vehicles for community revitalisation, resilience and relief (Landman, 

1993; Lyson, 2004; McClintok, 2009). Increasingly, UA is central to movements against the globally 

dominant food system because of reduced air miles, organic produce, lower risk of food scares and 

nutritional benefits (Cockrall-King, 2012). On the one hand therefore, UA is championed as progressing 

food justice, as socially healing and as a response to abandonment by physically reclaiming and 

beautifying spaces.  

On the other hand, UA is perhaps a seductive and utopian solution which obscures complexities, 

paradoxes and tensions within the system. Gardening as a relief strategy is seen to alleviate the state 

from service provision. This puts the task of making vacant land productive onto the citizens and UA 

can henceforth become involved in the construction of neoliberal hegemony (McClintok, 2014; Lawson 
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and Miller, 2013). These arguments are supported by calls to politicise the action of community 

gardeners. Reynolds and Cohen (2016) argue that urban growers not only provide healthy food for their 

communities but use their activities to disrupt the dynamics of power and privilege that perpetuate 

inequality, prioritising the voices of people of colour and women. UA must consider the social and 

political structures as root causes of injustice. I echo the need to consider the powers and privileges of 

UA and the highly uneven landscape created between urban gardens and economies.  

UA is also framed in crisis and ‘urban normative’ narratives which ruralise gardening in contrast to 

more recognisable ‘urban spaces’ (Moore, 2006). Rather than conceptualising UA as progressive, as 

turning the city into an ‘agricultural powerhouse’, UA is understood as regressive, a sign that the ‘city 

has died’ (Colasanti et al., 2012). This urban normative is rooted in a hegemonic notion of what cities 

should be and what practices are normalised and naturalised as constituting the urban landscape, such 

as ‘distinctly modern’ ways of life, a removal from nature, and the highest use value of land (Wirth, 

1964; Heynen et al., 2006; Lawson and Miller, 2013). My research speaks to this debate by investigating 

UA as a form of revitalisation rather than decay.  

The economic development outcomes are the least documented or critically approached aspects of UA. 

Research such as Voicu and Been (2008) and by Gateway Greening (2009) has linked community 

gardens with heightened property values, tax revenues, owner occupancy and socioeconomic diversity 

in their immediate area, whilst Kaufman and Bailkey (2000) assessed the feasibility, potential benefits 

of and barriers related to for-profit UA in the US. An extensive study of the gentrification and 

displacement effect of this regeneration is missing. As Hoover (2013) questions; ‘Is urban agriculture 

just another form of urban renewal, displacing underprivileged communities in the process, or is it an 

inclusive practice that works with marginalised people in the remediation of ‘their’ land’ (p.112).   

My research addresses this question from a novel angle. The UA literature already notes the 

vulnerability of gardens to redevelopment (Saldivar-Tanaka and Krasny, 2004; Walker, 2016; Lawson, 

2007). I draw upon concepts of ‘green gentrification’ and ‘ecological gentrification’. These theories 

expose environmental planning related to urban public green spaces, like city parks, that lead to the 

displacement or exclusion of the most economically vulnerable human population (Dooling, 2009; 

Gould et al., 2016; Quastel, 2009). I advance this concept by adapting and mobilising it in a critical 

geography of UA. Before proceeding, gentrification needs defining.  
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Gentrification and Inclusivity  

It is necessary to outline gentrification as a crosscutting theory. Gentrification is a key, but rarely 

considered process which impacts UA, as well as a recent phenomenon in Detroit. This represents a gap 

in the literature. Gentrification can be understood as a process operating in the residential housing 

market whereby working class derelict housing is rehabilitated, resulting in a transition to a middle class 

neighbourhood (Smith and Williams, 1988). It is a process through which property values and 

investment directly displace people or indirectly through property and tax prices (ibid). More expanded 

understandings incorporate the broader economic, social and cultural restructuring as well as the 

underlying economic, social and political forces which shape urban landscapes. The urban environment 

for instance, is a product of the laws of capital accumulation and class struggle, and gentrification 

therefore is one aspect of the geographies of capitalism (Harvey, 1985). Moreover, as a small but very 

visible part of a wider process, gentrification is distinctly spatial. Indeed, this ‘new urban frontier’ is 

economic expansion taking place through the internal differentiation of space (Smith, 1982; Gottman, 

1961). 

In continuity with scholars on the social production of space, such as Lefebrve (1991), Harvey (1987) 

and Marcuse (2009), if both UA and gentrification are space/place making processes, then what forms 

of inclusion/exclusion are embedded in these practices, and how do they interact? This is important 

because a critical geography of the land and space struggles of UA are typically under acknowledged 

in UA studies, as are the powers and privileges (Tornaghi,2014).  

Social inclusion, at its most basic, concerns access to resources and decision making and is also referred 

to as social cohesion and social capital (Forrest and Kearns, 2001). Particularly interesting debates 

emphasise the geography at the heart of inclusion/exclusion (Meegan and Mitchell, 2001), such as 

Mitchell’s (2003) work on public space and social justice in the city. Studies which argue for the 

recognition of space as the site at which different forms of access are made possible or denied are 

especially instructive (Madanipour, 1998), and this dissertation will also build on literature regarding 

the relationship between urban form and social inclusion/exclusion. Whilst previous research has been 

concerned with density, layout and mixed land use (Jacobs, 1961; Talen, 1999; Bramley and Power, 

2009), I explore the sites of UA, questioning whether the scales and spaces of food production, 

distribution and consumption (farm-to-table) are inclusive. A holistic exploration from farm-to-table 

draws on assemblage geographies to address a lack of scaler analysis of UA, as well as the need to 

recognise multiple ‘actants’ and forms of power (Anderson and McFarlane, 2011). In order to achieve 

a holistic investigation of the multidimensional and multiscale connections between UA and 

gentrification the concept of ‘foodscape’ is important and further justifies my farm-to-table focus.  
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2.7.2 Foodscapes 
 

The foodscape is a multifaceted analytical lens which enables exploration of interplays, interactions and 

interconnections. A foodscape is the spaces and places, the processes and politics of the provisioning 

of food (Goodman et al., 2010). It concerns the discourses, cultures and institutions which mediate our 

relationship with food and spans the broad landscape of production, distribution and consumption 

(MacKendrick, 2014). Just as landscapes are social productions, foodscapes are also shaped by 

pressures, contradictions and struggles (Mitchell, 2000; Miewald and MCann, 2014). I explore the 

extent to which gentrification is one of these pressures.  

The social and cultural aspects of gentrification are particularly important here. Gentrification involves 

demographic change, typically in age and race, and changing class structures; as ‘gentrifiers’, although 

not alone in the process, bring certain demands, lifestyles, motivations and aspirations (Beauregard, 

1988). The agents of gentrification, commonly understood to be the ‘new middle class’, introduce new 

consumption models and ethics, emerging as ‘trend-makers’, ‘taste-makers’ and shapers of a certain 

‘kitsch’ aesthetic (ibid). This conspicuous consumption and fetishism of commodities is relevant to the 

study of food within foodscapes, and this dissertation builds on the argument that not only food, but 

food spaces, can be gentrified.  

Food can be sensationalised and fetishised into a luxury product. Research has increasingly exposed 

how the alternative food movement, in which UA has played as significant part, has elevated one of the 

basic needs of life to an upscale food culture (Guthman, 2011). Pollan (2006; 2009) for example, 

champions alternative food products, ‘good food’, ‘slow food’ and fresh, local foods, arguing for the 

social responsibility of eating and encouraging backlash to the industrial food system. However, a 

counter body of literature deconstructs the powers and privileges of this alternative food system. Its 

ideology is critiqued as ‘white food’, as exclusionary to non-whites, and a driver of a booming ‘foodie 

culture’ which is elitist and privileged (Slocum, 2007). Under the rhetoric of food justice, sustainability 

and health, local food has been valorised rather than made affordable and is thus often economically 

inaccessible (Guthman, 2011). Furthermore, Loewen (2013) explores how spaces of food consumption 

in a gentrifying area of Brooklyn become shaped around race and class identifications and how 

displacement occurs through a change in identity of a place, such as through an influx of new and 

different food businesses. I find the centrality of space to be particularly useful.  

I further this research, but emphasise that such processes not only concern consumption, but also the 

distribution and production sites of UA. News articles for instance, identify a ‘new class of growers’, 

who are white, middle class and external ‘pioneers’, moving to start UA projects, to ‘fight blight’ and 

participate in the fashion of growing ‘farm-to-fork’ cuisine (Stein, 2010; Reynolds and Cohen, 2016); 

Crouch, 2012. Gentrification, the foodscape and UA are thus crucially intertwined. The foodscape as 
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an analytical framework enables the holistic interrogation of the production, distribution and 

consumption nexus of UA in the city, and as ‘farm-to-fork’ becomes an increasingly vogue topic as 

well as practice, this systems framework is an effective and revealing tool. Indeed, there is an emerging 

infrastructure and spatiality to this farm-to-table theme; the agrihood.  

 

 

2.7.3 ‘Sustainable Urban Agrihood’  
 

Agrihoods are neighbourhoods built around working farms rather than parks, golf-courses or other 

similar features, and are a contemporary response within the built environment to a growing demand 

for a closer engagement with nature and a farm-to-table relationship with food (Brann et al., 2014). 

Communities with housing built around a working farm were once referred to as ‘conservation 

communities’ or ‘new ruralism’ but are now spreading, predominantly across American suburbia, under 

the new title of agrihood (Huso, 2016). Agrihoods today have emerged at the confluence of a change in 

consumer attitudes and lifestyle choices, and a move by developers, especially after the 2008 financial 

crash, to gain competitive advantage in real estate (Huso, 2016). Almost no academic literature 

extensively explores agrihoods, but they are frequently celebrated in the media in a similar vein to 

proponents of the social benefits of UA. Agrihoods are heralded as utopian experiments in ‘New 

Urbanism’, and as sustainable and healthy communities (Sack, 2009).  Often accompanying the farm 

and residential development are farm-stands, farm-to-table restaurants and community supported 

agriculture programmes (CSA) (Buczynski, 2014; Murphy, 2014).  

The most interesting and relevant element of this concept, is the recent discourse of ‘sustainable urban 

agrihoods’. In November 2016 the Michigan Urban Farming Initiative claimed to debut America’s first 

sustainable agrihood in Detroit; an alternative neighbourhood growth model that has agriculture as the 

centre piece of a mixed-use urban development (Ferretti, 2016). The non-profit MUFI has teamed with 

global business innovators and private companies to bring an education centre, meeting space and café 

to their garden site in Detroit’s north-end (MUFI, 2016). The sustainable urban agrihood as a form of 

urban redevelopment is a significant gap in the literature.  

 

 

 

 



15 
 

2.7.4 Research Objectives  
 

The aim of this dissertation is to investigate the extent to which UA can support inclusive redevelopment 

in Detroit. To achieve this I explore how gentrification is shaping the farm-to-table system in Detroit 

and the implications this has for inclusivity, ultimately investigating the extent to which the agrihood 

can be a model for inclusive redevelopment. I have identified multiple sub-themes and broader 

geographies. Thus, the project has a number of key sub-questions and aims, each building on the former: 

1. To what extent is gentrification changing the foodscape of Detroit?  

2. What are the obstacles and opportunities for the foodscape system to be inclusive?  

3. Can inclusive redevelopment be reached through a ‘sustainable urban agrihood’ model? 
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2.8 Methodology  
 

This dissertation adopts an ethnographic approach. The research philosophy, design and methods follow 

UA studies, such as by Kinder (2016), White (2011), and Crossan et al., (2016). I sought to achieve a 

balance between pursuing the research objectives and allowing for additional issues to emerge from the 

fieldwork with the views of interviewees informing the approach of the study (Dines et al., 2006). This 

research presents a subjective and partial snapshot of the issues investigated, and my findings reflect 

the opinions of participants and my own understandings and observations.  

 

2.8.1 Approach  
 

This study follows the post-structuralist position adopted by feminist researchers (McDowell, 1992; 

Haraway, 1988), and is grounded in the understanding that knowledge is situated and partial (Limb and 

Dwyer, 2001). I used a qualitative research strategy to explore multiple meanings and interpretations 

whilst capturing feelings, emotions, perceptions and cognition (Creswell, 2014). I employed grounded 

theory techniques to generate and refine my hypotheses. This strategy enhanced the relevance of my 

research by ensuring the research process itself guided my concepts and theories (Corbin and Strauss, 

1990).  

 

2.8.2 Data collection and Analysis  

 

I spent five weeks in Detroit conducting ethnographic fieldwork. I volunteered with urban farms and 

gardens across the city districts, as shown in Table 1 and Figure 2. I also volunteered with schemes such 

as the KGD food pantry distribution and Garden Resource Programme (GRP) distribution events. I 

attended events at urban farms including a Shabbat hosted by Oakland Avenue and the KGD Annual 

Tour of Urban Gardens and Farms. Furthermore, I attended farmers’ markets often joining stall holders. 

Finally, I frequented eating establishments and food vendors, as well as meeting with food businesses, 

start-ups and organisations representing food entrepreneurs.  

Additionally, I conducted participant observation. This enabled me to gain contextual understanding 

through direct experience of everyday life and bodily presence (Evans, 1992; Dyck and Kearns, 1995). 

I had informal conversations whilst volunteering and attending events. I conducted 45 semi-structured 

interviews, which typically lasted 45mins-1 hour. I also devised beforehand (Appendix A) which 

allowed me to explore specific details whilst maintaining conducted three small focus groups. The  
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Table 1. Table of research sites, description, and location. The location ID corresponds with Figure 2. 

 

 

Figure 2. Map of Detroit showing areas of the city and location of research sites. The Location ID is explained in Table 1. 

Research Site Name Description Location ID
AfroJam Food business Oakland Avenue Farm, Highland Park A
Artesian Farms Hydroponics farm Brightmoor B
Brother Nature Farm/garden Corktown (West side) C
Buffalo Street Farm Farm/garden Hamtramck D
Brightmoor Artisans Collective
(NBB)

Farm/garden, community organisation Brightmoor E

Corktown Farmers’ Market Farmers' market Corktown (West side) F
Detroit Friends Potato Chips Food business East side G
D-Town Farm/garden West side H
Earthworks Community Farm Farm/garden East side I
Earthworks market  Farmers' market East side I
Eastern Market Farmers' market East side J
FoodLab Detroit Food business coordinator Midtown K
Grubbable App Online n/a
Guerrilla Foods Pop-up food cart and Special Events, Caterer E.G.The Pink Flamingo, Corktown M
Hope Takes Root Farm/garden North Corktown N
KGD Farm/garden and advocacy group Downtown O
MUFI Farm/garden East side/Northend P
Oakland Avenue Farm/garden, community organisation Highland Park/Northend A
Rose’s Fine Food Diner East side Q
Russell Street Deli Café East side R
Sewing Seeds, Growing Futures Farm/garden, farmers' market part of Joy 

Southfield Community Development 
Corporation

West side S

Wayne State University farmers’
market 

Farmers' market Midtown T
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interviews were based on schedules flexibility in the process (Kitchin and Tate, 2013). Interviewees 

were recruited directly and through snowballing in several directions to avoid getting too many like-

minded people or members of the same community (Flowerdew and Martin, 2005). I recorded my 

observations in a fieldwork diary within a structure proposed by Robson (1993) of forming each entry 

as a descriptive and narrative account.  

To contextualise and supplement my findings I conducted discourse analysis of secondary data sources 

such as press articles, published literature relating to my research themes and publications from UA and 

food organisations in Detroit, such as KGD (Dixon, 2010; Gasper, 1996). I transcribed my interviews 

before using an inductive and interpretive approach which balanced a ‘creative and structured’ process 

of analysis (Crang and Cook, 2007). Transcriptions were re-read and coded using codes identified prior 

to and during the research process within a coding scheme for social phenomena (Lofland and Lofland 

2006). Using Atlas.ti I created groups of codes and themes to evaluate, organise and interpret (Cope, 

2003). I triangulated my findings by comparing my codes, concepts and theories against observational 

field notes and my research diary, thus highlighting connections and nuances in the data. My data are 

presented and discussed in a novel farm-to-table structure to mimic the way I carried out research. This 

also enhances farm-to-table as a key aspect of the dissertation and a thread running throughout my 

findings. A farm-to-table dissertation structure is important because it offers a systemic and holistic 

account of UA in Detroit, thus effectively drawing the multiple elements of my study together in a 

comprehensible flow or network.  

 

2.8.3 Positionality, ethics and limits  

 

The researcher is never separate from either their research or society (Hay, 2010). Interviews are always 

influenced by norms, expectations and power structures, and are situated in context (Haraway, 1991; 

Sultana, 2007). There is a power relationship between the researcher and respondent, and a subjectivity 

and intersubjectivity needing negotiation (Hay, 2010). However, as Schoenberger (1992) argues, the 

task is not to try and erase these issues of positionality and power but to notice and learn from them. 

Therefore I used my fieldwork diary to be critically reflexive, a process of constant conscious scrutiny 

of the self as researcher and of the research process (England, 1994). I noted experiences of power 

relations, such as times when I decided not to interview people in a soup kitchen due to issues of 

vulnerability, but also the reverse power dynamic when interviewing managers and business owners. I 

was attentive to the feeling of being an ‘outsider’ (Valentine, 2002), especially as I was often a white, 

British minority working in a majority African American city. Furthermore, I had never been to America 

before and was conscious of cultural differences. Recording critical reflexivity as well as observations 

generated a rich, ‘thick description’ (Geertz, 1973) enabling me to reflect on my biases and beliefs 
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whilst providing an overview of events. I was aware of the limits of subjectivity and the difficulty in 

fully locating myself in my research (Rose, 1997).  

I conducted a detailed ethics assessment before fieldwork and adhered to principles of good research 

ethics and practice (Kitchin and Tate, 2013). I maintained confidentiality and anonymity of my 

interviewees, and ensured informed consent by asking participants to read and sign a statement, on 

which they could provide their contact details if they wanted further information (Dowling, 2000). 

Interviewees and focus groups have randomised identification codes (Appendix B). I was honest about 

my intentions, worked hard to establish rapport and trust, and conveyed participants’ perspectives with 

honesty, integrity and respect.  

 

 

2.9 Findings and discussion 
 

This analysis and discussion explores the extent to which UA can support inclusive redevelopment in 

Detroit. It focuses on the impact of gentrification and the implications this has for inclusivity, ultimately 

questioning whether the sustainable urban agrihood can be an inclusive model. Three key points are 

argued:  

I) Gentrification is shaping the farm-to-table in a number of complex and interrelated ways. 

 

II) Gentrification challenges but also offers opportunities for inclusivity at each stage of the 

farm-to-table process.  

 

III) The foodscape is increasingly central to redevelopment in Detroit but if an urban agrihood 

is to be inclusive then these social struggles and power balances must be considered.  

The chapters follow the farm-to-table process, concluding by drawing the system together to answer 

the final research question. Two key geographies emerge as running threads throughout; space and 

capitalism.  
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2.10 The Farm  
 

Firstly, the farms and gardens are increasingly shaped by the spatial restructuring of gentrification; 

“The extent to which people can get land for urban ag depends upon people being willing to sell that 

land for that purpose. In neighbourhoods where the housing market has shifted a lot, that’s probably 

no longer possible.” (A4) 

“A number of farms in Detroit have been displaced, closed or asked to leave, vacate the site, because 

something else is going to be developed there.” (R1)  

There is increasing pressure on growers to own their land particularly in midtown and downtown, and 

a recognition that this is due to development pressure, both residential and retail. If growers do not have 

ownership they risk insecurity and displacement. Most people do not own the land they cultivate and 

gentrification is interacting with this informality, as one grower explained; 

“Land security, land sovereignty, we want more people to purchase the land where they’re growing. 

It’s a game we have to play, the capitalist approach…But people gotta own it ‘cause the land is getting 

snatched.” (E2) 

“Corktown is off the charts right now for real estate value and it’s only going to go up. [Growers] are 

wringing their hands. A lot of growers approach property relations that way in the city. We tried this 

type of approach, they no longer accepted it, tried another, don’t have the internet, another, don’t have 

a credit card. It makes things hard on people whose time is already taxed. The growers who will 

continue to do well…are those who already own their property.” (R1)  

Property is identified as a key factor in the impact of gentrification on the farms. There is a ‘back to the 

city’ movement of capital, demonstrated by the rising real estate values (Smith, 1996), but this process 

is spatially uneven and only certain farms, such as in the relatively central location of Corktown, are 

experiencing such intense development pressures (Reese et al., 2017). Whilst growers in central 

locations expressed fears, those outside of the pockets of reinvestment, or ‘islands of renewal’ (Berry, 

1985), acknowledged that gentrification was “really just downtown and midtown” (E4). Figure 3 

demonstrates this unevenness in terms of house prices, where downtown and midtown are indeed 

diverging from the neighbourhoods (Reese et al., 2017).  
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   Figure 3. Residential Sales Prices Detroit, 2010-2013. Cited in Reese et al., 2017. 

 

However, there is a central paradox to this relationship;  

“… You see a garden you know the property values are gonna go up…[that’s]why we moved to Detroit 

to grow food, and have the ability to own the land we grow food on.” (B2) 

“The farmers were here before the developers. We played a huge role in the economic development and 

the desirability, drawing people to into the city.” (M2) 

“Community gardens tend to be seen as a temporary solution…a place holder…all well and good right 

now whilst the land isn’t worth much but once the value of land increases … it would be much more 

important to put condominiums there.” (P1) 

These suggest that UA can be a catalyst or ‘place keeper’ for gentrification (Lawson and Miller, 2013), 

paradoxically stimulating and exacerbating the spatial restructuring of gentrification (Reynolds and 

Cohen, 2016). Moreover, the mechanisms evident in these findings are situated within broader logics 

and accumulation laws of capitalism. The flow of investment into the built environment depends on the 

existence of surpluses of capital and labour and upon mechanisms for pooling the former and putting it 

to use (Harvey, 1985). The farms compliment property value increases because both capital and ‘sweat 

equity’ combine to make vacant land productive again, as well as making the area more attractive 

(Voicu and Been, 2008).  

Crucially, issues of inclusion are embedded in this spatial restructuring and place-making by market 

logics (Madanipour, 1998), as demonstrated by the opposed claims by growers R1 and B2. These 

suggest an uneven ability by growers to own property. The competitive market in which property 

relations are structured and the need for capital and knowledge to access this, appears to enhance 

inequalities, potentially excluding those growers who cannot navigate or afford ownership. On the one 
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hand, growers who are moving to the city are potentially better able to purchase land for growing 

because they are often middle class, highly educated and in possession of capital, monetary and social;  

“Where we are we got lucky because my uncle had a business there. He gave it [the land] to us.” (A5) 

On the other hand, these factors pose problems of access for Detroiters. The farms are located in a nexus 

of urban space and capital in which the social production of space is embedded with forms of exclusion 

and inequality (Brenner, 2009; Lefebrve, 1991; Marcuse, 2009). Thus, gentrification is shaping UA 

through this nexus. The reasons for this lead to my next argument.  

 

Secondly, gentrification challenges inclusivity because it interacts with race in ways which are 

exclusionary;  

“It’s happening within the food system ‘cause young whites are coming in and they’re capitalising on 

agriculture. Some of them have college degrees in agricultural practices or business. There is a 

privilege attached to that.” (J4)  

“…Definitely saw it going from a populous that was older and more peoples of African descent and 

becoming younger and whiter and from outside the city. There’s this real link between urban agriculture 

and gentrification because white people when they see white people they see…this space is a safe space, 

or a white space.” (P1) 

The demographic change accompanying gentrification appears to overlap with a social change amongst 

growers whereby new growers are often young, white and with some form of educational or monetary 

privilege. As argued by Hamnett (1991) and Beauregard (1986), inmovers to gentrifying 

neighbourhoods in American cities are primarily white, in the middle to upper end of the income range, 

young adults employed in professional or managerial positions, and highly educated. These inmovers 

are often referred to as ‘yuppies’. However, Rose (1989) critiques this categorisation, arguing that many 

gentrifiers are on moderate or low incomes and are marginal members of the professional class. 

Additionally the findings challenge the narrow focus on gentrifiers as conspicuous consumers, because 

in this context, the inmovers are also engaging with production. In reality, new growers in Detroit are 

likely to be a mix. For example Crouch (2012) and Reynolds and Cohen (2016) explore this ‘new class 

of growers’ who see UA as a creative way of challenging the food system, starting a new business or 

reclaiming land whilst capitalising on the fashion of growing farm-to-table cuisine.  This point will be 

further discussed in following chapters. Important here, is the effect on the farm space. Following Sibley 

(1995) and Valentine (2001), the relationship between racialized bodies, social values, power relations 

and the organisation of space produces particular exclusionary landscapes. The social shift at some 

farms as a result of gentrification affirms this connection between race, space and exclusion, 

demonstrated by the association of ‘whiteness’ at farms with ‘safe spaces’. Participant observation 
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confirmed that this is not necessarily active discrimination but more passive, such as people 

questioning- is this my space? Gentrification therefore appears to shape the social space of some farms, 

with potential to enhance exclusion.  

Finally, however, the impact gentrification has on inclusivity at the farms was contested, particularly in 

relation to economic inclusion and development. Growers alluded to a recent narrative shift from 

framing the farms as community spaces to spaces of production and economics; UA as something to 

capitalise on. On the one hand, some growers supported gentrification as offering economic viability 

and empowerment through greater market opportunities. Arguably, in order to be more inclusive, the 

economics of growing needs to be addressed;  

“There’s more outlets for urban farmers because there’s more restaurants opening in the city. New 

restaurants funded by people of higher socio-economic class than the general population of Detroit.” 

(C2) 

“…Gentrification depending on where you are and what your customer base is, changes the type of 

foods you might want to grow.” (A4) 

“…Is it financial enough, no… We’re not built up on the idea of volunteers. It’s about economics. How 

do you ask a hungry person to come and do something for nothing? How do you ask someone to come 

and volunteer when they don’t have the transportation to get there? No, it’s not including the 

community, this agriculture piece, until we start talking about profitability.” (MW) 

Growers seem to be responding by growing different produce and changing its pathways. A benefit of 

this could be greater income and capacity to provide employment, thereby increasing inclusion of 

underpaid, underemployed communities. Gentrification, as an economic frontier (Smith and Williams, 

1988), could therefore bring economic opportunities for growers, which could translate into inclusion 

through a trickle-down effect into the wider community and environment (Gough et al., 2006). Perhaps 

the urban farms can be an effective part of this economic frontier?  

Alternatively, this idea was contested;  

“Cities are economic engines… If you’re into urban ag and doing this latter day hippie thing… you can 

do that in a rural community. This town is for making money.” (M5) 

Farms are also believed to be economically unviable and inappropriate in the city. This demonstrates a 

pervasive urban normative (Moore, 2006; Heynen et al., 2006), in which gentrification and 

development, and UA are viewed as antithetical, rather than symbiotic or complimentary. Much 

literature falls exclusively into either camp, yet this discussion highlights the nuances, tensions and 

complexities.  Tornaghi (2014) calls to recentre land and space struggles in critical geographies of UA. 

These discussions have effectively done so, drawing out the power struggles and uneven geographies 



24 
 

involved. In summary, gentrification is to a significant extent shaping the farm component of the 

foodscape spatially, socially, and economically. These emerging trends relate to inclusivity in complex 

and contested ways, offering both challenges and opportunities.  
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2.11 The Market  
 

In the past 10-20 years the number of farmers’ markets in Detroit has increased, and in the greater metro 

area around 85% of residents are within a five minute drive of one or more farmers’ markets (Data 

Driven Detroit, 2012). The number of gardens, at 1,434, is an all-time high, producing 343,425 pounds 

of food (KGD, 2016). For example, KGD’s GID market stand at Eastern Market grew to 53 participating 

farmers, who earnt a record breaking $50,000 through sales (ibid). I explore the extent to which 

gentrification is interacting with this trend, and the implications this has for inclusivity. I argue that 

gentrification is, to a significant degree, shaping the spatial, social, and economic dimensions of the 

market. Similarly to the farm, there are complexities, contestations and uneven geographies to consider.  

Firstly, the social processes of gentrification seem to interact with and shape the space of the farmers’ 

market;  

“We just introduced Bridge Cards here [Corktown Market] this year…and we’re yet to take one. It’s 

just, this market's kinda bourgie, up-market.” (RR) 

Although alternative methods of payment such as Bridge Cards and others (Appendix C) are available, 

as with most farmers’ markets in Detroit, the primary shoppers at this market did not use them, thus 

signalling a particular demographic at odds with the often touted food justice and access elements of 

farmers’ markets in the city. Reference to a ‘bourgie, up-market’ farmers’ market is a further hint that 

gentrification may be a significant factor influencing this site. Indeed, gentrification is interacting to a 

significant degree with farmers’ markets as sites of food distribution, through socio-spatial relations;   

“…The demographic in Corktown changed. Could the market assemble itself a little differently, so that 

it felt like a space that was not specifically for middle class shoppers? Absolutely, not having it at a 

retail location, you’re already telling people that it’s at a place where they’re expected to buy something 

in order to have access… 

…Not all spaces are free for all people….Corktown market is a real white space. Gentrification, when 

not about property relations, is about a level of consciousness that doesn’t consider whiteness in the 

production of space.” (R1)  

“Are urban growers in Detroit feeding people who wouldn’t have access to that food? I don’t think so. 

The places where farmers’ produce is … tend to not be places that are all that friendly to poor folks.” 

(R1) 

With reference to class and whiteness these responses demonstrate how the social dimensions of 

gentrification shape the market space. Following Kobayashi and Peake (2000), whiteness as a part of 

race is an important concept in theorising space. As R1 states, gentrification is also about whiteness in 
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the production of space, in this context food space. Drawing on Slocum (2007) and Guthman (2011), 

those involved in the alternative food movement tend to be economically and/or socially middle class, 

knowledgeable of nutrition and the environment, politically liberal to the left, and with particular 

interest in food quality and health. Such qualities overlap with the commodity fetishisation and 

conspicuous consumption often characterising gentrification (Jager, 1988). Regarding food, it is the 

fetishisation of fresh, local and sustainable (Guthman, 2004b). Whiteness as a dimension of 

gentrification, thus emerges spatially in efforts to access healthy foods and to support farmers, and as a 

result, farmers’ markets thrive on a culture of food that has been made white (Slocum, 2007). Moreover, 

how this food is produced, packaged and sold engages with a white middle class consumer base and 

therefore there is a ‘clustering of white bodies in often expensive spaces of community food’ (ibid), 

such as farmers’ markets. 

These findings connect directly, albeit unintentionally, to exclusion. R1 notes that “not all spaces are 

free for all people”, explaining how the capacity to shop in such places tends to be an economic and 

culturally middle class thing to do given that monetised consumption is key to access. Moreover, as 

identified by participant observation and as Figure 4 shows, the Corktown farmers’ market space is 

produced by multiple actors to be calm, safe, attractive and comfortable. The market is attached to the 

Detroit Institute of Bagels café, with live music, art and crafts, and value added products like jams, as 

well as fresh produce. The market is fenced and organised, and there is a $10 stall fee. As a “real white 

space” (R1), the key point is what happens to bodies, what they do and the fact that they tend to be 

white in certain places, as surmised by Saldanha (2006, p.18); white bodies ‘stick and flow, opening 

spaces to some, closing them to others’, and exclusion happens through this massing of bodies. 

Exclusion occurs through these spatial and social processes to make people, particularly ‘poor folks’ as 

R1 notes, feel uncomfortable in a space, and financially unable to purchase organic produce (Slocum, 

2007; Miewald and McCann, 2014). Ultimately, social space is a field of relations, alliances and power 

struggles, with forms of capital (education, money, social contacts) giving power (Bourdieu, 1980; 

1984). Drawing on Bourdieu’s theory of ‘habitus’ as socialised norms or tendencies that guide 

behaviour and thinking (Wacquant, 2005), and on the extension of capital from material assets to social, 

cultural and symbolic, these all lead to an unconscious acceptance of social differences and hierarchies, 

to a ‘sense of one’s place’ and to behaviours of self-exclusion (Navarro, 2006).  
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                                 Figure 4. Corktown Farmers’ Market (Author’s own photo) 

 

However, the data are nuanced and also opportunities for economic inclusivity. The findings reflect 

Slocum’s (2007) call to not only address markets as spatial dimensions of food politics, but to be 

attentive to these market spaces as sites of possibility. Farmers’ markets can potentially have a role as 

small business incubators and market stores like The Farmer’s Hand perhaps signal the beginning of a 

local farming economy in Detroit;  

“Farmers markets are a way of keeping encouraging the local economy. Keeping money local.” (A4) 

“[The Farmer’s Hand] it’s a business. In order for the farms to make money we have to make money.” 

(RK) 

The inmovers and their disposable income, their demand for produce and farm-to-table cuisine could 

certainly support this local economy. KGD especially is reacting to this trend by increasing their 

capacity as aggregators and distributers, connecting growers to food businesses and negotiating the 

market in-between. KGD manages the marketing, orders, payments and deliveries;  

“…Which is really the big thing, the time consuming thing that people don’t want to do or don’t have 

time to do.” (E2) 

KGD could increase inclusion in distribution and market opportunities by overcoming logistical 

barriers, bridging gaps between sellers and buyers, potentially furthering the economic opportunities 

gentrification could bring.  

Ultimately, the tensions at the heart of gentrification are again evident, even presenting a paradox for 

growers;   
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“….Does it matter to you [growers] where your food goes? Some say yeah, I’m not here to enrich the 

businesses, and contribute to gentrification in the city. Others say I don’t give a shit. I’m out here to 

develop myself by entrepreneurial attempts at a market garden business.” (E2) 

“This is the paradox, usually the folks that are making it are covering all their cost….they’re selling … 

to high end restaurants...and the folks that are trying to sell to their neighbours are losing money.” 

(P1) 

There is potential for consumer shifts to be both opportunistic and exclusive. Evidently, growers often 

have an agenda and choose whether they distribute to community members, low- or high-income 

individuals, or businesses, and are aware that the food system increasingly overlaps with gentrification 

processes. The gap between these ‘classes of growers’ appears to be growing as multiple players and 

plural powers compete in the market space.  

Gentrification is a significant factor shaping distribution socially, economically, and spatially. 

Particularly key is the way class and race dimensions of gentrification interact with food markets, but 

it is also important to recognise tensions and complexities.  
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2.12  The Table  
 

Throughout 2016 around 32 new restaurants and bars opened across ‘greater downtown’ Detroit, 

(Aguilar, 2017). In a Washington Post headline, Detroit was described as ‘One of the country’s poorest 

cities is suddenly becoming a food mecca’ (Guarino, 2016), luring chefs from afar to the new culinary 

scene. I investigate how gentrification and UA are related to this ‘restaurant bubble’ and narrative shift, 

and the implications this has for inclusivity at the site of the ‘table’.  

As the abundance of UA draws businesses centred on farm-to-table cuisine, gentrification reshapes the 

cityscape, and this impacts the geographies of food (Bell and Valentine, 1997). Interviewees 

emphasised two key factors in this relationship: displacement and foodies. Firstly, there is physical 

displacement of inexpensive and community owned diners and food businesses, such as Goodwells in 

midtown, by up-market, more expensive venues such as Selden Standards and the Jolly Pumpkin, which 

can afford the simultaneous rise in rent;  

“…You talk about gentrifying the food system in a sense yeah, where you might have had a bunch of 

fast food restaurants and affordable Coney Islands, you’re now getting these super expensive 

restaurants that the old population can’t afford. They’re forced to go elsewhere, it’s creating this food 

dichotomy.” (E4) 

“…Hard for business owners…life time Detroiters, to start up their businesses in downtown or 

midtown, new trendy areas, ‘cause they’re priced out. As rents increase, they get pushed out. There was 

Goodwells Market, they closed doors this summer, couldn’t pay rent.” (A6) 

Secondly, the Detroit owned food businesses are at risk of physical and social displacement as many of 

the inmovers appear to have more economic power. This excludes local food businesses and the 

demographic they serve. A power imbalance creates this ‘food dichotomy’ spatially but also socially 

because of the demographic starting these businesses;  

“More white middle-upper class food business owners coming in because they see it as an opportunity.” 

(A6) 

“We use the term ‘foodie’- associated with upper class whiteness.” (K1) 

In Detroit, gentrifiers are not simply consumers but are also producers at the scale of the table. As new 

restaurants use Detroit produce it appears that a certain kind of ‘boutiquey’ food culture is emerging, in 

which local produce is increasingly fetishised into a luxury product, elevated into ‘white food’ and that 

the primary producers and consumers of this are the ‘foodies’ of the new cultural class (Guthman, 2011; 

Loewen, 2013). This further mirrors May (1996) who explores how the ‘strategies of distinction’ of the 

gentrifiers emerge in the arena of food, and that tastes for particular cuisines such as farm-to-table, form 
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a crucial part of their cultural capital and distinction (Bourdieu, 1984; Simmonds, 1990). This process 

impacts inclusivity through the spaces of consumption;  

“…I can find myself in restaurant spaces that are entirely white in a city that’s 80% black and that’s 

something you think about and question.” (A2) 

“It’s decorated in this way that’s like- oh white people reclaiming their ancestral homeland. It’s got 

the pictures of the old white people from the 30s and 40s...You’re proud of your family history but 

you’re living in an 80% black city. Why don’t you also put some history up there?” (G1) 

“…A bunch of new restaurants opening and they’re opening in really specific places. A lot of them are 

really expensive. ..it fits with a certain type of lifestyle that’s not a lot of people’s.” (M3) 

As spaces of food consumption are influenced by gentrification, development seems to occur around 

race and class identities. Within the ‘food dichotomy’, these emerging food spaces are attractive to a 

certain demographic. As these respondents explain, the aesthetic of these spaces can align with a 

particular white identity which is non-representative of the local residents, but representative of those 

who can afford the food. One respondent referred to farm-to-table as ‘kitsch’ (M2), a term meaning 

simulation of authenticity and art, and is used by Jager (1988) when describing the ‘new aesthetic’ of 

gentrification. Similarly to the farm and market, these spaces of particular social, cultural and symbolic 

capital change the identity of a place, leading to an unconscious sense of one’s place and tendency to 

self-exclude (Navarro, 2006; Loewen, 2013). Forms of social exclusion are thus also embedded in 

place-making practices at the table scale.  

Finally, the paradox of gentrification winners and losers is again evident. There was support for 

gentrification and the conspicuous consumption this brings;  

“I am for gentrification...gotta be somebody who has disposable income enough to consume the higher 

price produce, and food stuff that we created. Disposable income is a must.” (M5) 

“Here comes money…if you’re running a business you can’t be angry people are coming to spend 

money in the city… there’s an entrepreneurial spirit.” (RK) 

Key themes are the economic opportunities, financial support and entrepreneurialism brought by food 

businesses capitalising on farm-to-table, and the new consumers demanding this. Furthermore, this 

scenario is unique because restaurants are paying more expensive market prices for produce;  

“…Farmers’ markets are hard to make a living… with restaurants there’s a guarantee of what you 

have and deliver. It’s more secure when I can talk to a chef.” (A5) 
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Chefs are increasingly working closely with growers, which offers growers security because a high 

paying outlet for their produce is guaranteed. This economic inclusion is being facilitated by network 

organisations such as KGD and FoodLab who connect food businesses and growers. Grow Eastern 

Market (GEM) was also referred to by growers and food businesses (for example A1, B2, J6) as a 

scheme through which they have connected with each other. GEM aims to build ‘farm-to-fork 

relationships’ with distributors and institutional buyers (chefs, restaurants, food businesses) to create 

and expand channels for small scale growers (GEM 2017). Organisations are increasingly working at a 

number of scales to build infrastructures for more inclusive farm-to-table processes and the 

opportunities this can bring. Moreover, the potential for this symbiosis is aided by the shift in consumer 

demand;  

“There’s a great amount of potential for the restaurants being a really integral part of this food and 

farming movement… Because we’re working closely with them we can benefit…We’re trying to buy 

these lots, they can help us deal with the city, and buy the lots. We can influence them, because of our 

connection. You can’t influence Chase Bank, or other large corporations. Are we just gonna ignore 

them and complain like a lot of leftists do about gentrification? Or work with it and at the same time 

make things better for the people who are here?” (G1) 

This highlights how restaurants and food establishments can support land insecure growers because 

they have economic power and influence. These generative potentials correspond with theories of 

restaurants being central in the renaissance of cities, but are at tension with the former fact that food 

‘makes places as symbolic constructs’ and thus excludes (Bell and Valentine, 1997; Crang and Cook, 

1996). The table as a ‘new economic frontier’ is a space of social struggle and contestation. The ways 

in which gentrification acts along lines of race, class and capital are embodied in the new spaces of 

consumption in Detroit and present the nexus in which challenges as well as opportunities for inclusion 

occur.  
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2.13 The Agrihood  
          

In 2016 MUFI heralded the opening of America’s first ‘urban sustainable agrihood’ (MUFI 2016). 

MUFI is a non-profit, three acre farming operation on Detroit’s northeast side, and has teamed with 

BASF and Sustainable Brands to restore an abandoned apartment building opposite its garden to serve 

as a Community Resource Centre and a for-profit café, Figure 5. Tyson Gersh, the non-profit’s president 

and co-founder is reported to have said;  

“It’s no secret that the north end is facing a lot of development pressure right now, and how we choose 

to implement that is going to have profound impacts on the people here and the people that are moving 

here. We truly think that the way we are approaching this is going to be inclusive. Everybody is going 

to be able to win together.” (Ferretti 2016)  

          Figure 5.  The MUFI farm, hoop-house and abandoned building. (Photo credit: Melissa Shiner) 

 

This final chapter draws the farm-to-table arguments together to address whether the urban agrihood is, 

as Tyson claims, inclusive. I argue that if the ‘agrihood’ is to be a model for sustainable urban 

redevelopment in Detroit then social struggles and balances of power must be considered.  

The holistic discussion from farm-to-table has demonstrated the social struggles and contestations at 

each of the three sites. The arguments outline how gentrification is vertically integrated; it is a 

significant force shaping and acting at each scale. These new economic frontiers have challenged but 

also provided opportunities for inclusivity in social, economic and spatial ways. A need to consider the 

balance of power thus emerges and raises important questions for the agrihood as an embodiment of 

this network, its infrastructures and social relations. As Reynolds and Cohen (2016) identify, ‘power 
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and privilege are seldom recognised as fundamental challenges to urban agriculture’. This final chapter 

furthers this line of argument in relation to the agrihood.  

Firstly, the agrihood, especially the farm component, could present an alternative development model 

with social benefits such as stability, cohesion and liveability;  

“My landlord wants to develop a 60 acre farm within the city…would have a farm-to-table restaurant, 

specialty crops, community entertainment spot…so the scale of that for sure, it will help develop 

economic stability in the city. On a small scale but a good scale.” (M2) 

“If you think about creating a city that has food sovereignty, or vital local economies and that has 

mixed land use, more liveable neighbourhoods, then urban ag will be a part of that mix.” (A4) 

“Detroit’s a great place to experiment with alternative urban planning. Let’s try every neighbourhood 

has a farm, and farmers market.” (A5) 

An agrihood could have capacity for economic stability. Other interviewees stressed that the small 

business and entrepreneurial revival this farm-to-table model could bring would be the lifeblood of 

change because small businesses are often the first things to go during economic decline. Throughout 

my research I encountered the nexus of jobs-food-housing as a challenge for any development. As 

referred to, the mixed land use inherent in the agrihood could meet this tri-part need, hence promoting 

a form of ‘civic agriculture’, which is described by Lyson (2004) as bringing together production and 

consumption in a localisation process and local problem-solving activities organised around restaurant 

agriculture and food. Arguably, without the branding of agrihood, this kind of development is already 

happening. From unique currencies and employment schemes at D-Town farm and the Neighbours 

Building Brightmoor collective, to the training, business incubation, residential improvement and 

community dinners at Oakland Avenue, I observed that the tri-part capacity of the farm-to-table space 

and process was already evident and strengthening. Moreover, as the farm-to-table discussion has 

shown, gentrification as an economic driver could strengthen and enhance the viability of this model 

by providing income to stimulate growth. As MUFI has also shown, the agrihood has provided a 

platform for partnerships with business innovators, corporations and Detroit construction firms, 

bringing expertise and investment to the project.  

However, would the agrihood address the tensions and struggles discussed from farm-to-table or simply 

perpetuate them? An interviewee from MUFI demonstrates this point; 

“Beyond the produce there’s been an increase in real estate value…there has been $2million worth of 

homes purchased and rehab invested in specifically because of the farm. In the last 5 years the 

community here has changed pretty dramatically…when we first got here, it was a strange thing for 

there to be white people in the north end. It’s gotten people excited, and worried.” (T2) 
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Participant observation also corroborates these findings; whilst volunteering at MUFI a former 

Detroiter, now working in Los Angeles, wanted a tour round the neighbourhood. He was thinking of 

moving back to Detroit, had heard about the area and wanted to refurbish a house near the farm. As a 

white Los Angeles businessman, he contrasts with the race and class majorities of the neighbourhood. 

The demographic change and particularly the racial shift which has occurred as a result of the farm and 

now the wider development points to the exclusionary potential of gentrification. An expanded 

understanding of Dooling’s (2009) ‘green gentrification’ is thus needed in order to account for 

displacement and exclusion at multiple, interrelated and overlapping sites (the farm-to-table) rather than 

just the ‘green space’. Hence, this raises questions as to who this agrihood is really for and where the 

power lies. On the one hand, the project’s work with influential groups gives them more power and 

ability to secure the land and funding. On the other hand, such connections are more common in 

economically privileged communities and social groups; often white cultures within capitalist 

structures. Following Reynolds and Cohen (2016), this outcome can perpetuate resource disparities 

between groups, challenging progress for equality and inclusion. The need to underscore uneven power 

dynamics is further exemplified;  

“…’Detroit’s really coming back’, well yeah Detroit is working well for the people it’s always worked 

well for. You hear all these people touting this turnaround, but who is it really helping?” (B3) 

“…It’s really unclear about what kind of city we’ll have in the future. We need to build a city that’s 

relevant to today. I think it’s going to land somewhere in the middle, where you got equal parts 

residents’ community, grass roots driven development meeting top down development. There’ll be a lot 

of casualties along the way.” (T2) 

This is the crux of the matter. Will the agrihood attract the foodies and the ‘yuppies’ or will it remain a 

provisioning site for local community? Will there be planning for low income residents, attention to 

ethnicity and inclusion of local voices? Who will be the winners and losers in this farm-to-table system?  

Ultimately attention needs to be paid to the power struggles I have highlighted between the different 

actors in different spaces of the farm-to-table foodscape. Bourdieu’s (1991) theory of power is again 

useful here. Bourdieu conceptualises the ‘field’ as a network, structure or set of relationships in which 

people express and reproduce their dispositions and compete for different kinds of capital. Power is 

culturally and symbolically created, and is constantly legitimised through interplay of agency and 

structure, and people experience power differently depending on which field they are in. I propose that 

the farm, market and table each represent a ‘field’ in which the social struggles of gentrification and 

inclusion highlight the power contestations embedded in process. This argument is captured in T2’s 

response. The power balance of the agrihood could be between the grassroots and the top-down 

development. But it will also involve the more micro-level social struggles and tensions of the spaces, 

social relations and economics at the farm, market and table sites of UA (Figure 6).  There are 
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(im)balances of power at each field, each ‘habitus’, which  gentrification is both creating and enhancing 

and which have been brought into focus by attention to processes of inclusion/exclusion. The actors and 

stakeholders involved in agrihood developments must consider these geographies otherwise there will 

certainly be casualties along the way.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. A schematic diagram of findings showing the relationships and interactions between the three sites and the 

Agrihood. It shows gentrification, inclusivity and power acting across these sites and scales, all of which are embodied in 

the Agrihood.  
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2.14 Conclusion  
 

The extent to which UA can support inclusive redevelopment in Detroit is primarily limited by 

gentrification. This dissertation mobilised a foodscape lens to critically analyse UA in a holistic way, 

from farm-to-table. At each site two key arguments were made; I) Gentrification is shaping the 

foodscape of Detroit in a number of complex and interrelated ways, II) Gentrification challenges but 

also offers opportunities for economic inclusivity at each stage of the farm-to-table process. The 

discussions explored the social struggles from farm-to-table and the spatial dimensions of these 

contestations. The implications of gentrification on inclusivity were drawn on to explore the urban 

sustainable agrihood as a model of urban redevelopment. The chapters built to a discussion of the power 

relations embedded in the geographies of the agrihood.  

This project aimed to produce a critical geography of UA and its role in regeneration in Detroit. It 

achieved this by focussing on gentrification and its impact on inclusivity, with particular attention to 

the farm, market and table as sites of struggles over and through space. Gentrification and development 

are not static, but are ongoing and unstable processes. My conclusions, while not being definitive, 

highlight the possibilities and problems, the nuance and alternatives. With its novel structure, this 

project has highlighted that the farm-to-table system is an essential assemblage within UA and can 

significantly shape the role of UA in urban development. As a case study, UA in Detroit shows us 

something profound about cities alleged to be dead or decaying; that these are often some of the most 

innovative and vibrant places, offering exciting alternatives and expanding the confines of what it 

means to be urban.  

This dissertation has met its objectives. Through an appropriate methodology, sufficient empirical data 

enabled reliable conclusions, which explored gaps in the literature. It has opened important avenues for 

future study which I intend to pursue. As extraordinary concentrations of humanity and key nodes in 

planetary networks and systems, cities have profound implications for the world’s physical resources 

and socio-economic quality of human life. The intersections of foodscapes, social inclusion, sustainable 

development and urban form therefore warrant a multidisciplinary approach and the emphasis on power 

relations and struggles invites a Political Ecology analysis to UA and agrihoods. Finally, the concept of 

agrihood in particular offers a rich new study focus, as it indicates a broader shift in urban development 

and UA to bridge the two practices in redefining cities.  
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2.15 Appendix A: Sample interview questions 
 

Sample interview questions for the urban farms and markets 

1. How long have you been working/volunteering at the farm/market/food business?  
2. Are you from Detroit? 
3. What are your main jobs here? 
4. How did you become involved and why?  
5. What inspired you to start/join the project?  
6. What produce do you grow? 
7. Where/to whom does your produce go? 
8. What impact do you feel you’re having? Can you give an example?  
9. What changes have you noticed in recent years?  
10. From your experience, what kind of changes are happening in the community/neighbourhood 

because of the farm/market? 
11. Who comes to volunteer at this farm? 
12. What do you understand a ‘just food system’ to be?  
13. Do you believe that urban farming can be upscaled? 
14. Do you have future plans to expand/continue the farm? If yes/no, why?  
15. What difficulties have you come across with the farm?  
16. What opportunities have you come across with the farm?  
17. What do you understand gentrification to be?  
18. Do you think gentrification is happening in Detroit?  
19. How does gentrification impact your farm/market/food business?  
20. Are there elements of the farm/market/food business you see as entrepreneurial? 
21. Are you aiming for a business model with the farm/market? If yes/no, why?  
22. Do you think the farm/market includes different people?  
23. In what ways is it inclusive? In what ways is it not inclusive?  
24. How is the farm/market connecting with other food providers? 
25. Do you see your work here as activist, political or anti-capitalist in any way?  
26. What work do you do with young people in Detroit?  
27. Do you employ or train people? If yes/no, why?  
28. In what ways do you see the farm/market/food business as being part of regeneration in 

Detroit?  
29. Do you think the urban farms are a long-term or short-term solution?  
30. What do you think the role of the City government and planning should be?  
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Additional questions for the market  

1. How often do you have a stall here?  
2. Do you sell at any other markets? Where? 
3. When did you start selling at farmers’ markets?  
4. Do you have a farm/garden? If so, where?  
5. What kind of produce do you sell? 
6. What prices do you sell at? 
7. Do you often sell all your produce? 
8. What kind of people come here to buy produce?  
9. How would you describe this farmers’ market?  
10. Do you sell to restaurants, cafés, or chefs? If yes/no, why? 
11. Do you take alternative methods of payment?  
12. As a food distributor, what tensions do you see/have you experienced in the system? 
13. How do you think these problems could be solved?  

 

Additional questions for food businesses 

1. What produce do you source from local farms/markets? 
2. How did you set up this connection? 
3. What problems and opportunities has this brought?  
4. What would make it easier?  
5. What is your opinion of urban farming in Detroit? 
6. The Washington Post described Detroit as a ‘food mecca’. What do you think this means, and 

what impact do you think this has, if any?  
7. Where are the owners/founders from? 
8. Who are your customers?  
9. Who do you employ?  
10. Do you have any resident/local discount schemes?  
11. Why would you describe your business as a ‘triple bottom line’ food business?  
12. In what ways do you think your food business is ‘farm-to-fork’? 
13. What kind of impact has this food business had? What impact do you hope it will have in the 

future?  
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2.16 Appendix B: Interview data 
 

2.16.1 Interviewee code 
 

 

Interviewee ID Gender Description or Organisation
A1 F The Greening of Detroit: Apprentice, stall holder, 

market coordinator 
A2 F Trinosophes restaurant 
A3 M Grower, market stall holder
A4 F Grower, market stall holder
A5 M Grower, market stall holder
A6 F Food Lab Detroit
B1 M Grubbable App 
B2 F Rose's Fine Foods, grower
B3 M Detroit Farm and Garden
B4 F Neighbours Building Brightmoor, grower
B5 F AmeriCorp: FoodCorp
C1 F Grower, market stall holder
C2 M Grower
D1 F Food Lab Detroit
E1 M Grower
E2 M Keep Growing Detroit
E3 M Earthworks apprentice, grower
E4 M Market coordinator 
E5 M Grower
G1 M Grower, market stall holder
J1 M Detroit Food Academy
J2 F Henry Ford Health System
J3 M Grower
J4 F Grower
J5 M Gold Cash Gold Restaurant 
J6 F Russle Street Deli café 
K1 F Food Lab Detroit
L1 M Grower, Market Coordinator 
M1 F Brooklyn Street Local café 
M2 F Grower
M3 F Guerrilla Foods
M4 F Grower
M5 M Detroit Friends Potato Chips 
M6 M Red Truck Fresh Produce
P1 M Farm Manager 
R1 F Grower
T1 F Joy Southfield Development Corporation
T2 M Farm Manager 
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2.16.2 Focus group code  
 

 

 

 

 

2.17 Appendix C: Alternative methods of payment  
 

Name  Description 
Bridge Cards Michigan state programme. A debit card for 

monthly food and/or cash benefits. (MDHHS 
2017)  

Double Up Food Bucks  National Fair Food Network programme. 
Doubles the value of federal nutrition SNAP 
and food stamps benefits at farmers’ markets 
and grocery stores.  

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
(SNAP) 

USDA federal programme. Amount of benefits 
is conditional on household's size, income, and 
expenses. In the form of coupons or a 
specialized debit card system known as 
Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT).  
SNAP benefits can be used to purchase:  
fruits and vegetables, breads and cereals,  
dairy products, meats, fish, poultry and 
plants and seeds which are fit for household 
consumption. (FNS 2017) 

Women, Infants and Children (WIC) USDA FNS programme. Provides Federal 
grants to States for supplemental foods, health 
care referrals, and nutrition education for low-
income pregnant, breastfeeding, and non-
breastfeeding postpartum women, and to infants 
and children up to age five who are found to be 
at nutritional risk. (FNS 2017) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Focus Group ID Genders Description
MW F1,M1 Growers
RC F1,M1 Growers
RK F2 Food business owners
RR M2 Growers, market stall holders 
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