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Abstract

This paper presents a case study of Gardens and Green Spaces (GGS), a resident-driven, grant-funded project in Cleveland, 

Ohio working toward community change. Through both placemaking and entrepreneurial strategies, the main grant objectives 

are to effect change at the intersection of food (and agriculture), arts, and culture in Kinsman, a 96% Black Neighborhood 

on Cleveland’s east side. While community development (CD) projects are often designed by outside ‘experts’ who inform 

the scope and focus of grant-funded projects, this project is rooted in the hypothesis that a resident-driven approach to CD 

will lead to increased community buy-in and participation, resulting in more lasting and substantive community change. 

GGS works across sectors, integrating arts, culture, and food to promote placemaking and community-based entrepreneurial 

engagement as a path towards greater health, equity, and economic resilience. This paper argues that community-based and 

resident-driven development—although not without its own challenges—can result in more holistic community transforma-

tion across sectors, with the potential for greater resident participation, sustainability, and equity. The case study presented in 

this paper, including in-depth interviews and neighborhood surveys, is an examination of the pilot phase of GGS, and argues 

that both placemaking and entrepreneurialism represent a negotiation between market driven community development and 

a solely philanthropic model. It provides insight into more equitable and sustainable change that has the potential to shift 

the traditional paradigm of expert driven, or “outside-in” community development.

Keywords Community development · Cleveland · Urban food production · Creative placemaking · Urban agriculture · 

Urban planning · Land · Food · Arts · Culture · Philanthropy

Abbreviations

CD  Community development

GGS  Gardens and Green Spaces

Introduction

This paper presents two of the strategies—placemaking 

and entrepreneurialism—of the Gardens and Green Spaces 

(GGS) project in the Garden Valley neighborhood in Cleve-

land, that strives for community change at the intersection 

of arts, culture, food, and agriculture. This project holds as 

an underlying premise that transformations in an inequita-

ble urban food system always occur within a larger dialec-

tic of urban metabolism (Heynen et al. 2006; Smith 2008). 

According to this perspective (Heynen et al. 2006), urban 

metabolism or transformation occurs as a result of both 

human labor and the work of non-human natures (including 

the built environment), which is an important recognition 

of the complexity of urban agriculture, community food 

systems, and community development more broadly, and 

supports the contention that equitable food system trans-

formation must extend beyond interventions solely around 

growing food.

Erika Allen, co-founder of the Urban Growers Collec-

tive in Chicago writes about a community food system that 

“deals with everything; all the components that are needed 

to establish, maintain, and perpetually sustain a civiliza-

tion” (Allen 2010). This concept of “everything” includes 

the struggle for sovereignty around community land and 

water rights, but also extends as far as community partici-

pation in conversations and planning around transportation, 

energy, housing, economic development and beyond. Ques-

tions of labor, gender, race, health care, age, education, and 

social services (among others) exist alongside land rights, 
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ecological sustainability, food access, nutrition, and sover-

eignty as important components of a community develop-

ment intervention whose ultimate goal is to effectively and 

sustainably reduce hunger. Through this lens, urban food 

production is one piece—albeit an important one—in pro-

ducing more equitable community infrastructures, healing 

historical traumas from economic, political, and spatial 

marginalization, and in establishing community resilience. 

While urban agriculture has received significant attention 

over the past several years as a strategy for economic resil-

ience and access to increased nutrition (Grewal and Gre-

wal 2012; Kaufman and Bailkey 2000; Sommers and Smit 

1994), especially in low-income neighborhoods and neigh-

borhoods of color (Tornaghi 2017), it cannot be the only 

point of intervention in sustainable and equitable approaches 

to community development. Sustainable and equitable com-

munity change might start with food as a powerful entry 

point, but must strive to encompass most (if not all) aspects 

of the lives of community members, engaging them not as 

recipients of a nutritional or health intervention, but rather 

as multifaceted and complex human beings.

Throughout interviews and conversations with Black 

urban growers in Cleveland, the importance of a holistic 

approach to community development was repeatedly artic-

ulated. Epistemically, participants understand food and 

growing as a part of the larger dialectic of transformation 

(Heynen et al. 2006), with important, mutually constitutive 

foci including other facets of their lives: education, transpor-

tation, art, literature, poetry, exercise, safety and violence 

reduction, and spirituality or religion. The Garden Valley 

neighborhood faces challenges across many different aspects 

of life, and as one research participant explained, community 

development and change must address all of these if it is to 

catalyze sustainable improvements in any area.

The theory of change that emerged from GGS empha-

sized creative placemaking and entrepreneurialism as cata-

lytic to community transformation. The project planning 

team understands placemaking as a celebration and expres-

sion of culture unique to a community that strengthens, 

empowers, and ‘activates’ spaces within that community. 

Placemaking, as an approach to community change, relies 

upon already-existing assets, values, and knowledge to fos-

ter health, safety, prosperity, and well-being (Montgomery 

2016) that might be overlooked through a traditional eco-

nomic or market-based lens. Following Reese (2018), the 

project’s attention to the geographies of Black food and land 

through a lens of what is, rather than what isn’t, allows for 

“(b)lack ways of being, knowing, and doing” to become the 

drivers behind community change (p. 408). While place-

making is not an entirely new approach to achieving com-

munity change, community development projects rarely 

place the emphasis on holistic community transformation. 

Placemaking is often either at the periphery of CD practices 

in Cleveland, or implemented in such a way that it does 

not meaningfully engage with community knowledge about 

problems impacting (or potential solutions within) the com-

munity, or effectively acknowledge the particular histories 

of place.

As part of a strategy for community change, entrepre-

neurship can easily be critiqued as reinforcing neoliberal 

strategies of governance, especially those condoning the 

retreat of social services and state investment in particu-

lar neighborhoods (Derickson 2014; Brenner and Theodore 

2002). Community residents consistently spoke about entre-

preneurialism not as an individualist approach to economic 

gain or a replacement for state investment, however, but 

as economic engagement for community benefit. In other 

words, entrepreneurial engagement in Black communities 

has the potential to be an important complement to strat-

egies of placemaking. An intentionally community-based 

approach to entrepreneurialism can be seen as a powerful 

tool for equity and sustainability in community development, 

especially in disinvested communities of color where tradi-

tional economic interactions have historically been oppres-

sive and exploitative.

Literature review: community development, 
placemaking, and entrepreneurialism

Engaging with poor and/or historically marginalized peo-

ple as full, complex, and multi-faceted human beings with 

needs, interests, or struggles beyond food, jobs, or shel-

ter—that is, engaging holistically—is often not possible in 

community development grant projects with singular goals, 

such as combatting obesity or improving literacy. The ideal 

of holistic engagement rarely manifests in the methods 

deployed to address challenges facing underserved neigh-

borhoods (see, for example, Cavanaugh et al. 2014; Cum-

mins et al. 2014). Community development, social welfare, 

and government assistance programs often approach poor 

communities of color from a ‘needs only’ perspective, with 

a focus on survival necessities (O’Brien et al. 2004; Shannon 

2014). To wit, many so-called diet-related health problems 

are discursively delimited to impoverished neighborhoods, 

especially neighborhoods of color (Shannon 2014), with 

an emphasis on the ways in which neighborhood environ-

mental factors may contribute to negative social, economic, 

and health outcomes (Stokols 1995). These neighborhoods 

and communities become geographically bounded areas for 

intervention around focal points including food, housing, 

healthcare, or employment (Morales 2009). This single-issue 

model of intervention often uses market-oriented rather than 

community-based tools, disregarding cultural aspects of a 

neighborhood and the holistic or cross-sectional nature 

of community needs. The arts—and culture or creative 
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expression more broadly—are implicitly understood to be 

secondarily important or even excessive and unnecessary, 

despite evidence that participation in the arts leads to more 

engaged residents and more resilient communities (Kay 

2000; Purcell 2009).

Food is an excellent entry point—a universal human 

need—to much more complex facets of the human expe-

rience, including creativity, spirituality, and community 

empowerment. Growing food allows humans to articulate 

together with non-human nature in a way that can produce 

more equitable, healthy, sustainable, and just urban natures 

(Heynen et al. 2012). Food production is also an effective 

introduction to histories and geographies that have contrib-

uted to particular urban environments, and has underserved 

marginalized populations, not allowing them a voice in 

political, economic, social, and spatial processes (Heynen 

et al. 2006.)

Urban agriculture produced through Black labor, as 

an approach to a more equitable and resilient community 

food system (Porter 2018), challenges dominant concep-

tions about what ‘Black’ space looks like (Ekers and Loftus 

2012; Harvey 2003), while also contesting power dynam-

ics around uneven development and land use practices. 

Black Americans have suffered disproportionate land loss 

(Mitchell 2005; Pennick 1990), theft, and the fracturing 

of communities through policies of redevelopment and 

urban renewal (Michney 2011; Pritchett 2003). Within the 

urban context, food production often exists as a contingent 

form of land use, often emerging as a temporary solution 

to economic downturn or increases in demand for inexpen-

sive food (Saldivar-Tanaka and Krasny 2004). According 

to city planners, it does not always represent the “highest 

and best use” of land (Lawson 2004; Németh and Langhorst 

2014), and while long-term urban agricultural projects tend 

to do best in neighborhoods with little to no development 

pressure, investment in these neighborhoods is likely to be 

very low. What are often assumed to be either ‘natural’ or 

unintentional patterns in urban development across space 

and time emerge as the products of powerful socio-spatial 

forces; growers—and, in the context of GGS, artists and 

culture-bearers—labor to transform and (re)produce the 

spaces around them, and in so doing, shine a light on these 

historical–geographical inequities (Harvey 2003; Safransky 

2017; Smith 2008).

For the purposes of this article, it is important to distin-

guish between space and place. Within many disciplines, 

space is theorized as a location without social connection 

(Tuan 1977), while Lefebvre (1996), Swyngedouw (1996), 

and others theorize that space as inherently social, push-

ing back against the “blank slate” theory of urban planning, 

development, and change (Brenner and Theodore 2002; 

Lefebvre 1996; Scott 2010). Theories of placemaking define 

place as socially produced areas—”temporary permanences” 

(Harvey 1996)—built to respond to the needs of residents. 

For the purposes of this paper, ‘place’ is used to refer to 

locations targeted by placemaking endeavors. However, in 

keeping with the literature (Ekers and Loftus 2012; Heynen 

et al. 2006), I use space to refer more generally to locali-

ties, and contend that no space—or place—is devoid of 

social relations or removed from political decision-making 

processes. Lastly, Lefebvre’s writing on “the production of 

space” is useful in explaining processes of community and 

creative placemaking. This work focuses on the inherently 

social nature of space, its production through both human 

labor and nonhuman transformation, and, importantly, the 

relationship between (urban) space, the state, and economic 

relations (Lefebvre 1991, 1996, 2009).

Placemaking and entrepreneurialism

Creative placemaking projects often encourage entrepre-

neurialism as a way to fill an economic vacuum in otherwise 

economically and spatially marginalized neighborhoods. 

Ideologies of entrepreneurialism and market-based growth 

are deeply ingrained in urban development practices, even 

in communities who have not been served by this model. 

Entrepreneurial ideologies often encourage residents to 

become self-sustaining and to produce their own means of 

subsistence. Especially in low-income neighborhoods, entre-

preneurs rarely receive the tax subsidies or abatements that 

larger-scale businesses do in cities looking to revitalize (Wil-

son 2007). Smaller-scale entrepreneurs also do not benefit 

from economies of scale and yet, are expected to become 

self-sustaining within a relatively short timeframe.

Black entrepreneurship, however, was and is necessary 

in the face of a state and economy that have neglected, 

oppressed, and excluded Black communities from economic, 

political, and social success and power. Within the Black 

community, entrepreneurial endeavors are often linked to 

the historical struggles and traumas experienced by Black 

Americans. Enterprises that address the violent and oppres-

sive history of Black Americans, while simultaneously cel-

ebrating Black culture, positions Black history and culture 

to heal trauma and promote community solidarity. Learning 

about and reframing historical traumas is a key part of many 

placemaking projects within Black communities (Sbicca 

2012), and is essential to building stronger communities and 

stimulating community economies.

In marginalized communities, entrepreneurs emerged out 

of a need to build amenities such as medical offices, restau-

rants, and lodgings, contributing to a uniquely Black class 

consciousness amongst Black entrepreneurs. Black Wall 

Street and the Harlem Renaissance represent successful, 

albeit time-bound, examples of Black entrepreneurship that 

supported the creation of local economies while maintain-

ing control over intellectual property and, at the same time, 
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building community power. Arts and culture were central to 

these entrepreneurial endeavors, as was placemaking and a 

rootedness in place. Artists generated income and became 

upwardly mobile without relying on government support. 

These examples represent ideologies of entrepreneurship 

based not in individual economic achievement but rather in 

community empowerment, bolstering Black economies, and 

in resisting dependence on a racially oppressive state that, 

over time, has disinvested from, segregated, fractured, and 

disproportionately incarcerated Black communities (Bra-

hinsky 2013; Massey and Fischer 2000). Black entrepre-

neurialism simultaneously reinforces the importance of mar-

ket-based capitalist growth while also building alternative 

community economies—often communities of care (Sundin 

2011)—and Black resilience in the face of continued neglect 

by traditional investment streams. Much like placemaking, 

Black entrepreneurialism in practice does not guarantee a 

reversal of hegemonic neoliberal tendencies across urban 

space nor does it promise greater equity in investment or 

community development. I present these arguments as a way 

to dismantle the idea that any hegemonic practice or ideol-

ogy exists without counterhegemonic opposition.

Placemaking and philanthropic capital

Differential investment in and approaches to placemaking, 

philanthropy, and CD across space often correlate to race 

and class (Ley 2003; Montgomery 2016). Whereas down-

town areas and more affluent neighborhoods see consider-

able increases in investment in and demands on housing, 

poorer neighborhoods struggle to recover not only from 

economic decline and the foreclosure crisis of 2007–2008, 

but from decades of redlining, disinvestment, and institu-

tionalized discrimination. As a part of community and urban 

development strategies, creative placemaking attempts to 

disrupt these racialized patterns, expanding beyond inter-

ventions that target a particular problem or behavior to 

instead ‘activate’ spaces, and bolster community culture 

and economies in a more holistic sense. This happens by 

bringing together networks of people to socially appropri-

ate space (Lefebvre 1996, 2009), changing its social and 

spatial dynamics, and infusing community significance to 

that space. Placemaking is one way to produce space that has 

the potential to better reflect the needs, desires, and cultural 

histories of community members (Bain and Landau 2017).

Philanthropic dollars allow for creative and collaborative 

placemaking to increase the artistic and cultural draw of a 

neighborhood or community, and engage community resi-

dents in the creation and enactment of their vision for space. 

Municipal or state investment in cultural infrastructure tends 

to focus on more affluent neighborhoods, and is larger in 

scale. Kinsman (and Garden Valley, which is part of Kins-

man) have historically received little economic investment 

from the state, and most investment in the arts or in cultural 

infrastructure stems from grants and philanthropic dollars 

rather than local or state-level subsidies. Philanthropic 

support of placemaking also has the potential to contest or 

partially displace a neoliberalized privileging of economic 

growth to the detriment of social relations. This supports 

a more expansive and holistic paradigm of neighborhood 

change, and a production of space that allows for alternative 

visions of the urban to be enacted from a grassroots perspec-

tive (Angelo 2017; Lefebvre 1991).

While placemaking can be seen as resistance against 

homogenized (and thus commodifiable) urban space (Lefe-

bvre 1991, 1996), it is far from a panacea. Placemaking is 

not able to fully contest a market-dominant and globalized 

approach to urban development (Jessop 2000; Sassen 2000; 

While et al. 2004). Nor does it truly shift patterns of eco-

nomic investment at either the local or the global scale. 

Indeed, support by community foundations and other gran-

tors have done little to reverse decades of economic and 

political marginalization. Further, placemaking, like entre-

preneurialism, can contribute to the market fundamentalist 

paradigm of development, as residents and grantees risk per-

petual reliance upon local market growth and the continued 

solicitation of grant funding as a way to both prolong invest-

ment in place and attempt to equalize uneven allocations 

of capital across space. Placemaking thus risks reinforcing 

neoliberal tenets of capitalist development at the community 

scale rather than an actual shift in the power dynamics of 

urban planning or urban imaginaries. Economic sustainabil-

ity and equity must be built into the structure of any project: 

resident participation, plans for economic viability in the 

long-term, and continual evaluation on progress towards 

these goals.

Historical geographical background

Cleveland follows many other North American cities, with 

both austerity politics and investment reifying patterns of 

marginalization and uneven development, often ushering 

in or hastening the gentrification of poor neighborhoods 

of color as spaces of commodification, and reifying market 

ideologies of development across urban space (Ley 2003; 

Porter 1995). The Cleveland Museum of Art is located in 

University Circle, the wealthiest neighborhood in Cleveland; 

three professional sports arenas sit in a revitalized downtown 

business district, an area of heavy investment and affluence; 

rapidly gentrifying neighborhoods such as Collinwood and 

the Detroit Shoreway have seen significant investment in the 

arts and business that coincides with rising real estate and 

rental costs. While gentrification is not the foregone conclu-

sion to investment in place, the literature suggests a strong 

correlation between investment in creative institutions, and 
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affluence in urban space (Grodach and Loukaitou-Sideris 

2007). Furthermore, development in one neighborhood can 

have very real impacts on neighboring communities that 

do not receive the same levels of investment (Lindemann 

2019). Case Western Reserve University in University Cir-

cle owns dozens of properties in neighboring low-income 

communities of color where real estate costs are lower, in 

effect decreasing available housing stock for those commu-

nity residents while simultaneously providing amenities for 

incoming wealthier occupants (Richmond 2017).

Gardens and Green Spaces takes place in the Garden Val-

ley neighborhood on Cleveland’s east side, sometimes called 

the Forgotten Triangle. Garden Valley is located in the larger 

Kinsman neighborhood of Cleveland’s Ward 5. It is also 

just east of the Central neighborhood, where the majority of 

Black migrants to Cleveland settled during the Great Migra-

tion, and where the segregated Black-only public housing, 

Outhwaite Homes, was built in the 1930s. This community 

has some of the highest poverty indicators in Cleveland, 

including female-headed households, high rates of incar-

ceration, unemployment (almost 30%), and low educational 

attainment, as well as poor health indicators. Approximately 

96% of residents are African-American, and as of 2013 had 

a median household income of about $14,000. About 84% of 

the housing is rental, and 35% of Cuyahoga County’s public 

housing (over 4000 units) is concentrated in and around the 

neighborhood. Garden Valley is one of the original sites of 

federally funded urban renewal, with several hundred apart-

ment units built in the 1960s (Michney 2011). Designed to 

attract middle-income Black residents, housing projects in 

Garden Valley instead became an example of how racial 

segregation and the concentration of poverty were simulta-

neously reinforced through the enactment of urban renewal 

policies (Jenkins 2001; Michney 2011). While parts of 

Cleveland now boast an economic renaissance and popula-

tion growth, population loss continues in Kinsman, espe-

cially in the wake of the foreclosure crisis, which catalyzed 

an 84 percent decrease in housing values in the Kinsman 

neighborhood (WRLC 2015).

Statistical indicators, while only part of this community’s 

story, are significant to the ways in which development pro-

jects have approached this community, with each indicator 

representing a unique target for community development 

investment or inquiry. At the city scale, investment in large-

scale development tends to eclipse funding for alternative 

approaches such as urban agriculture. Kinsman and Garden 

Valley have incredibly high concentrations of vacant land 

in Cleveland (WRLC 2015), representing an opportunity 

to reimagine both space in the abstract and more concrete 

urban and community development initiatives (Fig. 1).

Beginning in the mid-2000s a group of three childhood 

friends and former residents began cleaning up about 

two acres of vacant land, in part through extensive soil 

remediation. They founded the Rid-All Green Partnership 

Farm, one of the core partners in GGS. Rid-All (now span-

ning more than seven acres) has become an example of 

a successful and profitable urban farming venture with 

a focus on social justice and neighborhood engagement. 

While Rid-All represents hope for the positive impact of 

alternative land use projects, the surrounding community 

has not recovered from decades of misuse, neglect, and 

the resulting socio-spatial challenges. On the one hand, 

Kinsman sits at the forefront of alternative land use inno-

vation in Cleveland, with the support of the local Com-

munity Development Corporation (CDC), the Ohio State 

University Extension, and zoning ordinances established 

through the City Planning Commission that allow food 

production and market stands in residentially zoned areas. 

Many agriculture projects in this community span several 

acres of land. Community gardens, an incubator farm, an 

aquaculture business, a 3-acre greenhouse production site, 

as well as other smaller projects are all situated in Kins-

man. A 28-acre “Urban Agriculture Innovation Zone” is 

intended for the transformation of fallow land into sites of 

food production. Residents interested in farming have the 

opportunity to rent a plot on the incubator farm to hone 

their skills while accessing a support system of extension 

agents and farmers. Several community gardens on previ-

ously vacant land also serve as sites for community gather-

ings and horticultural education. The area’s focus on local 

food has increased fresh food production, providing some 

residents with hyperlocal and healthy eating options in an 

area that is intensely impacted by “food apartheid” (Holt-

Giménez and Wang 2012).

Notwithstanding, traditional development investment 

and the associated transformations do not always touch 

down to impact residents’ quality of life. The Opportu-

nity Corridor, a multi-million-dollar transportation pro-

ject, will connect a nearby highway interchange with the 

affluent University Circle area (OHDOT). Funding comes 

from both local and state sources, and, at a community 

level, has contributed to some street-front improvement 

on Kinsman Avenue (intersecting Garden Valley). These 

improvements have brought a few businesses (most of 

which were founded by the local CDC) into the neighbor-

hood but without significant economic opportunity. Resi-

dents do not often frequent these businesses due to barriers 

both perceived (a feeling of not belonging) and tangible 

(prohibitive cost); rather, they mostly serve commuters 

who work in the community development or construction 

sectors. The Opportunity Corridor is often described as 

a new iteration of urban renewal, with eminent domain 

claiming land for current or future development, (re)pro-

ducing Kinsman as a community to pass through rather 

than one in which to spend time or money (see Michney 

2011).
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The gardens and green spaces pilot program

The lived experiences of planning team members lends a 

familiarity with the history of the Garden Valley neighbor-

hood and the struggles facing residents in their everyday 

lives. It is with this deep awareness that GGS began with 

food—growing, cooking, sharing, and eating food—and 

expanded from this platform to incorporate music, arts, and 

other cultural engagements within the community. Recog-

nizing both the centrality of the many challenges facing the 

neighborhood and its residents, and the necessity to build 

community resilience (and community economies) from 

within, GGS was constituted as a partnership between four 

Black-run and owned organizations and businesses. Core 

partners in the pilot program included the Rid All Green 

Partnership Farm, the Garden Valley Neighborhood House 

(a settlement house and food pantry that also offers training 

programs, senior programs, tutoring, and other afterschool 

programs for youth), Environmental Health Watch (an envi-

ronmental non-profit focused primarily on food, agriculture, 

and healthy homes), and Fresh By Nature Records (a Black/

female owned and operated record label and music produc-

tion company). The first two are located in and have been 

operating in Garden Valley for over 10 years, while EHW 

has partnered with the Rid-All Farm for several years in 

Garden Valley. Community events, largely conceptualized 

and planned by residents, used strategies of placemaking 

to bring community members from across Garden Valley 

together to share food, participate in public art projects, 

music performances and open mics, and to participate in 

several youth-oriented activities (including puppet shows, 

shoe-garden demonstrations, and games). In an area of 

Cleveland where violence and fear are significant barriers to 

residents’ feelings of safety (there are places where residents 

don’t feel comfortable crossing the street) placemaking acti-

vates spaces in a positive way, slowly shifting the narrative 

Fig. 1  Vacant properties and land in the forgotten triangle. Prepared by author using 2010 Census data and 2015 property survey data from the 
Western Reserve Land Conservancy, housed at NEOCANDO
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of Garden Valley, both from the outside gaze as well as in 

the eyes of residents.

The planning team consisted of both Garden Valley 

residents and outsiders working in the community, as well 

as founding members of the four core partner institutions. 

Partners worked to engage residents through a set of interre-

lated programs linked by the theme of “History, Health, and 

Healing”: community events that bring residents together to 

push back against the isolation prevalent in many areas of 

food inequity. These included music, arts, and food curricu-

lum with a focus on production and entrepreneurialism and 

a program designed to jumpstart and support a youth-run 

café with community gardeners, urban farmers, and other 

community businesses among its list of suppliers. Over the 

course of almost a year of work on the GGS pilot program, 

which was an initial allocation of funds in preparation for 

a larger 2-year grant, three community block-party events 

were held in Garden Valley celebrating agriculture and the 

culinary arts, hip-hop and music production, and commu-

nity-based visual arts projects.

Methods, data collection, and project evaluation

My role in the pilot project was in project evaluation (both 

for internal reflection and external assessments), to leverage 

current funding for additional grants, and to ensure the align-

ment of project activities with the objectives of the grantors. 

I had worked with core partners and in Garden Valley for a 

few years prior to this grant; however, as a non-Black per-

son with academic institutional ties not residing in Garden 

Valley, my standpoint was that of an outsider. My approach 

to this project was to rely upon the lived experiences and 

histories of residents for direction in evaluation, valuing the 

knowledge they hold about the neighborhood and its history. 

As a part of the evaluation and data collection process, in 

addition to dozens of hours of participant observation, I con-

ducted interviews with core partners (n = 10) and facilitated 

in-depth discussions with the implementation team during 

planning meetings (n = 15). Interview and meeting questions 

focused on residents’ visions for their neighborhood; what 

kind of spaces they would like to foster and live in; how 

community resources could be leveraged to support Black 

economic growth; and the role of music, food, the arts, and 

culture (more broadly) in residents’ vision for a healthy 

neighborhood. This approach created a more iterative and 

reflective process for both evaluation and grant implementa-

tion. While the long-term sustainability of community trans-

formation through GGS will be unmeasurable for several 

years to come, the purpose of this paper is to provide insight 

into the organizing strategies adopted within this particular 

community and to examine how grant money can be lever-

aged to catalyze structural, sustainable, and equitable change 

within communities.

Over the course of the pilot, the project team (includ-

ing this author) conducted two separate community surveys 

(n = 79), convened an intergenerational planning team of 

Garden Valley residents and core partners, and engaged in 

a process of systems-based evaluation that led to the award 

of two additional years of funding. Planning team meetings 

were facilitated as a platform for decision making as well as 

for data collection, allowing residents and groups members 

to draw upon their own epistemologies of community trans-

formation, and to establish a vision for development within 

Garden Valley, rather than relying on a priori standards. The 

pilot events, workshops, and youth-oriented curricular pro-

gram (which now serves as the backbone for continued grant 

activities) were conceived of collaboratively. These meet-

ings also represented an opportunity for group reflection and 

the establishment of an evaluation framework. Community 

survey instruments were developed collaboratively; they 

were used to evaluate events held in August and September 

of 2016, to solicit participation from residents interested in 

future projects, workshops, or activities, as well as to outline 

an ongoing agenda for GGS. Survey data within Garden Val-

ley through GGS was supplemented with two other surveys 

from a city-led transportation project in the same neighbor-

hood. This provided data triangulation about community 

needs and desires, it more than doubled our sample size, 

and confirmed anecdotal evidence about other challenges 

faced by residents in Garden Valley such as (fear of) vio-

lence and the need for more programs and opportunities for 

neighborhood youth. A summer curricular program, geared 

towards youth, was planned as a result of these surveys, and 

implemented during the second phase of the grant.

Both the survey instruments and planning team meet-

ings relied on predominantly qualitative evaluation metrics 

to highlight the unique challenges facing a community, 

through deep engagement with residents to determine 

which neighborhood challenges are prioritized by commu-

nity residents. Our hypothesis was that knowledge rooted 

in everyday experiences would allow us more effective 

and sustainable strategies to address the systemic, struc-

tural, and cross-sectional problems within Garden Valley. 

As Wolf et al. (2017) highlight, single-issue approaches, 

such as attempts to mitigate obesity through behavioral 

change, risk overlooking the lived experience of residents 

(who might also be struggling with low literacy or an 

abusive home environment). We recognized the impos-

sibility of addressing all of the struggles in Garden Valley 

through creative placemaking and entrepreneurship alone. 

However, focusing on residents’ perceptions and desires 

for their own neighborhood allowed for more meaning-

ful connections between food, arts, culture, and agricul-

ture, while also exploring various approaches to equitable 

community change among neighborhood residents and CD 

practitioners.
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The collaboration between core partner institutions, resi-

dents, and people working in Garden Valley led to a majority 

Black planning team, with two non-Black members, includ-

ing this author, out of a total of thirteen. Leadership on the 

project was entirely Black, reflecting the racial makeup of 

the community. While the project is ongoing in its second 

phase, it is important not only to share lessons learned dur-

ing this time, but also to contribute a perspective on a differ-

ent approach to CD—both its strengths and weaknesses—

and how that different approach might impact community 

spaces.

Placemaking and entrepreneurship 
at the intersection of art, culture, and food

With the historical geography of Garden Valley in mind, and 

the collective experience of having worked in this commu-

nity for several decades, the point of entry for grant activi-

ties could not be a demand for behavioral change or any 

prescriptive advice about what the community should or 

could do to transform itself. As one planning team mem-

ber articulated, it could take several years to build enough 

trust in the neighborhood to gain the buy-in of community 

members, before sustainable or transformative could even 

begin to take place. It is from this context that the History, 

Health, and Healing approach to placemaking emerged and 

became essential to GGS. Within community development, 

most interventions are not designed to recognize the rela-

tionship between present-day inequities (including in food 

access) and histories and geographies of oppression (Kepk-

iewicz et al. 2015; Usher 2015). With this in mind, planning 

team members conceived of three block-party style events 

in Garden Valley celebrating urban agriculture, hip-hop cul-

ture, and Black culinary arts, not necessarily to highlight 

histories of oppression, but rather to begin healing from its 

impacts. These events were intentionally planned to be part 

of the iterative process of grant planning, and helped us to 

develop the successful proposal for two additional years of 

funding supporting youth engagement around the aforemen-

tioned themes. At pilot events, we interviewed participants, 

distributed surveys, and gathered more informal feedback 

about how Black residents in this neighborhood envisioned 

community transformation.

“Soul Food Saturdays” is an example of a monthly event 

at Rid-All that reflects the History, Health, and Healing 

focus of GGS, as well as a growing trend of vegan soul 

food in Cleveland. Residents experienced cuisine that retains 

historically and culturally important Black traditions while 

featuring a diversity of healthful ingredients. These events 

support the holistic ideology undergirding GGS, in that they 

expand beyond just food or agriculture, bringing commu-

nity members together to talk about the challenges they are 

facing and discuss how they would like to see their com-

munity transform. One of the owners of Rid-All articulates 

this point:

…if we could approach this work from a food angle, 

we could reach a wide variety of people, everybody. 

[…] The activity that’s generated from us being here 

is what we call placemaking. So it’s more than just 

a farm; it’s extended out to the broader community 

where families can come out and have picnics at the 

park, (where) women come out and walk their dogs 

or play with their children at the park. […] So that 

becomes a residual value of a project that you can’t 

really monetize, you can’t put a dollar value on it, but 

the value is there because of what it does for the human 

experience. So there’s a lot of ways of looking at how 

we do our work and how it plays out every day. Espe-

cially in the community. Not to mention the pride that 

people have in this area. This was the Forgotten Tri-

angle: something that was basically a dumping ground 

(transformed into) a thriving beacon of innovation.

This trend of more “healthy” soul food in Cleveland rep-

resents the meeting point of placemaking, Black entre-

preneurialism and the ideology behind History, Health, 

and Healing. Soul food originated as a culinary survival 

mechanism during times of slavery: a way to prepare food 

with inexpensive ingredients (usually high in fat and salt). 

Through a History, Health, and Healing lens, soul food—

often criticized for being unhealthy—can be celebrated as an 

important historical tool for the survival of Black people in 

this country. Vegan soul food businesses within Cleveland’s 

Black community celebrate this tradition, while modifying 

it to the present-day context. A practice of appreciating the 

present moment without anticipating or worrying about the 

future is inherent in southern traditions of food. History, 

Health, and Healing emphasizes and celebrates this unique 

history of Black Clevelanders—who are predominantly 

descended from enslaved ancestors, and have memories of 

or close relatives who were bonded through sharecropping 

or tenant farming—and the many ways in which commu-

nity and food come together to promote health and healing. 

Recounting Black histories and geographies as a celebra-

tion of health and wellness instead of focusing on health 

disparities or less healthy food choices is a powerful form 

of placemaking within a community.

Engaging in holistically-minded food system work in his-

torically marginalized and oppressed communities of color 

such as Garden Valley requires an historically rooted knowl-

edge of the expansive role of food, farming, and land within 

the Black community: how these have been and continue to 

be sources of both liberation and oppression (Vernon 2015; 

Yakini 2015). Food is an incredibly important convener 

within the Garden Valley community as well as in other 
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communities of color in Cleveland. We learned first-hand 

during the pilot grant that music and art play a similar role as 

powerful conveners of community, with a seemingly natural 

bridge to placemaking and community-based enterprise.

One of the founders of Fresh By Nature articulates her 

sentiments about music in a way that mirror how the found-

ers of Rid-All articulate food and growing:

…an entire economy surrounding hip-hop can grow 

out of communities like Garden Valley. Dance, graf-

fiti, slam poetry, parties, albums, slams, etc., (are all 

a part of it). It’s not so much about the music, per se, 

but about people working together: as long as people 

are working together they can elevate. Hip-hop is just 

the common thread.

GGS was conceived out of the belief that, while food secu-

rity is essential to the well-being of any community, it will 

be an ineffective point of intervention if it stops with food 

(either self-provisioning, food assistance, or both). Partners 

and participants articulate a universal need for food that is 

mirrored by historical-cultural connections to food and land 

that provide important opportunities for both community 

building and cultural healing. And, arts and music permeate 

all of that: “There’s no disconnect.” Especially in the con-

text of historically and spatially marginalized spaces, food 

system work needs to embrace a rooted understanding of 

the multi-faceted cultural histories embedded within com-

munities of color.

Black growers in Cleveland not only articulate an under-

standing of the complexity of community needs, but also 

target a broad set of placemaking-related objectives in their 

agricultural work. Efforts are rarely focused singularly on 

food or the choices that neighborhood residents make around 

food consumption, but rather demonstrate a rootedness in 

place and a desire to produce space differently. In explain-

ing the capacity of the land to promote healing, one resident 

touched upon some of the broader objectives of the Gardens 

and Green Spaces project:

I began to look at ways to help the neighborhood heal. 

Because that had to be a horrific realization: you saw 

people going into that house and never coming back 

out.1 You’ve lived in this neighborhood for years, 

maybe even decades. You observed this, even if you 

just moved in and moved across the street. You were 

a complicit part in it all. It trickled to the whole…

area and beyond – so how could we bring healing to 

a place that’s broken? The scab is laying there bare. 

You understand?

I was blessed to be able to make a little bit of a dent 

in that area because (the CDC president) was kind 

enough to give me a parcel of land.

The ultimate goal with placemaking and among Black 

entrepreneurs is to help their community heal from present 

and historical traumas: to thrive rather than just survive. 

This perspective recognizes that diet-related disease, other 

health indicators, educational attainment, employment, and 

most economic, social, political, and cultural issues are both 

interrelated and have roots that extend beyond the social 

context of a particular community and the individual choices 

of residents. Residents participate in small enterprise as a 

way to create beautiful spaces, to produce urban space dif-

ferently (Ekers and Loftus 2012; Torreggiani et al. 2012), 

to reclaim and reshape their own agricultural histories in 

non-oppressive ways, and, often, to disembed the production 

of space from the capitalist economy, re-embedding these 

processes in social relations (Heynen et al. 2006). GGS 

strives to shift the dominant negative perception of Garden 

Valley, which means addressing the entire socio-natural con-

text: the physical, mental, emotional, and spiritual aspects of 

the community, in addition to the environmental, spatial, or 

health concerns generally targeted by CD initiatives.

Rooted in an historical consciousness of the trauma of 

marginalization experienced by the Black community, 

Black-led enterprises are central to the visions and theo-

ries of change held by many Garden Valley residents for 

the future of their community, and contributed heavily to 

the vision residents expressed for GGS. The resident-driven 

neighborhood engagement philosophy recognizes that sup-

porting the particularities of a neighborhood’s histories and 

geographies is central to successful transformation, includ-

ing in entrepreneurialism and creative placemaking. Black 

entrepreneurship is embedded in the ideologies and prac-

tices of several of the core partner institutions of GGS. The 

entrepreneurial aspects of the grant project emerge from the 

particular knowledge and experience of the core partners, 

and are designed as sustainability mechanisms to eventually 

render grant funding more peripheral to the project. Thus 

conceived, the project depends on market demand for prod-

ucts and services in addition to non-profit and philanthropic 

funding, the latter of which has replaced a significant pro-

portion of state funding in low-income communities over the 

last several decades (Ghose and Pettygrove 2014; Mitchell 

2001).

During the pilot year, the planning team and core partners 

were constantly reminded why a more holistic approach to 

community development is more difficult and less common 

than more singularly focused programs. The complexity of 

confronting historical trauma within a community is some-

thing that takes time, patience, and dedication, but is also 

necessary if sustainable transformation is going to occur. 

1 This quote to the 2009 discovery of the missing bodies of eleven 
Black women on the property of Anthony Sowell, whose death sen-
tence is currently on hold.
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Year after year, Garden Valley residents see grants programs 

come and go without any long-term commitment. Build-

ing trust takes time, and allowing the process to be iterative 

and responsive to the needs of community residents takes 

flexibility and a willingness to not always be as success-

ful—in the eyes of the grantor—as we might otherwise be. 

This work challenges dominant paradigms of community 

development in Cleveland not only by avoiding a top-down, 

expert-driven approach often funded through the city and 

CDCs, but by demonstrating to funders what an iterative 

process of community change looks like, as identified in our 

evolving study, work, and evaluation. In this way, we work 

not only to shift the power dynamic in community devel-

opment, but also for more equal power relations between 

grantor and grantee.

The ultimate vision of Gardens and Green Spaces was 

to promote a transformative production of space in Garden 

Valley, as led by the vision of neighborhood residents, espe-

cially youth. With the award of a two-year grant, we have 

continued to focus on “History, Health, and Healing”, and 

community development that supports the visions of com-

plex and multifaceted people. Our goal is to produce Black 

space differently in Garden Valley; to engage in creative 

placemaking that lifts up the artistic, cultural, and culinary 

histories of this place. Our goal is to change the way that 

these Black spaces are perceived and experienced, for neigh-

borhood residents and for the broader Cleveland community.

Discussion

The literature on both placemaking and entrepreneurialism 

highlights tensions between enacting a particular vision for 

community through grass-roots and community-level activi-

ties, and enabling the retreat of an increasingly austere state, 

thereby reinforcing ideologies of neoliberalism, individual-

ism, and personal responsibility. Similar tensions are also 

communicated by Black entrepreneurs, residents in Garden 

Valley, and Black urban growers more broadly. Participants 

express a desire to participate in the capitalist economy, but 

also to push back against it or establish something apart 

from it. Several participants have expressed a desire to create 

spaces that would not need to be so heavily policed, indeed 

indicating a desire for a retreat of (at least part of) the state 

apparatus (Purcell 2008). In conversations and interviews 

with growers and entrepreneurs, the desire to form or join 

cooperative economic structures is frequently articulated, 

as is a vision for a “Black economy” that exists separately 

from the dominant white economy. Rather than replicating 

all of the tenets of “white capitalism”, as the case study 

shows, these Black subjects envision an economic structure 

built explicitly to support community growth, resilience, 

and empowerment. According to one participant in GGS, 

individual success and community-oriented economies can 

happen simultaneously. As one interviewee described, they 

“both feed off each other. While (entrepreneurship) might 

seem individualistic and boot strapping, it’s also feeding the 

community” (Personal Interview 2017).

In a similar vein, creative placemaking, while sometimes 

described in the literature as a means of validating the with-

drawal of the state or neighborhood divestment, becomes a 

potentially radical avenue for residents to produce (alterna-

tive) spaces. In other words, residents are working outside 

of the confines of a state or developmentalist perspective on 

what (the production of) space should look like or entail. 

This enables them to assert their own way of being and 

living in the world, allowing a vision for Black space to 

emerge. Whether the residents of Garden Valley are able 

to negotiate and navigate the tensions present here depends 

largely on the capacity to create an economically sustainable 

program that continues to bring in revenue, contribute to 

positive community transformation, and provide economic 

opportunities for residents. The two-year implementation 

grant is now in its second year and is focused largely on how 

to transition from being mostly grant-funded to becoming 

a self-sustaining project that can remain true to the vision, 

needs, and desires of Black residents in creating the places 

and spaces that will promote healing and support a com-

munity to thrive.

Conclusion

Heynen et al. (2006) argue that the struggle for liberation 

will be played out in urban societies, including Cleveland. 

This case study of the Gardens and Green Spaces project 

demonstrates how this struggle can be repositioned through 

creative placemaking and a community-oriented entre-

preneurialism. From interviews, community meetings, 

and other interactions with residents, it is evident that this 

approach touches down in very real ways for many Black 

Clevelanders. Many facets of life that are seldom empha-

sized in low-income neighborhoods (such as arts, and cul-

ture—including food culture) are not only recognized, but 

celebrated as integral to the fabric of a community. Black 

food culture has played a key role in movements organiz-

ing for Black rights, including the Civil Rights Movement, 

within the Black Panther Party, and in organizing for Black 

voter registration; this lends resonance to the approach of 

GGS, through an historical connection to culture, food, and 

the production of Black space. Black family histories of 

slavery, sharecropping, tenant farming, and/or participation 

in the Great Migration have transported culinary traditions 

and alternative urban imaginaries into the city. During one 

of the community events, a participant commented, “See 

how we can make space from nothing into something? We 
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create what we want and need in our neighborhoods…we 

can create something beautiful in a place where there wasn’t 

anything like that.” These ideologies supporting GGS are 

rooted not only within the Garden Valley community, but 

in a collective Black consciousness and memory across the 

city.

The tacit goals of community development often rely 

upon economic development: establishing new businesses, 

bringing jobs to a particular area, or increasing foot traf-

fic through a neighborhood to help businesses grow. While 

economic development is embedded within the GGS project, 

it does not emerge as an objective isolated from the goal 

of building resilient and supported communities. Rather, 

entrepreneurialism, economic growth, and creative place-

making are conceived of as a means to a more broadly imag-

ined liberation. Resident-driven transformation is holistic, 

cross-sectional, and rooted in place, because the historically 

embedded inequities and oppressions facing the Black com-

munity are so deeply entrenched that economic empower-

ment alone cannot eliminate oppression or produce equitable 

and thriving Black spaces.

Acknowledgements The author would like to thank Kimberly Fore-
man, Executive Director of Environmental Health Watch in Cleveland 
for being a great teacher and collaborator, Tess Pendergrast for her 
assistance as an editor, and two anonymous reviewers for their com-
ments on earlier versions of this paper.

References

Allen, E. 2010. Growing Community Food Systems. In The Post Car-

bon Reader: Managing the 21st Century’s Sustainability Crises, 
ed. R. Heinberg and D. Lerch. Santa Rosa, California. www.postc 
arbon reade r.com.

Angelo, H. 2017. From the City Lens toward Urbanisation as a Way 
of Seeing: Country/City Binaries on an Urbanising Planet. Urban 

Studies 54 (1): 158–178.
Bain, A.L., and F. Landau. 2017. Artists, Temporality, and the Gov-

ernance of Collaborative Place-Making. Urban Affairs Review.
Brahinsky, R. 2013. Race and the Making of Southeast San Francisco: 

Towards a Theory of Race-Class. Antipode 46 (5): 1258–1276.
Brenner, N., and N. Theodore. 2002. Cities and the Geographies of 

‘Actually Existing Neoliberalism’. Antipode 34 (3): 348–379.
Cavanaugh, E., et al. 2014. Changes in Food and Beverage Environ-

ments After an Urban Corner Store Intervention. Preventive Medi-

cine 65: 7–12.
Cummins, S., E. Flint, and S.A. Matthews. 2014. New neighborhood 

grocery store increased awareness of food access but did not alter 
dietary habits or obesity. Health Affairs 33 (2): 283–291.

Derickson, K.D. 2014. The Racial Politics of Neoliberal Regulation in 
Post-Katrina Mississippi. Annals of the Association of American 

Geographers 104 (4): 889–902.
Ekers, M., and A. Loftus. 2012. Revitalizing the Production of Nature 

Thesis: A Gramscian Turn? Progress in Human Geography 37 
(2): 234–252.

Ghose, R., and M. Pettygrove. 2014. Urban Community Gardens as 
Spaces of Citizenship. Antipode 46 (4): 1092–1112.

Grewal, S.S., and P.S. Grewal. 2012. Can Cities Become Self-Reliant 
in Food? Cities 29 (1): 1–11.

Grodach, C., and A. Loukaitou-Sideris. 2007. Cultural Development 
Strategies and Urban Revitalization: A Survey of US Cities. 
International Journal of Cultural Policy 13 (4): 349–370.

Harvey, D. 1996. Justice, Nature and the Geography of Difference. 
Cambridge: Blackwell Publishing.

Harvey, D. 2003. Debates and Developments: The Right to the City. 
International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 27: 
939–941.

Heynen, N., M. Kaika, and E. Swyngedouw (eds.). 2006. In the 

Nature of Cities: Urban Political Ecology and the Politics of 

Urban Metabolism. London: Routledge.
Heynen, Nik, Hilda E. Kurtz, and Amy Trauger. 2012. Food Justice, 

Hunger and the City. Geography Compass 6 (5): 304–311.
Holt-Giménez, E., and Y. Wang. 2012. Reform or Transformation? 

The Pivotal Role of Food Justice in the U.S. Food Movement. 
Race/Ethnicity: Multidisciplinary Global Contexts 5 (1): 
83–102.

Jenkins, W.D. 2001. Before Downtown: Cleveland, Ohio and Urban 
Renewal, 1949-1958. Journal of Urban History 27 (4): 471–496.

Jessop, B. 2000. The Crisis of the National Spatio-temporal Fix and 
the Tendential Ecological Dominance of Globalizing Capitalism. 
International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 24 (2): 
323–360.

Kaufman, J., Bailkey, M. 2000. Farming Inside Cities : Entrepreneurial 

Urban Agriculture in the United States. Lincoln Institute of Land 
Policy: Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Kay, A. 2000. Art and Community Development: The Role the Arts 

Have in Regenerating. Community Development Journal 35 (4): 
414–424.

Kepkiewicz, L., M. Chrobok, M. Whetung, M. Cahuas, J. Gill, S. 
Walker, and S. Wakefield. 2015. Beyond Inclusion: Toward an 
Anti-colonial Food Justice Praxis. Journal of Agriculture Food 

Systems and Community Development 5 (4): 99–104.
Lawson, L. 2004. The Planner in the Garden: A Historical View into 

the Relationship between Planning and Community Gardens. 
Journal of Planning History 3 (2): 151–176.

Lefebvre, H. 1991. The Production of Space (trans: Donald Nicholson-
Smith). Oxford: Blackwell.

Lefebvre, H. 1996. Writings on Cities (trans: Eleonore Kofman and 
Elizabeth Lebas). Oxford: Blackwell.

Lefebvre, H., N. Brenner, and S. Elden (eds.). 2009. State, Space, 

World: Selected Essays. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press.

Ley, D. 2003. Artists, Aestheticisation and the Field of Gentrification. 
Urban Studies 40 (12): 2527–2544.

Lindemann, Justine. 2019. Black Urban Grower and the Land Question 
in Cleveland, OH: Externalities of Gentrification. In Back to the 

City: Food and Gentrification in North America. New York: New 
York University Press.

Massey, D.S., and M.J. Fischer. 2000. How Segregation Concentrates 
Poverty. Ethnic and Racial Studies 23 (4): 670–691.

Michney, T.M. 2011. White Civic Visions Versus Black Suburban 
Aspirations: Cleveland’s Garden Valley Urban Renewal Project. 
Journal of Planning History 10 (4): 282–309.

Mitchell, K. 2001. Transnationalism, Neo-liberalism, and the Rise of 
the Shadow State? Economy and Society 30 (2): 165–189.

Mitchell, T.W. 2005. Destabilizing the Normalization of Rural Black 
Land Loss: A Critical Role for Legal Empricism. Wisconsin Law 

Review 2005: 557–616.
Montgomery, A. 2016. Reappearance of the Public: Placemaking, 

Minoritization and Resistance in Detroit. International Journal 

of Urban and Regional Research 40 (4): 1–24.
Morales, A. 2009. Public Markets as Community Development Tools. 

Journal of Planning Education and Research 28 (4): 426–440.

http://www.postcarbonreader.com
http://www.postcarbonreader.com


 J. Lindemann 

1 3

Németh, J., and J. Langhorst. 2014. Rethinking Urban Transformation: 
Temporary Uses for Vacant Land. Cities 40: 143–150.

O’Brien, D., E. Staley, S. Uchima, and E. Thompson. 2004. The Chari-

table Food Assistance System: The Sector’s Role in Ending Hun-

ger in America. Washington, D.C.: The Congressional Hunger 
Center and Feeding America.

Ohio Department of Transportation (OHDOT). Cleveland Opportunity 
Corridor. http://www.dot.state .oh.us/proje cts/Cleve landU rbanC 
orePr oject s/Oppor tunit yCorr idor/Pages /defau lt.aspx. Accessed 
10 July 2017.

Pennick, E.J. 1990. Land Ownership and Black Economic Develop-
ment. The Black Scholar 21 (1): 43–46.

Porter, C.M. 2018. What Gardens Grow Outcomes from Home and 
Community Gardens Supported by Community-based Food Jus-
tice Organizations. Journal of Agriculture Food Systems and Com-

munity Development 8 (Suppl 1): 187–205.
Porter, M. 1995. The Competitive Advantage of the Inner City. Har-

vard Business Review 73 (3): 55–71.
Pritchett, W.E. 2003. The ‘Public Menace’ of Blight: Urban Renewal 

and the Private Uses of Eminent Domain. Yale Law & Policy 

Review 21 (1): 1–52.
Purcell, M. 2008. Recapturing Democracy: Neoliberalization and the 

Struggle for Alternative Urban Futures. New York and London: 
Routledge.

Purcell, R. 2009. Images for Change: Community Development, Com-
munity Arts and Photography. Community Development Journal 
44 (1): 111–122.

Reese, Ashanté M. 2018. We Will Not Perish; We’re Going to Keep 
Flourishing’: Race, Food Access, and Geographies of Self-Reli-
ance. Antipode 50 (2): 407–424.

Richmond, M. 2017. In One Glenville Neighborhood, Residents See 
Looming Gentrification. WVIZ Ideastream. http://wviz.ideas tream 
.org/news/in-one-glenv ille-neigh borho od-resid ents-see-loomi ng-
gentr ifica tion. Accessed 13 July 2017.

Safransky, S. 2017. Rethinking Land Struggle in the Postindustrial 
City. Antipode 49 (4): 1079–1100.

Saldivar-Tanaka, L., and M.E. Krasny. 2004. Culturing Community 
Development, Neighborhood Open Space, and Civic Agriculture: 
The Case of Latino Community Gardens in New York City. Agri-

culture and Human Values 21 (4): 399–412.
Sassen, S. 2000. Cities in a World Economy, 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks: 

Pine Forge Press.
Sbicca, J. 2012. Growing Food Justice by Planting an Anti-Oppression 

Foundation: Opportunities and Obstacles for a Budding Social 
Movement.  Agriculture and Human Values 29 (4): 455–466.

Scott, J.C. 2010. The Art of Not Being Governed: An Anarchist History 

of Upland Southeast Asia. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Shannon, J. 2014. Food Deserts: Governing Obesity in the Neoliberal 

City. Progress in Human Geography 38 (2): 248–266.
Smith, N. 2008. Uneven Development: Nature, Capital, and the Pro-

duction of Space. Athens: The University of Georgia Press.
Sommers P, Smit J. 1994. Promoting Urban Agriculture: A Strategy 

Framework for Planners in North America. Cities Feeding People 
Series, IRDC. Ottowa, Canada.

Stokols, D. 1995. Translating Social Ecological Theory into Guidelines 
for Community Health Promotion. American Journal of Health 

Promotion 10 (4): 282–298.
Sundin, E. 2011. Entrepreneurship and Social and Community Care. 

Journal of Enterprising Communities: People and Places in the 

Global Economy 5 (3): 212–222.
Swyngedouw, E. 1996. The City as a Hybrid: On Nature, Society and 

Cyborg Urbanization. Capitalism Nature Socialism 7 (2): 65–85.
Tornaghi, C. 2017. Urban Agriculture in the Food-Disabling City: (Re) 

Defining Urban Food Justice. Reimagining a Politics of Empower-

ment. Antipode 49 (3): 781–801.
Torreggiani, D., E. Dall’Ara, and P. Tassinari. 2012. The Urban Nature 

of Agriculture: Bidirectional Trends between City and Country-
side. Cities 29 (6): 412–416.

Tuan, Y. 1977. Space and Place: The Perspective of Experience. Min-
neapolis: University of Minnesota.

Usher, K.M. 2015. Valuing all Knowledges Through an Expanded 
Definition of Access. Journal of Agriculture Food Systems and 

Community Development 5 (4): 109–114.
Vernon, R.V. 2015. A Native Perspective: Food is More Than Con-

sumption. Journal of Agriculture Food Systems and Community 

Development 5 (4): 137–142.
While, A., A.E.G. Jonas, and D. Gibbs. 2004. The Environment and 

the Entrepreneurial City: Searching for the Urban ‘Sustainability 
Fix’ in Manchester and Leeds. International Journal of Urban and 

Regional Research 28 (3): 549–569.
Wilson, D. 2007. Cities and Race: America’s New Black Ghetto. Lon-

don: Routledge.
Wolff, T., M. Minkler, S.M. Wolfe, B. Berkowitz, L. Bowen, F.D. But-

terfoss, B.D. Christens, V.T. Francisco, A.T. Himmelman, and 
K.S. Lee. 2017. “Collaborating for Equity and Justice: Moving 
beyond Collective Impact. Nonprofit Quarterly (Winter), pp. 1–19.

Yakini, M. 2015. What Ferguson Means for the Food Justice Move-
ment. Food Justice Voices: Issue 1. https ://whyhu nger.org/
k2-categ ory-publi catio ns/item/2987-what-fergu son-means -for-
the-food-justi ce-movem ent. Accessed 25 Feb 2016.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Justine Lindemann is a PhD candidate in Development Sociology at 
Cornell University. Her research explores the intersection of race, food, 
and urban planning and policy in Cleveland, OH. Much of the work 
she does is in collaboration with Cleveland residents and community 
organizers, striving for more innovative and inclusive approaches to 
land use and community development.

http://www.dot.state.oh.us/projects/ClevelandUrbanCoreProjects/OpportunityCorridor/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/projects/ClevelandUrbanCoreProjects/OpportunityCorridor/Pages/default.aspx
http://wviz.ideastream.org/news/in-one-glenville-neighborhood-residents-see-looming-gentrification
http://wviz.ideastream.org/news/in-one-glenville-neighborhood-residents-see-looming-gentrification
http://wviz.ideastream.org/news/in-one-glenville-neighborhood-residents-see-looming-gentrification
https://whyhunger.org/k2-category-publications/item/2987-what-ferguson-means-for-the-food-justice-movement
https://whyhunger.org/k2-category-publications/item/2987-what-ferguson-means-for-the-food-justice-movement
https://whyhunger.org/k2-category-publications/item/2987-what-ferguson-means-for-the-food-justice-movement

	Gardens and Green Spaces: placemaking and Black entrepreneurialism in Cleveland, Ohio
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Literature review: community development, placemaking, and entrepreneurialism
	Placemaking and entrepreneurialism
	Placemaking and philanthropic capital

	Historical geographical background
	The gardens and green spaces pilot program
	Methods, data collection, and project evaluation

	Placemaking and entrepreneurship at the intersection of art, culture, and food
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements 
	References


