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Abstract
Food insecurity in Detroit reflects a long history of food apartheid
which has led to systemic inequities in access to affordable, nu-
tritious, and culturally relevant food. In response, Detroit has be-
come a leader in the food sovereignty movement, emphasizing
community autonomy, justice, and sustainability in developing a
local food system. This study investigates the role of technology
in supporting food sovereignty initiatives, focusing on urban farm-
ers and growers in Detroit. Through three months of fieldwork
and three participatory design workshops, we explored the oppor-
tunities and challenges farmers perceive in using technology to
address the city’s systemic food insecurity. Our findings highlight
tensions where technology, rather than empowering communities,
may inadvertently reinforce exploitative dynamics that remove a
community’s capacity for self-determination and autonomy. We
contribute empirical insights and actionable principles for design-
ing sustainable food systems that align with the values of the food
sovereignty movement.

CCS Concepts
• Human-centered computing → Empirical studies in collab-
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1 Introduction
Despite being the world’s wealthiest nation and leading food ex-
porter, the United States (US) faces widespread food insecurity.
Food insecurity is deeply racialized, disproportionately affecting
Black and Hispanic households at more than twice the rate of
white households [46]. In response, researchers and technology
developers have aimed to address food insecurity by improving
the logistical efficiency of food access, such as creating platforms
that connect people with charitable food providers [14]. Such ap-
proaches may temporarily ease food access challenges, but they
overlook deeper inequalities and cultural dimensions that underpin
food insecurity, such as land dispossession, racialized disinvestment,
and the corporate control over food systems [27, 41, 52]. Instead,
food justice activists recommend that communities need more than
food access—they need food sovereignty, in which a community re-
gains autonomy over its food systems (the production, preparation,
distribution, and consumption of food) [36]. As defined at the first
Nyéléni Forum in 2007 (the World Forum for Food Sovereignty),
"food sovereignty is the right of peoples to healthy and culturally ap-
propriate food produced through ecologically sound and sustainable
methods, and their right to define their own food and agriculture sys-
tems" [42]. Food sovereignty is not just about how food is grown;
it reimagines the food system itself. It calls for a shift toward a
democratic economy based on social solidarity, where communi-
ties, not corporations, define how food is produced, distributed, and
consumed.

Detroit presents a unique context for designing sustainable food
systems that address racial inequities in food access. The city’s
history of food apartheid, racialized disinvestment, and systemic
inequities has shaped Detroit’s food system, leaving many residents
without access to affordable, culturally relevant, and healthy food
[8, 24, 47, 53]. Moreover, the COVID-19 pandemic further exposed
the fragility of Detroit’s food system, in which supply chain dis-
ruptions disproportionately impacted Black communities [25, 34].
To address these challenges, over the last few decades, Detroit has
become a leader in the food sovereignty movement, where local
urban farms, community gardens, at-home growers, and grassroots
organizations support an urban food system focused on justice,
resilience, and community autonomy [8, 51, 54]. In the face of in-
creased demand for local, resilient food sources, we conducted a
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qualitative design study to explore what role technology could play,
if any, in addressing food insecurity in Detroit’s urban agriculture
ecosystem. Throughout our research, we de-centered discourses
that pose technology as the inevitable solution to food inequities;
instead, our goal was to open up discussions about whether and
how HCI researchers could support Detroit’s food sovereignty com-
munity in current efforts to address food insecurity [22]. The first
author started with three months of exploratory field research,
volunteering at over 12 farms across Detroit’s metropolitan area.
Building on these insights, the research team then hosted three 2-
hour design workshops to explore the following research questions:

(1) RQ1: What opportunities and challenges do urban farmers
in Detroit’s food sovereignty movement identify in using
technology to address food insecurity in their communities?

(2) RQ2: How can sociotechnical systems be designed to align
with the values and practices of Detroit’s food sovereignty
movement?

Our research contributes to a body of HCI literature that ex-
amines the tensions between technology, food systems, sustain-
ability, and economic equality. The overlapping fields of food- and
sustainable-HCI have highlighted the importance of centering food
sovereignty to address the underlying social inequities that lead to
unsustainability when designing food systems [13, 41]. However,
previous work has demonstrated that current design approaches
are in tension with many of the sustainability practices and values
of local food growers [3, 15, 16, 30, 37, 40]. To contribute to discus-
sions on technology’s role in designing sustainable food systems,
we adopt a grounded theory approach to center the voices and expe-
riences of food producers in Detroit’s food sovereignty movement.
Our findings show that farmers in Detroit would be open to digital
technologies that help them improve their growing operations and
increase multi-stakeholder collaboration within the food system.
However, participants highlighted that technology developers must
be careful not to reproduce the systemic exploitation of capitalism
that food sovereignty aims to address [27]. From our preliminary
analysis, we highlight such issues as enabling competition among
farmers, limiting self-determination through economic dependency,
and minimizing community autonomy in decision-making. We pro-
vide evidence of the nuanced challenges faced by urban farmers in
Detroit who balance ecological and social sustainability with the
needs for economic growth [6]. In future work, we plan to build
on theories of post-growth [48] and decolonial design [29] to high-
light pathways for how HCI can realign their efforts to support
the autonomy and self-determination of marginalized communi-
ties in creating more sustainable, food sovereignty systems that
address the systemic power imbalances that create food insecurity
and racial inequities in the first place.

2 Background on Detroit’s Growing Food
Sovereignty Movement

The COVID-19 pandemic demonstrated the fragility of Detroit’s
food system. According to a 2020 survey, almost 50% of Detroiters
lost their jobs, making it challenging for families to afford house-
hold food budgets [12]. School closures left 50,000 students without
access to affordable school meals [25]. The food crisis was so bad
that the Michigan National Guard was called to help deliver food

[4]. When grocery store shelves lay barren for weeks, people saw
how easily food chains could become disrupted [18]. In response,
many Michiganders attempted to regain control over their food sys-
tems by connecting with local farmers and planting home gardens
[34]. Many Detroiters got connected to the city’s long history of
using urban agriculture to address food insecurity crises [10, 43].
However, focusing on individual approaches to food resiliency was
insufficient. Since food inequities are deeply tied to political and
economic power structures, food activists in Detroit began advo-
cating that the industrial approach to food production must itself
be transformed [34]. As a result, the pandemic spurred a shift from
short-term food security efforts toward food sovereignty, empha-
sizing community control over food systems rather than reliance
on conventional food access programs.

This trend follows from movements in the environmental and
food justice space. For instance, The United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) defines whether a household is food secure
according to how well they can consistently access (e.g., find, buy,
and consume) adequate food [45]. Food security programs often
emphasize access and outcomes over systemic change—if people
are fed, then the program is deemed successful. However, food
justice advocates across the globe have moved to frameworks that
stress the importance of “food sovereignty” as a long-term solution
in which people have a right to healthy and culturally appropriate
food that is also “produced through ecologically sound and sus-
tainable methods” [42]. Because food holds deep cultural and spir-
itual significance, communities must have the autonomy to shape
their food systems based on local knowledge and values. Within
food sovereignty, access to food is considered a human right. Food
sovereignty calls for decommodifying food systems, ensuring that
profit-drivenmodels do not leave people hungry. This implies a shift
in which people develop and govern their own food systems in ways
that are culturally, socially, nutritionally, and politically appropriate.

Detroit has emerged as a leader in the food sovereignty move-
ment, propped by grassroots organizations and non-profits that
build on a legacy of urban agriculture and Black political organizing
around food, land, and economic justice [8, 43]. Detroit’s urban
agriculture ecosystem encompasses diverse efforts to combat food
insecurity. Some are at-home gardeners who supplement their diets
with fresh vegetables [31], while others manage community gar-
dens that provide food to neighbors and schools [55]. Non-profit
farms and gardens that cultivate and share tons of free produceman-
ually [1, 21], and production-level farms offer affordable payment
options for those in need [9].

Given its growth, Detroit’s urban agriculture movement has be-
come a symbol of Detroit’s potential for economic revitalization
[28, 49]. For instance, Detroit Future City’s 2021 report on imple-
menting Detroit’s Strategic Plan suggested that the city become a
leader in food production by "taking advantage of Detroit’s resident
urban farming movement" to become a leader in the "design and
production of urban farming tools" [11, p.73, p.80]. Reflecting this
vision, Detroit’s growing start-up scene has introduced technical
innovations across Detroit’s urban food lifecycle, such as vertical
farming for food production [33], the use of drones and electrical ve-
hicles for food distribution [2, 19], and the use of automated robots
to collect food waste to turn into compost [20]. These initiatives
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align with a broader "digital revolution" in agriculture, where de-
velopers promote data-driven farming as a solution to global food
crises [17, 50]. However, corporate visions of sustainable urban
agriculture often diverge from those of local, urban food growers,
who remain largely excluded from shaping the future of farming
technology [23], and local community activists have begun to push
back. Understanding how Detroit’s food sovereignty movement
views technology is thus crucial for centering small-scale food pro-
ducers in the design of sustainable sociotechnical food systems
[26].

3 Methodology
Our study comprised of two phases: three months of exploratory
field research, including 24 informal stakeholder interviews, fol-
lowed by three participatory design workshops with 25 urban farm-
ers and growers in the food sovereignty movement. We began our
field research by mapping out Detroit’s food ecosystem to identify
organizations and initiatives that could help guide our research
questions related to how technology could support equitable food
distribution. Initial findings suggested strong local interest in sup-
porting local, community-based food sources. To explore this fur-
ther, the first author visited farms to understand how they were
using technology, if at all, in addressing food insecurity and to iden-
tify potential areas of support. This brought us to Detroit’s flourish-
ing food sovereignty movement, in which many key organizations
are addressing food insecurity in Detroit’s majority Black popu-
lation. As our understanding of Detroit’s food history deepened,
we prioritized working with farmers in the food sovereignty move-
ment, recognizing that the current food system disproportionately
marginalizes and exploits farmers, particularly Black farmers [5, 22].

3.1 Participatory Design Workshops
We hosted three separate 2-hour Zoom workshops, each attended
by a different group of Detroit farmers. Each participant attended
only one workshop. We paid participants $100 (via virtual gift card
or check) for attending the workshop and compensated them an
additional $50 if they filled out a pre-workshop packet. Compensa-
tion was set based on farmers’ recommendations, acknowledging
that the workshops occurred during the demanding harvest sea-
son. The workshops examined the role of technology in advancing
food sovereignty, identifying both opportunities and challenges.
We collected participant workbooks, recorded audio and video from
each session, and used an AI transcription service (Rev.com) for
professional transcription. Following each session, the facilitation
team debriefed, refining research questions and workshop design
to enhance data collection.

We recruited farmers through word of mouth, our university
community engagement network, and farmer emailing lists. In total,
51 individuals completed our recruitment survey, but due to budget
and timing constraints, we invited the first 27 who identified as ei-
ther a farmer, a grower, and/or a food producer, and who mentioned
explicit involvement in Detroit’s food sovereignty movement. We
hosted three workshops on Zoom with a total of 25 participants (1
participant did not provide demographic data). Overall, 68% (N=17)
of participants identified as Black or African American, with partic-
ipants also identifying as Native American (N=2), Middle Eastern

(N=1), Hispanic (N=2), and White (N=3). Half of our participants
identified as women (N = 12), 5 participants identified as men, and
more than a quarter (N=7) identified as non-binary, agender, gen-
derqueer, or two-spirit. We had participants with diverse farming
backgrounds, including those managing or organizing for-profit
and non-profit farms, tending neighborhood community gardens,
or cultivating personal plots of land. In terms of experience, about
12% (N=3) had 20+ years of experience farming, about 25% (N=6)
had 10-20 years, about 40% (N=10) had 5-10 years, and about 20%
(N=5) had less than 5 years of experience. Nearly half of the partici-
pants farmed on less than one acre, while the largest farm—Detroit’s
largest—spanned approximately 7 acres. About 80% of our partic-
ipants grew vegetables (N=20), about half grew fruit (N=13) , and
others also grew flowers (N=9), herbs (N=8), native plants (N=3),
nuts (N=2), and medicinal plants (N=1). We provide the breakdown
of participants according to their pseudonyms in the Appendix A.

3.1.1 Workshop Packets. We created workshop packets with three
activities designed to elicit feedback on whether technology could
support food sovereignty in Detroit and help farmers feed more
people in their communities. First, we asked participants to de-
scribe what food sovereignty looks like to them. Second, they read
through two technical scenarios and answered six questions about
each scenario. Each scenario included questions on participants’
current technology use, potential benefits, and the possible impacts
of proposed technological platforms for food sovereignty. For exam-
ple, participants reflected on their use (or non-use) of technology in
harvest planning, yield prediction, tracking harvested crops, food
distribution, and resource management (e.g., water usage and waste
production). Finally, participants engaged with scenarios designed
to prompt reflection on the broader societal implications of techno-
logical interventions. These scenarios were informed by concerns
raised by farmers during our fieldwork discussions on technology.

3.1.2 Facilitated Discussion Groups. Each workshop followed a
three-part structure aligned with the workbook: (1) defining food
sovereignty, (2) evaluating how technical scenarios align with food
sovereignty values, and (3) addressing potential impacts of technol-
ogy on food sovereignty. First, participants reviewed synthesized
themes from collected workbook responses, confirming or refining
them to better reflect their understanding of food sovereignty. In
the second part, participants discussed their views on technical
scenarios inspired by our fieldwork findings. These scenarios
included: (1) a speculative digital platform for cooperative produce
aggregation and distribution, (2) a speculative data dashboard for
the City of Detroit to track urban farming sustainability metrics,
(3) a real-world electric vehicle pilot for a mobile food market,
(4) a real-world autonomous vehicle pilot providing free rides for
elderly and disabled residents to food markets, and (5) a real-world
autonomous robot system for composting food waste. Participants
selected which pilot to discuss based on their interests, and in
breakout groups, they analyzed whether each scenario aligned
with food sovereignty principles and proposed modifications.
In the final segment, participants examined potential negative
impacts of technology on food sovereignty and strategized ways
to mitigate them. We facilitated discussion on harm prevention
strategies and mechanisms for holding technology developers
accountable for potential negative impacts.
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3.2 Analysis
We analyzed our field notes, workbook responses, and workshop
transcripts using a grounded-theoretical approach.We sought to un-
derstand how urban farmers perceive and interact with technology
across Detroit’s food system. We also aimed to amplify commu-
nity voices, which are frequently left out of conversations about
technology development. As outsiders to Detroit’s urban farming
community, we prioritized co-creating insights with participants,
respecting their cultural values and elevating their expertise in
technology design and food systems.

We developed an initial codebook from an iterative thematic
analysis of field notes and workbook responses. To generate
broader insights, we examined how shared values around food
sovereignty shaped farmers’ perspectives on different technology
applications. Our analysis distilled the data into three high-level
themes: (1) food sovereignty values, (2) opportunities for technical
systems, including challenges and community assets; and (3)
implications for technology design, such as concerns, tensions,
risks, and recommendations.

Over four weeks, we refined our codebook through iterative
team coding exercises, analyzing both workshop transcripts and
workbook responses. We segmented the 18 workshop transcripts,
along with Zoom chat logs, facilitator notes, and poll results, based
on the three workshop activities. Within the same activity, break-
out groups were coded separately from group-wide discussions. We
then coded each of the 20 workbooks (containing 6 sections) as a
single unit. The five authors were randomly assigned workshop
activities and workbooks, excluding breakout rooms they facili-
tated to enhance analysis reliability. This process generated new in
vivo codes, which largely aligned with our existing themes. More-
over, most thematic codes were corroborated across both workshop
transcripts and workbook responses.

4 Opportunities and Challenges for Technology
to Address Food Insecurity in Detroit (RQ1)

4.1 Augment Traditional Growing Practices,
Don’t Replace Them

Across the workshops and workbooks, participants highlighted
ways technology could help farmers produce more food, use fewer
resources, and support local food-insecure communities. Partici-
pants varied in their use of technology for farming. Many use pen
and paper to record harvest yields, while the majority of partici-
pants use digital spreadsheets. A few participants used advanced
farm management software, such as Tend or Veggie Compass. Still,
in the workbooks, most participants saw potential in leveraging
data on growing conditions and environmental patterns to scale
production, enhance sustainability, and minimize food waste. For
example, as a participant, Kaden, put it in their workbook, "tech-
nology’s role...is to help us function with more ease and allow better
production...without becoming overly efficient, thus creating more
waste and over-usage." Discussions in the first workshop empha-
sized the value of physical farming tools in enhancing farmers’
work. Across multiple sessions, participants expressed enthusiasm
for technologies, such as robotic assistants, that could ease the more
labor-intensive aspects of farming.

Despite recognizing potential benefits, most participants re-
mained skeptical about new technologies, citing concerns over
their impact on farming practices. They assessed new technologies
on whether they enhanced or displaced traditional and cultural
farming practices. In one workshop, Samir distinguished between
technology and automation, questioning whether a tool enhances a
farmer’s abilities or simply automates a “well-paying job that some-
one could support their family with.” Across multiple workshops,
participants expressed concerns that new technologies could un-
dermine the cultural and economic sustainability of other farmers
who opt for traditional methods. Andre emphasized this concern
in one workshop stating:

Farming is a farmers’ identity, and everyone is used to
cultivating traditionally. Food tech...can lead to differ-
ent types of practices and traditions being cast aside,
impacting cultural heritage...Farmers will have an ad-
vantage over the those that implore traditional means.

Farming, and agroecological methods specifically, are about
reconnecting people to the land and their surrounding communities
[3]. Because technology shapes what practices a farmer can use
to make a living, participants remained wary of tools that risk
alienating farmers from nature and their communities.

4.2 Support Collaboration and Address
Individualism Across Detroit’s Food System

A key strength of the food sovereignty movement is its capacity
to foster collaboration among food producers, distributors, and
consumers to combat food insecurity. When we asked participants
in the workbooks what kind of data they would find useful, partici-
pants discussed how a platform could facilitate farmer coordination
and collaboration. A data platform for growers could enable “each
farmer [to] communicate with each other to see what is grown, not
grown, and what is needed. This also includes listening to the commu-
nity about what they would like to buy” (Latrice, Workbook). Several
participants emphasized that understanding food demand could
help farmers “tailor outreach efforts, enhance collaboration among
food providers, and implement data-driven strategies to improve food
equity throughout the city” (Khalil, Workbook).

However, participants cautioned that systemic barriers often dis-
courage economic collaboration, making cooperative efforts chal-
lenging. They noted that Western cultural individualism, reinforced
by both technology developers and farmers, can push food systems
toward competition rather than cooperation. Participants warned
that if a cooperative farm platform ranks farms based on factors
like quality or reliability, farmers might "skew their numbers" to
gain a competitive edge (Desiree, Workbook). To navigate these
challenges, participants underscored the need for “decolonized ed-
ucation. . . before we all get together and start to do what we think
is good for the people. Do we even understand the worldviews that
we’re operating in or the tools which we’re operating in or just the
concepts that we use?” (Quincy, Workshop). Decolonial education
fosters trust and shared values, emphasizing “collaboration vs. com-
petition and hospitality vs. selfishness” (Quincy, Workshop). They
saw personal and community-level decolonial practices as essential
to addressing systemic inequities in food system design.



Technological Tensions In Urban Food Sovereignty: Insights from Detroit’s Farmers CHI EA ’25, April 26–May 01, 2025, Yokohama, Japan

5 Aligning Sociotechnical Design with Values of
The Food Sovereignty Movement (RQ2)

5.1 Maintain A Community’s Ability for
Self-Determination

Participants emphasized that systems should support economic
self-determination, rather than make communities dependent on
technical interventions. They discussed self-determination primar-
ily in terms of empowering communities with the knowledge and
resources to develop, direct, and maintain their own food system
programs. For example, during a workshop discussion on using
autonomous vehicles to provide free grocery store rides to disad-
vantaged residents, James explained that a program would better
align with food sovereignty if:

[developers] were teaching. . .Detroiters how to build
their own autonomous vehicle that can then deliver food
through the neighborhood, and [Detroiters] were also
able to work in order to get that food out there. . . and
maybe even expand the program and direct the pro-
gram.

However, if a community must engage with proprietary systems,
where James noted—“how the technology works..is being kept from
the individuals who are being affected by the program”—there should
be a plan to transfer control to the community should the developers
discontinue support, whether due to funding shortages or shifting
priorities. This would protect a community from becoming too
economically dependent on developers whomay not be in solidarity
with their interests.

5.2 Support Autonomy of Individual Farmers
Participants stressed that for a sociotechnical system to support
food sovereignty, it must also uphold farmers’ autonomy. Some
participants expressed concerns that large-scale platforms could
infringe on individual sovereignty when a platform’s needs conflict
with those of a single farmer. As Andre noted in their workbook,
if a grower’s cooperative platform prioritizes efficiency over local
needs:

Tensions might emerge if farmers feel their practices or
values are compromised, or if the cooperative’s policies
do not align with the unique approaches of individual
farms. Balancing collective goals with respect for indi-
vidual farm practices is crucial to avoid these conflicts.

Several participants warned against designing platforms that
could exert control over farmers without their consent. This in-
cludes concerns about how such platforms might define productiv-
ity metrics (e.g., produce quality and quantity) and how the platform
uses those metrics to dictate farming decisions, potentially overrid-
ing farmers’ autonomy in managing their own growing spaces.

6 Discussion
Current debates in sustainable HCI question whether modern tech-
nology practices can meaningfully support community activists in
growing sustainable economic systems around food [16, 38, 39]. Our
findings contribute a nuanced perspective by examining technol-
ogy’s role, if any, in addressing food insecurity within Detroit’s food

sovereignty movement. While urban farmers were open to using
technology to augment traditional practices and foster economic
collaboration, they were deeply skeptical of technical solutions that
failed to address systemic inequities within local and global food
systems. Consistent with prior work, our findings demonstrate
that technology systems designed without considering community
values risk perpetuating exploitation [23, 41, 44]. Participants raised
concerns about platforms that prioritize scalability over solidarity,
profit over equity, and efficiency over autonomy, warning that such
systems could undermine the core principles of food sovereignty.
If technology developers cannot address these concerns, then they
should reconsider whether designing a new technical system is
the right approach. Highlighting a shift in fundamental values and
purpose of technology, these findings underscore the need for HCI
efforts that redefine design through non-capitalist imaginaries [48].

Furthermore, our findings highlighted a critical tension in the
design of sustainable food systems: how to encourage economic
collaboration between farmers and stakeholders without compro-
mising individual autonomy. Previous research has shown how
solidarity between consumers and farms sustains local agriculture
projects [15, 37]. However, participants in our study emphasized
that systemic pressures, such as individualism and market competi-
tion, challenge social solidarity within urban agriculture networks
[6]. These findings align with recent theoretical developments in
sustainable HCI, which call for moving beyond individual sustain-
ability approaches toward tackling systemic inequities [35, 41, 48].
For example, while participants acknowledged that data-sharing
platforms could improve coordination farmer coordination, they
also feared that such systems might impose rigid metrics or opera-
tional requirements that conflict with farmers’ values. Participants
also warned against integrating automation in ways that extract
profit at the expense of someone’s livelihood. They wanted to avoid
replicating the same capitalist and colonial logics that had con-
tributed to the existing inequities in food systems.

As our participants suggest, addressing these concerns requires
rethinking how technology developments, and their surround-
ing political economies, affect a community’s capacity for self-
determination. For instance, when designing technology products
to support local food systems, developers must ensure that com-
munities have the agency to identify their own challenges and
solutions. Rather than fostering dependence on external technol-
ogy platforms, researchers and designers should co-develop solu-
tions with communities from the onset, ensuring that residents are
trained to build, manage, and maintain these systems autonomously.
Many of these systems may not be conventionally "technical" but
may instead focus on strengthening existing social infrastructures,
such as providing technical training to preexisting food sovereignty
programs.

7 Next Steps & Conclusion
This study contributes to the growing body of research in sustain-
able HCI and food sovereignty by centering the experiences of
Detroit’s urban farmers. Through a grounded theory analysis of
three months of fieldwork and participatory design workshops, we
uncover critical tensions between values of the food sovereignty
movement and the development of new technology systems. Our
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findings highlight the importance of economic solidarity, commu-
nity autonomy, and social justice in designing sociotechnical food
systems. By integrating the perspectives of urban farmers, this re-
search highlights HCI’s potential to address systemic inequities in
food systems, as long as design practices uphold equity, resilience,
and sustainability—core values of the food sovereignty movement.
Future work will explore emerging themes around alternative mod-
els for developing sociotechnical systems, particularly those that
emphasize cooperative governance structures. We aim to apply our
findings to post-growth HCI frameworks [48], for instance by using
the concept of conviviality to explore how sociotechnical systems
can foster cooperation without reducing autonomy [7, 32]. This
approach enables HCI to support local solutions while contributing
to global solidarity movements that promote just and sustainable
technological ecologies. Ultimately, HCI can contribute to transfor-
mative change by developing technologies that honor the social,
cultural, and ecological dimensions of food sovereignty.
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A Participant Demographics
We recruited farmers through word of mouth, connecting with our
university’s community engagement center and asking farmers to
share our call with others in their networks. Interested individuals
were asked to fill out a Google Form to determine whether fit any
of our selection criteria of: (a) being a farmer, grower, or gardener
in Detroit; (b) having a mission related to food sovereignty; or (c)
have participated in previous technology pilots. After the workshop,
participants then filled out a Google survey to provide feedback on
the workshop, details about their farming background, and other

personal demographics. We had 24 out of the 25 participants fill
out the form.
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Table 1: Participant Information

ID Pseudonym Age Gender Race Experience Farm Size What is Grown
P1 Aaliyah 39 Woman Black <5 years <1 acre Vegetables, herbs, flow-

ers
P2 Andre 28 Man Black 5-10 years 1-2 acres Vegetables, fruit
P3 Avery 49 Agender Black 20+ years <1 acre Vegetables and fruits
P4 Bria 50 Woman Black 20+ years <1 acre Vegetables, nuts,

berries, herbs
P5 Chante 41 Woman Black 10-20 years 1-2 acres Vegetables
P6 Charmaine 42 Woman Black <5 years <1 acre Herbs
P7 Cameron 31 Non-

binary
Black <5 years <1 acre Flowers, textiles, herbs,

veggies
P8 Desiree 35 Woman Black 5-10 years 1-2 acres Vegetables, herbs, fruit,

nuts
P9 Erica 42 Woman Black 5-10 years <1 acre Native plants, flowers,

veggies
P10 James 34 Man White 10-20 years <1 acre Vegetables
P11 Julian 32 Man, Non-

binary,
Transgen-
der

White <5 years <1 acre Vegetables, fruit, flow-
ers

P12 Kaden 25 Gender
non-
conforming

Black 5-10 years 2-4 acres Vegetables, herbs, fruit

P13 Kaya 31 Non-
binary,
Two-Spirit

Native
American

10-20 years <1 acre Native food, medicinal
crops

P14 Khalil 28 Man Black 5-10 years 5+ acres Vegetables, fruit
P15 Latrice 33 Woman Black 5-10 years <1 acre Vegetables, herbs
P16 Maya 56 Woman Black,

Native
American

20+ years <1 acre Vegetables, fruit

P17 Nia 52 Woman Black 5-10 years <1 acre Vegetables
P18 Paloma 43 Genderqueer Latinx 10-20 years 1-2 acres Vegetables, herbs, cut

flowers
P19 Parker 34 Non-

binary,
Transgen-
der

White 5-10 years <1 acre Fruits, veggies, herbs,
flowers

P20 Pilar 44 Woman White, Lat-
inx

5-10 years 1-2 acres Vegetables and some
fruit

P21 Quincy – - - – 5+ acres Vegetables, fruits
P22 Rochelle 50 Woman Black <5 years <1 acre Vegetables, herbs, flow-

ers
P23 Samir 30 Man Middle

Eastern
10-20 years 2-4 acres Flowers

P24 Tiana 62 Woman Black 10-20 years <1 acre Fruit, Flowers
P25 Tariq 38 Man Black 5-10 years <1 acre Vegetables, fruit
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