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Abstract 11 

Urban vertical farming has emerged as a potential solution to improve food security and 12 
safety for urban populations, as well as to transform wider food systems (FS) to ensure 13 
greater sustainability. Existing literature has highlighted both direct and indirect benefits 14 
from vertical farming (VF) to individuals and communities through novel technology 15 
alongside social entrepreneurial innovation. These include the creation of green jobs, 16 
greater access to fresh, healthy food produced locally, as well as community development 17 
programmes and avenues for civic participation. 18 

We explore relevant literature to critically examine the socio-economic impact of VF, 19 
drawing out key issues of debate, while identifying areas of future research and 20 
recommendations for practice. We draw attention to critical accounts which have 21 
highlighted a need to consider the role of technology within social and political processes. 22 
Studies have noted key challenges to VF in achieving social and economic benefits to urban 23 
populations, as well as in contributing to food security. Examining VF as an intervention 24 
within a wider political economy enables a more rigorous exploration of social impact. A 25 
research, policy and practice focus beyond production and business model design is needed 26 
to situate VF within broader efforts to transform FS. 27 

 28 
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 32 

Introduction 33 

The scale of the challenges facing our food systems (FS) demands new approaches to 34 
growing, processing, and distributing healthy and sustainable food for all. Escalating 35 
challenges related to population growth, urbanisation, climate change, and diminishing 36 
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arable land necessitate urgent and innovative solutions to secure food for future 37 
generations [1]. The United Nations (UN) estimates that the global population will exceed 9 38 
billion by 2050 [2] with the majority of this growth concentrated in urban areas, especially in 39 
secondary cities and smaller urban centres [3]. In 2022, food insecurity affected 26 and 28 40 
percent of adults living in urban and peri-urban areas, respectively [4].  41 

Conventional agriculture faces several well-documented challenges, including inefficient 42 
resource use, substantial greenhouse gas emissions, and significant environmental 43 
degradation from practices such as deforestation, over-fertilisation, and pesticide 44 
application [5, 6]. These practices also contribute to soil erosion and loss of arable land, 45 
limiting long-term productivity [7]. Globally, agriculture is responsible for approximately 46 
70% of all freshwater withdrawals, while also being vulnerable to climate change impacts 47 
such as extreme weather and changing rainfall patterns [8]. These environmental drawbacks 48 
are coupled with systemic inequities in food distribution and access, exacerbating global 49 
food insecurity, particularly in low-income populations and regions most affected by climate 50 
change [4]. As global food demand continues to rise—projected to increase by 60% from 51 
2005 to 2050, there have been increasing calls for the adoption of advanced technology in 52 
agricultural production [9–12].  53 

Rapid changes in urban populations represent a further significant challenge to the supply 54 
and accessibility of fresh food [3]. Urban agriculture (UA) has the potential to contribute 55 
towards addressing these challenges. The term is used to refer to a diversity of practices 56 
ranging from intensive commercial farming to informal livelihood strategies. UA has been 57 
associated with a wide range of positive outcomes at multiple scales, including health and 58 
wellbeing of urban inhabitants [13], providing ecosystem services, and fostering community-59 
building [14, 15]. However, a growing body of critical literature has highlighted the potential 60 
of UA to contribute to gentrification and displacement, to entrench social inequalities, and 61 
reinforce neoliberal ideas regarding the responsibilities of individuals and the state [16–20]. 62 

In recent years, indoor vertical farming (VF) has received attention as a promising approach 63 
to UA that has the potential to contribute to the supply of fresh food while fostering a range 64 
of social, economic, and environmental benefits in urban settings. Indoor VF is a form of 65 
controlled environment agriculture (CEA) [21]. By operating in controlled environments, 66 
vertical farms can potentially mitigate the risks posed by climate variability, pests, and 67 
pollution [22], and offer a healthier setting for crop growth [23, 24]. VF, which utilises 68 
vertical space through columnar structures or stacked layers, has the potential to improve 69 
resource efficiency and reduce the environmental impact of food production. As such, it 70 
may offer a more sustainable and resilient approach to urban food security, providing 71 
stable, year-round food production [25].  72 

While the environmental benefits and technical dimensions of VF have been a primary focus 73 
of research, the ways that VF may contribute to a wider range of interconnected FS 74 
challenges, particularly social and economic challenges, are less well understood. Broader 75 
literature has highlighted a need to understand technological innovation within wider social 76 
and technical transitions [26], as well as a need to place such transitions within an analysis 77 
of political economy, politics and inequalities in FS[27, 28]. In research, policy and practice, 78 
this body of literature points to a need for a critical approach to charting pathways for 79 
transforming FS [29, 30].  80 
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In this article we critically review existing evidence to examine the potential of VF to 81 
contribute towards addressing a range of critical social and economic challenges. Our aim is 82 
not to restate the case for VF, rather it is to situate the rise of VF within broader 83 
understandings of the socio-economic impact of UA. In doing so, the article contributes to 84 
understand the role of VF within the wider suite of transformations necessary in our FS as 85 
well as the conditions under which VF may contribute towards addressing multiple, 86 
interconnected societal challenges. 87 

Methodology 88 

The methodology for this narrative review draws on recent studies (adapted from [31]), to 89 
explore the current and potential socio-economic impact of VF as a form of CEA, as well as 90 
to identify areas of future research and recommendations for practice. The studies included 91 
were selected through keyword searches conducted on PubMed in October 2023, February 92 
2024, and April 2024. The search terms used, individually and in combinations of up to three 93 
terms, included: urban farm, urban agriculture, city farms, urban farming, controlled 94 
environment agriculture, precision farming, sustainable agriculture, vertical farming, indoor 95 
urban farming, indoor urban agriculture, precision agriculture, social impact, community 96 
impact, social well-being impact, and variations thereof. Titles of over 300 papers were 97 
initially screened, and 151 relevant scientific publications were selected for this review. The 98 
types of articles considered included books and documents, meta-analyses, reviews, and 99 
systematic reviews. 100 

Studies were included in the reading if they: (i) reviewed the current state of urban 101 
agriculture, indoor farming or specific aspects of it; (ii) contained unique research and 102 
findings not typically found in other reviews, especially with regard to the social impact of 103 
urban food production; (iii) addressed emerging topics such as food justice, vertical farms, 104 
innovative technologies, and advanced cultivation methods; (iv) discussed combinations and 105 
integrations of current technologies and practices; or (v) examined broader aspects of urban 106 
food production, including logistics, economics, social and environmental impacts, 107 
implementation, and policy. 108 

Additionally, further studies were identified by examining the references and citations of the 109 
most relevant papers and authors to ensure a thorough understanding of the current state 110 
and future potential of urban indoor agriculture. The literature reviewed included peer-111 
reviewed articles, books, conference proceedings, technical documents, technical bulletins, 112 
project reports, and commercial websites. 113 

Situating Controlled Environment Agriculture 114 

and Vertical Farming within the Field of Urban 115 

Agriculture 116 

UA can be defined as the cultivation, processing, distribution, and marketing of food and 117 
other agricultural products within urban areas primarily to feed the local population [3, 32]. 118 
Typically, UA is not only located within cities, but also embedded within urban processes 119 
and dynamics [33]: it utilises urban resources (land, labour, organic wastes, water); it is 120 
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influenced by urban policies, spatial constraints, and market conditions; and it has the 121 
potential to impact urban populations and the urban environment. 122 

Over the past 25 years, governmental support for UA has grown at the international, 123 
national, and local levels, despite some institutional reluctance to incorporate it into 124 
broader urban planning [34, 35]. Some countries have adopted national policies that 125 
promote urban horticulture, including Argentina, Brazil and Cuba [36, 37]. The UN has also 126 
recognised UA as a key strategy for achieving the Sustainable Development Goals [22, 38]. 127 

UA encompasses a diverse variety of practices, from neighbourhood allotment gardens to 128 
intensive commercial production units, and from rooftop gardens to environment-129 
controlled farms [39]. Each type represents a function of multiple influences, including 130 
business models, governance structures, and socio-economic context, and can be associated 131 
with a diversity of social and economic impacts.  132 

The current and potential multi-dimensional significance of UA is well-documented [40–42]. 133 
Some scholars have emphasised the contribution of UA to the health of urban inhabitants 134 
[43, 44] and to sustainable livelihoods [45], and the therapeutic benefits of urban food 135 
growing [46]. Others have emphasised the circular integration of UA into the urban 136 
environment through, for example, the re-use of grey water [47], providing ecosystem 137 
services [48], and closing the nutrient loop [49].  138 

This latter strand of the UA discourse resonates closely with the more recent discourse on 139 
CEA systems, which have been heralded as a form of UA that has the potential to make a 140 
significant contribution to the long-term sustainability of cities for its advanced 141 
technological approach and potential for significant, high-impact changes [50].  142 

CEA farms are characterised as either enclosed or closed depending on factors such as sun 143 
exposure, farming techniques, irrigation methods, size, density, level of control, layout, 144 
building type, location, and purpose [51]. Enclosed systems include greenhouses; closed 145 
systems include indoor farms and vertical farms that use LEDs instead of sunlight [52–55]. 146 
CEA systems protect crops from external weather and regulate microclimates to produce 147 
higher, year-round yields [21]. Many of these systems use advanced technology for 148 
comprehensive monitoring and automation to maintain optimal environmental conditions 149 
and improve energy management [52, 56, 57]. 150 

CEA systems can be established in a wide range of facilities such as warehouses, shipping 151 
containers, or empty buildings [58, 59]. They range from very small mobile systems to large, 152 
highly sophisticated systems in high-rise buildings [53]. Both enclosed and closed systems 153 
are primarily soil-less and can achieve water savings of up to 95% compared to conventional 154 
farming [10, 59, 60]. While greenhouses are typically located away from urban areas, VFs 155 
can be situated in urban or peri-urban locations, which can reduce food miles, CO2 156 
emissions from transportation, and food waste in the supply chain [61]. 157 

VF represents an area of rapid innovation and expansion within CEA [62]. It is an example of 158 
an enclosed CEA system. Using advanced irrigation systems such as hydroponics or 159 
aeroponics, VF can potentially produce food more sustainably than conventional agriculture 160 
by reducing the need for water, fertilisers, and pesticides [23] and reducing industrial 161 
pollution [25] VF uses only about 10 percent of the water required in conventional farming 162 
[51]. 163 
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Vertical farms can be categorised based on their size and purpose. Each category utilises LED 164 
lights, irrigation systems, and vertically stacked shelves or towers for growing various plants. 165 
These shelves/towers typically feature computer-controlled growth management systems, 166 
allowing users to monitor all systems remotely. Key differentiating factors are their 167 
structure, location and mobility, encompassing purpose-built or repurposed urban buildings, 168 
modular mobile units, in-store or rooftop systems, and small-scale appliances integrated 169 
into homes or offices (Table 1).  170 

 171 

Category Characteristics 

Building-based vertical 
farms 

Constructed in either purpose-built or repurposed buildings in urban 
areas. They include growing plants with artificial light in a shielded 
space like a factory [51, 58, 59, 63]. 

Shipping-container 
vertical farms 

Modular and potentially mobile farms built in repurposed shipping 
containers which typically measure 2.44m (w) x 2.59 m (h) and vary in 
length between 3.05 – 12.19m [51, 59, 63]. 

In-store vertical farms Farms located within the place of consumption or purchase, e.g., 
retail or restaurants [53, 58]. This includes units located within or on 
the rooftops of both old and new buildings, including commercial and 
residential structures [64, 65]. 

Appliance farms Mobile farm appliances that may be integrated into homes or offices 
[53, 58]. 

Table 1: Typology of vertical farms  172 

 173 

Advocates of VF argue that it can address vulnerability to climate change-induced weather 174 
events, including their effect on agricultural land and the global economy [21, 66–68]. By 175 
reducing the need for conventional farming's substantial fossil fuel consumption and 176 
minimising food miles (the distance food travels to reach urban consumers), VF can enhance 177 
sustainability and efficiency in food production [67]. Moreover, indoor growth systems 178 
protect plants from adverse weather and climate change by allowing year-round production 179 
and making it feasible to grow crops in harsh environments, where conventional farming is 180 
difficult [69].  181 

Proponents have suggested that producing just ten percent of the food consumed in urban 182 
areas through VF could reduce CO2 emissions, sufficient to foster technological 183 
advancements that may lead to long-term improvements in biosphere health [25, 70]. 184 
Despommier [71] further argues that transitioning to vertical farming could alleviate the 185 
environmental pressures of conventional agriculture, enabling natural ecosystems to 186 
recover and flourish. These studies suggest potential broad impacts, but lack detail on the 187 
specific nature of these improvements (e.g. the level of CO2 emissions VF could reduce). 188 
While assessing the environmental impact of VF is not the aim of this paper, it is important 189 
to note that VF has received criticism in existing literature due to the high energy 190 
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requirements needed to support CEA systems, including lighting and temperature. These 191 
requirements represent potential trade-offs to the potential environmental benefits 192 
suggested in VF literature [52, 72, 73]. However, studies applying life cycle analysis suggest 193 
that integrating renewable energy sources, such as solar or wind, into VF systems could 194 
significantly reduce these environmental impacts, potentially making VF more competitive 195 
with other farming methods [74, 75]. 196 

While the current and potential contribution of VF and CEA systems to urban sustainability 197 
has been increasingly asserted, less attention has been given to analysing how such 198 
contributions correspond with the wider benefits and limitations associated with UA. A 199 
substantial body of evidence has demonstrated the contribution of more traditional and 200 
community-based methods of UA to urban food security, both in terms of contributing to 201 
food supply as well as to generating household income [42, 45, 76, 77]. Some studies 202 
indicate that UA could play a significant role in feeding cities in the global North [78], and 203 
global South [79]. However, other studies have exposed the difficulty, if not impossibility, of 204 
accessing the amount of land required for UA to make a significant contribution to a city’s 205 
food demands [80]. 206 

The past two decades have seen the rise of a discourse which focuses on the social 207 
significance and potential of UA. UA has been linked closely with community-building, 208 
particularly for marginalised urban groups [81, 82]. Urban community gardens, for example, 209 
have been celebrated for their capacity to foster diverse communities [83, 84], and engage 210 
children and young people in community projects [85]. 211 

In some contexts, this social impact has extended into the political sphere [86]. Staeheli et 212 
al. [87], for example, describe the formation of a counter-public in community gardens in 213 
New York, through which marginalised urban inhabitants develop alternative visions of 214 
urban management. In this vein, other studies have identified the potential for UA to be a 215 
socially transformative activity [88]. 216 

Yet there is also recognition that the positive social and economic impact of UA can be 217 
overstated. The literature on urban farming has highlighted the potential of multiple social 218 
benefits, including contributions to food security, public health, skill building and jobs, 219 
community development, and FS change, leading to an association of UA with food justice 220 
[89]. However, there is a need to examine whether socioeconomically disadvantaged 221 
communities benefit. It is also evident that UA alone cannot address the fundamental 222 
causes of food injustice, which include economic disparities, poverty, and historical and 223 
structural racism [90]. Some projects may even perpetuate existing inequities [90]. 224 

Urban community gardens can, for example, become exclusionary spaces [91]. Scholars 225 
have recognised contradictory politics – a dialectical tension [92]– at the heart of UA [93]. 226 
Whilst UA can open new spaces for participation, enhance claims to public space, and 227 
support access to healthy and affordable food, it can also exacerbate existing dynamics of 228 
social, spatial and economic marginalisation [94, 95], through, for example, ecological 229 
gentrification [96]. These authors draw attention to a need to consider systemic conditions, 230 
including poverty, low wages, and income disparity that produce food insecurity [97, 98]. 231 

A significant body of critical literature has explored the limitations of UA for escaping or 232 
operating beyond neoliberalism [99, 100]. However, Ghose and Pettygrove [101] argue that 233 
in the USA, urban community gardens simultaneously contest and reinforce neoliberal 234 
practices. Ernwein [102] has argued that UA simultaneously contests the neoliberalisation of 235 
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urban space, while reproducing a neoliberal governmentality. The implication across this 236 
scholarship is that while UA can deliver significant benefits, it risks entrenching notions of 237 
individualism, minimising the responsibility of the state in FS change, and reinforcing 238 
structural inequalities [103, 104].  239 

The current and potential socio-economic 240 

impacts of vertical farming 241 

This section reviews the evidence for the social and economic impacts of VF. Importantly, 242 
across much of the academic discourse, VF practices are rarely disaggregated into the 243 
categories identified in Table 1. Further analysis that examines the social and economic 244 
impacts of different forms of VF represents an important area for further research. We 245 
organise this section around three key areas of current and potential impacts that have 246 
received most of the scholarly attention: contributions to urban food security through 247 
enhanced access to healthy food; contributions to an inclusive urban economy; and 248 
contributions to urban civic life. Within each section, we reflect on the extent to which 249 
evidence regarding the socio-economic impacts of VF aligns with the impacts, opportunities 250 
and challenges identified within the wider UA discourse. 251 

 252 

Contributions to urban food security 253 

Existing literature highlights vertical farming as a key innovation for improving urban food 254 
security [21, 23, 65, 105, 106]. In densely populated areas, VF can maximise production in 255 
confined spaces, enhancing the availability of healthy fresh food [105, 107, 108]. Further 256 
benefits of produce from VF relate to food safety and quality, enhanced due to a controlled 257 
indoor environment and minimal use of pesticides and herbicides [3, 21, 25, 65, 109]. 258 
However, much of this literature identifies pathways to potential impact on urban food 259 
insecurity rather than evidencing impacts to date. To some extent this is likely to reflect the 260 
recent proliferation of VF and the more gradual emergence of an academic discourse. It may 261 
also reflect a significant gap in terms of the types of research studies that are conducted in 262 
relation to vertical farms. 263 

In terms of prevailing international definitions of food and nutrition security [110] – 264 
organised in terms of the four pillars of access, availability, utilization and stability – VF has 265 
the potential to make significant contributions to the physical availability of food and food 266 
stability over time. For example, scholarship has drawn attention to the potential role of VF 267 
in supporting the transformation of so-called food deserts, urban neighbourhoods and rural 268 
towns without ready access to fresh, healthy, and affordable food [111]. In this context, 269 
vertical farms, and CEA systems more broadly, have the potential to ensure greater 270 
availability of food and a more stable food supply, through efficient growing cycles, 271 
protection from variations in weather and other growing conditions, and their ability to 272 
operate outside of growing seasons [112]. However, Carolan [16] has argued that this 273 
perceived stability is not necessarily a long-term solution; rather it only addresses existing 274 
gaps in otherwise unjust and unsustainable food value chains.  275 

The contribution of VF to the other pillars of food security – access to food and food 276 
utilisation – is less straightforward. High initial investment costs [53, 113] as well as high 277 
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running costs associated with VF mean that produce can be limited in range and is often 278 
priced relatively highly and less accessible to low-income groups. Currently, the relatively 279 
high production costs mean that vertical farms focus on rapidly growing crops such as leafy 280 
greens, microgreens, and herbs to remain as cost-effective as possible [113–115]. Marketing 281 
these crops as premium products – emphasising their traceability, pesticide-free status, 282 
freshness, and local production – can enhance their economic viability [53, 69, 116, 117] but 283 
also raise the price for consumers.  284 

This is particularly important in the context of the intersecting drivers and manifestations of 285 
urban inequality [118], such that expanding UA will not automatically improve food security. 286 
As low-income communities are likely already subject to “underinvestment and 287 
discriminatory patterns”, vertical farms are vulnerable to falling into a corporate food 288 
system model of “profit maximization and resource use efficiency”, in which social justice-289 
oriented practices are sidelined [119]. A number of studies have also shown a concentration 290 
of urban farms in places where they are not most needed to address food insecurity, linked 291 
with the role of urban farming in greening areas, which Yuan et al. [104] argue risks making 292 
them a tool in gentrification “to make neighbourhoods more attractive to the upper class”. 293 
An increase in property prices through such urban development is one example given as 294 
needing consideration in exploring the social aspects of urban farming.  295 

High production costs can potentially be mitigated in certain climates and through 296 
technological advancements [55]. For example, vertical farms are reported to be more 297 
efficient in regions where heating requires more electricity than lighting, such as at higher 298 
latitudes, or in areas where water is scarce and energy is more affordable, such as parts of 299 
the Middle East, where water-use-efficient vertical farms may be more desirable [55, 116]. 300 
However, this review has not found evidence of vertical farms that produce healthier and 301 
more sustainable food than conventional agriculture at a lower price to direct consumers 302 
than existing, supermarket dominated value-chains.  303 

Cost of food, especially healthy fresh produce is often in tension with other high costs of 304 
living in urban areas, causing low-income residents to become dependent on emergency 305 
food services and food pantries [119]. Seigner et al. [119] highlight affordability challenges 306 
to urban-produced food and cite examples of urban farms donating to food banks but 307 
caution the lack of scholarship on the consumption or impact of these donations. 308 

As indicated above, it has been argued that vertical farms could play a key role in addressing 309 
the food security of poor and ethnically diverse urban neighbourhoods that lack access to 310 
affordable, healthy food options [120, 121]. This may be more likely where vertical farms 311 
are small-scale and built, for example, in un-used buildings that have been repurposed [25]. 312 
However, there is a lack of empirical cases documenting this in practice. 313 

This is not to say that VF cannot contribute to urban food security. Rather it means that the 314 
pathways of impact are distinct from other forms of urban food production for example, 315 
scholarship from the global south has emphasised the contribution of urban agriculture to 316 
food security through the development of additional household income [104], while 317 
scholarship in allotments and other forms of urban community gardens from the global 318 
north have emphasised contributions to food security through subsistence, social education, 319 
and communal utilisation of healthy foods [104]. This diversity of pathways to food security 320 
through urban agriculture points to the need for a diversification of approaches to meet the 321 
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diversity of needs of different urban inhabitants, of which VF is likely to be one important 322 
approach. 323 

 324 

Contributions to an inclusive urban economy 325 

VF literature has highlighted the role of innovative technology together with a viable 326 
business model [50] in creating both direct and indirect impacts, such as ground-breaking 327 
new food supply and distribution networks, while also addressing food security and 328 
environmental challenges [122]. Some of these potential economic and social impacts 329 
include the creation of new much-needed green collar jobs from farm nursery management 330 
and resource procurement to IT, office personnel and other areas [25]. Further jobs, 331 
literature suggests, will be created in grocery stores, organic food markets as well as local 332 
distribution and transportation networks [21, 121]. However, as above, these impacts are 333 
highlighted as potential contributions, rather than arrived at through an analysis of the 334 
impact of VF. Such assertions of impact, including job creation, are also made largely 335 
without consideration of inequities within FS and the wider political economies in which 336 
vertical farms exist [123].  337 

The conceptual focus placed upon an interlinked triumvirate of novel technology, viable 338 
new business models and agricultural productivity also concurs with mainstream 339 
approaches to FS in research, policy and practice. What unites dominant visions is 340 
adherence to a predominantly productionist perspective, which focuses on the need to 341 
significantly increase food production and calorie availability, through production 342 
efficiencies, capital investments and new technologies [123]. In contrast to the a priori 343 
privileging of production and novel technology, critical studies have drawn attention to the 344 
need to understand VF (and FS interventions) as both technical and social transitions [26, 345 
124].  346 

To understand and identify the pathways through which VF may contribute to inclusive 347 
urban economies, it is crucial to broaden the discussion to consider, for example, who 348 
benefits from VF projects, and how? Such questions are however left relatively unexplored 349 
in the mainstay of existing and emerging literature. Instead, studies on VF have emphasised 350 
its potential to create not only jobs, but new business ventures, while leveraging automated 351 
technology to aid the development of smart cities by providing locally sourced food, 352 
reducing the need for extensive transportation networks, and promoting efficient use of 353 
space [64, 65, 68, 122, 125, 126]. Further contributions noted include the attraction of VF to 354 
a younger generation, due to its intensive use of advanced technologies in controlling 355 
indoor environments [127, 128]. Moreover, it is argued that the involvement of this 356 
generation may drive further innovation in agricultural technology.  357 

Rather than providing a socio-economic analysis, much literature tends to follow a 358 
tautological approach, in which the wider impact of VF is attested to by its innovative 359 
nature, and presumed advantages in agricultural production and environmental impact. For 360 
example, Biancone et al. [122] argue that VF may be a solution to urban food security 361 
through spreading new technologies and improved engagement with local economies. In 362 
ensuring vertical farms are such a solution, emerging literature has highlighted the key role 363 
of novel and viable business models along with entrepreneurship [129–132]. The focus of 364 
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analysis among some studies has therefore explored the nature of successful business 365 
models in VF. One such study has concluded that entrepreneurship, for instance, should aim 366 
for an efficient growing system aided with technologies in achieving environmental and 367 
economic sustainability goals [122].  Organisational design, as these authors argue, is critical 368 
to building innovative business models to ensure VF can deliver a socially sustainable supply 369 
of food and the development of transformative technologies [133]. 370 

Literature on VF has thus emphasised a need for new approaches, for innovations, 371 
techniques, and processes for both food production and consumption [134]. As such an 372 
innovation, VF is presented by this body of literature as constantly improving and 373 
expanding, and as changing the way food is produced and consumed [134]. One example of 374 
this is modular, small-scale vertical farms which make significant use of automation, and can 375 
be set up in a range of settings, such as restaurants, residential areas and supermarkets 376 
[134]. The value of these “growing-service systems”, argues one review, rests on intangibles 377 
such as fresher products, local production and automated control. In this manner, VF firms 378 
are experimenting by adapting business models and enabling sustainable development as a 379 
goal [134]. 380 

Emerging VF literature has argued that, as both a technological and entrepreneurial 381 
innovation, VF has the potential to disrupt and decentralise the conventional FS by 382 
operating across different scales and locations, while increasing local decision-making 383 
autonomy [135, 136]. Some authors have associated UA more broadly as contributing to a 384 
redistribution of resources and power by commoning urban resources, for example by 385 
turning urban wastelands or interstitial areas into community managed farmland [124, 136, 386 
137]. However, in our review, we find that these studies do not provide a pathway for, or a 387 
sufficiently critical analysis of how, such redistribution might be achieved through VF, and 388 
neither do they provide sufficient empirical evidence. In addition, studies which have 389 
highlighted the potential game-changing role of VF, have also noted that many VF firms 390 
across North America, Europe, and the Middle East have yet to fully address broader 391 
sustainability goals beyond environmental impacts, with little focus on social or economic 392 
sustainability [134]. There is also a dearth of literature on specific case studies of vertical 393 
farms of different scales [134]. Despommier [65], a key proponent of VF, has reflected that 394 
it is unclear whether VF would be successful globally, either from an economic and/or social 395 
perspective, since the concept is still too new. 396 

While much of the existing and emerging literature on VF makes implicit or in some cases 397 
explicit references to direct individual or indirect community/collective social and economic 398 
benefits, a smaller body of studies has taken a more critical approach [138, 139]. One review 399 
exploring the potential of scaling up VF, has noted that the contextual conditions required 400 
for VF to be sustainable have not yet been holistically assessed [124]. These authors used a 401 
multi-level perspective approach to analyse VF as part of a sociotechnical transition, 402 
examining three levels: niches, landscapes, and regimes [26, 124]. Niches refer to potential 403 
novelties and social innovations which may challenge the dominant regime, including VF but 404 
also alternative food networks and community agriculture. Landscapes refer to broader 405 
processes that exert pressure on the prevailing regime, potentially enabling transformation. 406 
Regimes represent the existing structures comprising various actors, market forces, 407 
technologies, policies, and cultural and industrial norms [26, 124]. For these authors, the 408 
dominant regime is the current FS, while the landscape of broader processes includes the 409 
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approaching food crisis and globalised neoliberal capitalism [124]. Specific examples of 410 
landscape pressures include climate change, which exacerbates agricultural vulnerabilities, 411 
and shifting demographic patterns, such as urbanization and population growth, which alter 412 
food demand and land use [124]. These broader processes also include industrialised 413 
farming, which contributes to biodiversity loss and environmental degradation, extensive 414 
food miles leading to higher carbon emissions, increasing corporate involvement in UA, and 415 
the growth-oriented focus of neoliberal political economy [122]. 416 

Scaling up VF, argue Petrovics and Giezen [124], requires the optimal combination of 417 
contextual factors, emphasising the importance of understanding the particular elaboration 418 
of niches, landscapes, and regimes, for example the role of VF investment schemes like 419 
venture capitalism in North America; its implications for land ownership, as well as 420 
ownership of the means of food production, and intellectual property in VF operations. 421 
Carolan [140] has argued that capital-intensive large-scale VF in North America provides a 422 
short-term “fix”, potentially shortens food supply chains but gives unsustainable and unjust 423 
systems a new lease of life until the next crisis. These authors argue for a need to consider 424 
the systemic issues that necessitate interventions such as VF and caution that, without a 425 
reflection on VF as a social and technical intervention, VF could lead to further 426 
commodification of agricultural products, further segregation between the experience of 427 
food and its modes of production, and its catering to the wealthy [16, 89, 124, 140]. 428 

From an inclusive urban economy perspective, some studies have raised important concerns 429 
about the actual impact of UA on skill building, education, and community development 430 
[89]. These authors point out that urban farms often struggle to provide sufficient living-431 
wage jobs, rely heavily on unpaid labour, and face financial instability due to dependency on 432 
grants, donations, and off-farm income [89, 90, 141–143]. Moreover, the context and 433 
specifics of UA projects influences who benefits, with advantages often accruing to property 434 
owners and new residents more than disadvantaged groups, while UA may also be situated 435 
within processes of gentrification [89]. To identify a pathway for how VF as a form of UA 436 
may contribute to inclusive urban economies, it is therefore critical to situate it within the 437 
broader political economy of urban development. This requires moving beyond the focus of 438 
much existing literature – the technicalities of agricultural production and the presumed 439 
role of technological and entrepreneurial innovation [89, 104]. There is a need for both 440 
rigorous analysis of socio-economic impact, as well as deeper attention to questions of 441 
power in FS interventions, and transformations [89, 144–146]. 442 

 443 

Contributions to urban civic life 444 

Alongside urban food security and economic impacts, literature has noted the role of VF in 445 
community development, with studies pointing to a wide range of potential benefits 446 
including outreach programmes, education, establishing business centres, as well as linking 447 
with social workers and facilitating community advocacy in urban governance [121, 147]. 448 
Through the involvement of social workers, one study has argued that interdisciplinary 449 
teams can address issues of food access and sustainable production in low-income 450 
neighbourhoods [121]. Social participation through education, training and community 451 
engagement programmes, alongside the sale of healthy food locally, argues another study, 452 
can have economic, social and health benefits [147]. Through such social entrepreneurial 453 
and technological innovation, vertical farms, some literature has suggested, can even 454 
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become sites for community advocacy and civic virtue development, as citizens are 455 
empowered to engage with urban planners, public authorities and decision-makers [121].  456 

While such contributions to urban civic life through VF may be possible, as above, our 457 
review has not found studies which present empirical evidence of such contributions. 458 
Instead, literature has focused on an implicit or explicit presentation of the role of 459 
technological and entrepreneurial innovation. To leverage multiple environmental, 460 
economic and social benefits, the prevailing approach in VF literature has highlighted the 461 
way new business models are being developed, for example to provide functions and 462 
services instead of traditional products [134]. Social and economic impacts, including the 463 
role of such innovation regarding existing dynamics in FS and wider political economies are 464 
largely presumed, rather than analysed. Wider literature on UA has however drawn 465 
attention to the inevitable intersection between urban farming and social injustices as 466 
projects develop [104, 140]. In one study, authors note the need for deliberate processes of 467 
community inclusion in urban decision-making to address social injustices, through which 468 
mutual relations can be built between public officials and civil society. Rather than a singular 469 
focus on urban farming, such processes include local government structures, as well as food 470 
policy councils, local activists and community organisations [104, 140]. 471 

As a note of caution, some authors have argued that not all UA practitioners connect food 472 
cultivation to political values or actions, and in those conditions, UA is unlikely to function as 473 
a mechanism for food democracy, other movements for social justice, or structural change 474 
[89, 141]. On a related point, one review has noted that not all UA planning efforts seek to 475 
help disadvantaged residents suffering from food injustice [89]. Furthermore, although 476 
urban farming projects such as community gardens have been praised for fostering mental 477 
health, civic participation, and community pride, the benefits are not always equitably 478 
distributed [89]. Broadening out a focus on urban civic life to the role of UA in addressing 479 
food injustice experienced by disadvantaged communities, McClintock et al. [89] argue that 480 
UA by itself is unable to address the structural causes of inequities in FS, and is fairer viewed 481 
as one possible strategy among an array of others, including poverty alleviation, in seeking 482 
greater food justice.  483 

This sentiment was shared by Horst et al. [89] who concluded that UA should not be viewed 484 
as a panacea, but instead as one potential intervention among an array of strategies, that 485 
may enhance food justice but only if the benefits accrue to urban residents who experience 486 
food injustice and insecurity. Similarly, based on their research, Petrovics and Giezen [124] 487 
highlighted the limitations of single socio-technical interventions and argued that due to the 488 
complexity of urban reality, VF should not be assessed from the perspective of single supply-489 
end interventions. In considering how to scale-up VF, one challenge these authors note is a 490 
common focus on the role of technology as independent of social and political processes 491 
[89, 124].  492 

To understand the contribution of VF to urban civic life, it is therefore necessary to 493 
understand VF as not only a transformation of technological processes but as a 494 
phenomenon with transformative power in the societal sphere [89, 124]. To understand 495 
such transformation, contextual spatial factors, power relationships and the productive 496 
nature of political struggles are important to consider [89, 124]. If VF becomes a key aspect 497 
of urban development, it is even more important to question not only who benefits and 498 
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how benefits can be justly distributed, but to situate these questions within a critical 499 
analysis of the relationship between power and innovation in FS [28, 140]. 500 

A structured framework to synthesise the advantages and disadvantages from the three 501 
potential impact categories identified is presented in Table 2. This emphasises the tension 502 
between potential and realised impacts in each category, highlighting the need for more 503 
empirical evidence, nuanced approaches, and policies addressing equity and inclusion. 504 

Table 2. Advantages and disadvantages of urban VF in the three potential impact categories 505 
emerging from the literature. 506 

Impact 
Category Advantages Disadvantages 

U
rb

an
 F

oo
d 

Se
cu

rit
y 

- Potential to increase food availability 
and stability of food supply through 
CEA (efficient growing systems and 
year-round production).  

 

- Potential to transform food deserts by 
increasing the availability of healthy, 
fresh food. 

- Controlled indoor environments 
improve food quality and safety, 
reducing the need for pesticides. 

 

- Protection from climate and seasonal 
variability, potentially enhancing food 
stability. 

- Limited evidence for impact on 
urban food insecurity, including 
access to food and food utilisation. 

- High production costs make 
produce less accessible to low-
income populations. 

- Risk of aligning with corporate 
models focused on profit rather than 
food justice. 

- Limited crop range (e.g., leafy 
greens) due to economic constraints. 

- Potential role in gentrification, 
raising property prices and excluding 
marginalised groups. 

- Perceived increases in food supply 
stability and availability mask 
unsustainable and unjust food value 
chains. 
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In
cl

us
iv

e 
U

rb
an

 E
co

no
m

y 
- Potential creation of green jobs across 
agriculture, distribution, IT, and retail, 
alongside new food supply networks. 

- Potential for entrepreneurial and 
technological innovation to transform 
conventional FS: Opportunities for 
small-scale farms and new business 
models. 

- Potential to attract younger 
generations through technological 
innovation. 

- Possibility for VF to disrupt 
conventional food systems and foster 
resource sharing. 

- Limited empirical evidence of job 
creation or impact on food supply 
networks, alongside evidence of low 
wages and unpaid labour in urban 
faming. 

- Presumed role and impact of 
technological and entrepreneurial 
innovation vs a lack of socio-
economic analysis and evidence.  

- Lack of research on VFs of different 
scales and sizes. 

- Economic benefits may favour 
property owners or wealthier 
individuals over marginalised 
communities. 

- Risks of prioritising capital-
intensive VF projects that replicate 
unsustainable systems. 

- High dependency on grants or 
donations in small-scale urban 
farming projects. 

- May perpetuate segregation 
between food consumers and 
producers, focusing benefits on 
affluent markets. 

- Few case studies evaluate long-
term social and economic 
sustainability goals. 
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U
rb

an
 C

iv
ic

 L
ife

 
- Potential for community-building 
through education, training, and 
outreach programs. 

- Potential opportunities for 
community advocacy in governance 
and urban planning. 

- Potential for economic, social and 
health benefits through integrating 
community engagement programmes 
with the sale of healthy food locally.  

- Potential for promoting civic 
participation through citizen 
engagement. 

- Limited evidence of impactful 
contributions to community 
advocacy or civic life. 

- Risk of perpetuating social 
inequities if community participation 
is not explicitly integrated into 
projects. 

- Focus of VF literature being on 
technical and entrepreneurial 
innovation over socio-political 
analysis of urban inequities. 

- Lack of deliberate inclusion 
processes risks excluding 
marginalised voices in urban 
planning. 

- Inability of VF or UA projects by 
themselves to address structural 
causes of inequities in FS. 

 507 

Conclusions: Opportunities to enhance the 508 

contribution of vertical farming to food 509 

systems transitions 510 

Much existing and emerging literature on VF has focused on analysing the production 511 
aspects of this novel and evolving technology [60, 129]. Alongside this literature, studies 512 
have sought to explore VF as an innovative business model [25, 122]. In both cases, the 513 
focus of research is on defining and delineating effective technological and organisational 514 
features for successful VF operations. In reference to both novel technology and 515 
organisational design, VF as an entrepreneurial innovation is credited with a series of 516 
agricultural production, economic and environmental benefits, alongside a number of social 517 
benefits. As discussed, a smaller body of literature has sought to question this panacea 518 
presentation of VF as a solution not only to agricultural challenges, but to urban 519 
development, food security and societal challenges more widely [89, 121, 124, 140]. It is 520 
also the case that much existing literature has focused on North America, as well as on 521 
large-scale VF operations. 522 

We hope that this review is timely, as technical innovations in VF and CEA are increasingly 523 
matched by the strength of desire across societies to trial new approaches to food 524 
production, distribution, and consumption, as well as scholarly and policy interest. Our 525 
contribution is to highlight the limits of any one approach or set of technologies in isolation, 526 
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and to advocate for a critical and evidence-led approach to enabling equitable socio-527 
technical transitions within our food systems. 528 

Our review has highlighted a number of potential social benefits associated with VF, both to 529 
individuals as well as to wider urban communities. These include the creation of green jobs 530 
and local food supply chains, and greater access to healthy fresh food (transforming food 531 
deserts), leading to health and economic benefits. However, crops produced in vertical 532 
farms are generally sold as premium products. In addition, literature has pointed to 533 
community development work and potential avenues for civic participation, as well as 534 
integration of these activities with public and community services [121]. Most of these social 535 
benefits are listed as potential (unevidenced) benefits within existing literature, and rest on 536 
a conceptual presumption concerning the role of social entrepreneurial innovation in 537 
agricultural production and business model design in urban areas, as well as the presumed 538 
direct and indirect impacts on urban populations. Critical studies have highlighted 539 
challenges to these benefits including corporate investment models, gentrification, 540 
unaffordability or inaccessibility of VF produce to low-income communities, as well as low 541 
wage levels among urban agricultural workers and a reliance on unpaid labour. Finally, 542 
community development and civic participation activities can be both inclusionary and/or 543 
exclusionary. 544 

Our review has highlighted the need to consider the role of pre-established socioeconomic 545 
structures [104], policy contexts and the wider FS when seeking to understand the social 546 
impact of VF, especially beyond the individual level to wider community benefits. This 547 
requires examining VF as a sociotechnical intervention [26], as well as considering the 548 
broader political economy and particular urban context in which vertical farms are 549 
implemented. Much VF literature to-date reflects a technocratic, productionist perspective 550 
typical of mainstream FS analysis, where power dynamics and institutional frameworks are 551 
taken as given, rather than socially constructed [148]. VF may form part of wider efforts to 552 
transform FS, but as Anderson and Leach reflect [28], rather than technical transitions, the 553 
need is for “deeper transformations” for global FS and for sustainability and equity more 554 
broadly. Such transformation is inevitably profoundly political, requiring power and political 555 
economy “to be addressed head-on” [11, 27, 28, 122, 149, 150].  556 

There is therefore a need for further research exploring the social implications of VF of 557 
different models, scales and geographical locations, especially small-scale and outside North 558 
America. Such research may also critique the artificial separation of VF technology from its 559 
social, economic and political context. In this sense, the key question may not necessarily be 560 
to explore the social impact of VF, but to understand the way in which VFs develop through 561 
organisational, social, economic and political relations. In contrast to much of the research 562 
that has examined the socioeconomic impacts of VF, future research could productively 563 
focus on the interactions between VF and their contexts; unpacking the specific local 564 
conditions that enable the positive potential impacts of VF to be realised. Avenues of 565 
research may explore VF organisational development beyond a focus on business model 566 
design [122] to the ebb and flow of VF innovation, including efforts to create social impact 567 
or to engage communities, from a political ecology, or critical institutional perspective [151]. 568 
Such a focus on the interactions between VF practices and their contexts is vital for better 569 
understanding the contribution of VF to more equitable and sustainable food systems within 570 
a broad range of emerging technological, organisational, and policy innovations. Beyond 571 
these broad research areas, specific knowledge gaps also remain regarding, for example, 572 
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attitudes (including issues of desirability and cultural appropriateness) towards the types of 573 
foods predominantly produced by VF by low-income groups. 574 

Suggested research approaches to explore the social implications and impact of VF include 575 
community-based participatory and ethnographic methodologies, longitudinal case studies 576 
and political economy analysis of FS interventions (drawing on existing work [28]). Building 577 
on studies which have sought to qualify the prevailing panacea-based approach to VF in 578 
literature, policy and practice, adopting a critical focus on VF development and impact may 579 
help to explore why, despite an emphasis on effective organisational structures [25] an 580 
understanding of social benefits and impact is often difficult to ascertain, define (or 581 
achieve). Exploring the way in which VF is embedded within wider political economies as a 582 
socioecological innovation, should provide a key step in this direction. 583 

 584 

Author Contributions 585 

Conceptualization—wrote the main research proposal from which this manuscript is part of 586 
B.D., K.D; designed the scope of this manuscript A.K., C. Y., P. H., K.D; methodology—587 
developed the methodology A.K. K.D; formal analysis—conducted literature review A.K., 588 
P.H., C.Y.; writing—original draft preparation A.K., C.Y, P.H.; writing—review and editing 589 
A.K., C.Y, P.H., U.E., B.D., K.D.; funding acquisition B.D., K.D. All authors have read and 590 
agreed to the published version of the manuscript. 591 

 592 

Funding 593 

BB/V004581/1/UKRI Strategic Priority Fund Transforming UK Food Systems - FixOurFood 594 
Programme 595 

 596 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 597 

This research was funded through multiple research grants and with the help of a wide 598 
group of people. We are extremely grateful for the support as follows: 599 

• UKRI Strategic Priority Fund Transforming UK Food Systems project FixOurFood - grant 600 
number BB/V004581/1 (BD, KD, AK, CY, UE).  601 



 

18 

References 602 

[1]  Tilman D, Clark M. Global diets link environmental sustainability and human health. 603 
Nature 2014; 515: 518–522. 604 

[2]  World Population Prospects 2024, www.unpopulation.org. 605 
[3]  Orsini F, Kahane R, Nono-Womdim R, et al. Urban agriculture in the developing 606 

world: a review. Agron Sustain Dev 2013; 33: 695–720. 607 
[4]  The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World 2023. FAO; IFAD; UNICEF; 608 

WFP; WHO;, 2023. Epub ahead of print 12 July 2023. DOI: 10.4060/cc3017en. 609 
[5]  Foley JA, Ramankutty N, Brauman KA, et al. Solutions for a cultivated planet. Nature 610 

2011; 478: 337–342. 611 
[6]  Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Technical Summary. In: Climate Change 612 

and Land. Cambridge University Press, 2022, pp. 37–74. 613 
[7]  Montgomery DR. Soil erosion and agricultural sustainability. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S 614 

A 2007; 104: 13268–13272. 615 
[8]  Molden David. Water for Food Water for Life : a Comprehensive Assessment of Water 616 

Management in Agriculture. Taylor and Francis, 2013. 617 
[9]  Baumont De Oliveira FJ, Ferson S, Dyer R. A Collaborative Decision Support System 618 

Framework for Vertical Farming Business Developments. International Journal of 619 
Decision Support System Technology 2021; 13: 34–66. 620 

[10]  Barbosa GL, Almeida Gadelha FD, Kublik N, et al. Comparison of land, water, and 621 
energy requirements of lettuce grown using hydroponic vs. Conventional agricultural 622 
methods. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2015; 12: 6879–6891. 623 

[11]  Leach M, Nisbett N, Cabral L, et al. Food politics and development. World 624 
Development; 134. Epub ahead of print 1 October 2020. DOI: 625 
10.1016/j.worlddev.2020.105024. 626 

[12]  Alexandratos N, Bruinsma J. World Agriculture towards 2030/2050: the 2012 627 
revision, www.fao.org/economic/esa (2012). 628 

[13]  Health Benefits of Urban Agriculture, http://www.fao.org/urbanag/default.asp; 629 
[14]  Middle I, Dzidic P, Buckley A, et al. Integrating community gardens into public parks: 630 

An innovative approach for providing ecosystem services in urban areas. Urban For 631 
Urban Green 2014; 13: 638–645. 632 

[15]  Camps-Calvet M, Langemeyer J, Calvet-Mir L, et al. Ecosystem services provided by 633 
urban gardens in Barcelona, Spain: Insights for policy and planning. Environ Sci 634 
Policy 2016; 62: 14–23. 635 

[16]  Carolan M, Hale J. “Growing” communities with urban agriculture: Generating value 636 
above and below ground. Community Development 2016; 47: 530–545. 637 

[17]  DeLind LB. Where have all the houses (among other things) gone? Some critical 638 
reflections on urban agriculture. Renewable Agriculture and Food Systems 2015; 30: 639 
3–7. 640 

[18]  McClintock N. Radical, reformist, and garden-variety neoliberal: coming to terms with 641 
urban agriculture’s contradictions. Local Environ 2014; 19: 147–171. 642 

[19]  Pdxscholar P, Mcclintock N, Mahmoudi D, et al. Socio-Spatial Differentiation in the 643 
Sustainable City: Socio-Spatial Differentiation in the Sustainable City: A Mixed-644 
Methods Assessment of Residential A Mixed-Methods Assessment of Residential 645 
Gardens in Metropolitan Portland, Oregon, USA Gardens in Metropolitan Portland, 646 
Oregon, USA, https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/usp_fac (2016). 647 

[20]  Reynolds K. Disparity despite diversity: Social injustice in New York City’s urban 648 
agriculture system. Antipode 2015; 47: 240–259. 649 



 

19 

[21]  Despommier D. Field Actions Science Reports Vertical farms, building a viable indoor 650 
farming model for cities Creative Commons Attribution 3.0 License. 651 

[22]  70/1. Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development 652 
Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development Preamble. 653 
2015. 654 

[23]  Healy RG, Rosenberg JS. Land Use and the States. 655 
[24]  Zoning for urban agriculture N Mukherji, A Morales 2010 zoning-for-urban-656 

agriculture. 657 
[25]  Al-Kodmany K. SUSTAINABLE TALL BUILDINGS: CASES FROM THE GLOBAL 658 

SOUTH. 659 
[26]  Geels FW. The multi-level perspective on sustainability transitions: Responses to 660 

seven criticisms. Environmental Innovation and Societal Transitions 2011; 1: 24–40. 661 
[27]  Oliver TH, Boyd E, Balcombe K, et al. Overcoming undesirable resilience in the 662 

global food system. Global Sustainability; 1. Epub ahead of print 2018. DOI: 663 
10.1017/sus.2018.9. 664 

[28]  Anderson M, Leach M. Transforming food systems: The potential of engaged political 665 
economy*†. IDS Bull 2019; 50: 131–146. 666 

[29]  Dentoni D, Waddell S, Waddock S. Pathways of transformation in global food and 667 
agricultural systems: implications from a large systems change theory perspective. 668 
Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 2017; 29: 8–13. 669 

[30]  Dentoni D, Bitzer V, Schouten G. Harnessing Wicked Problems in Multi-stakeholder 670 
Partnerships. Journal of Business Ethics 2018; 150: 333–356. 671 

[31]  Weidner T, Yang A, Hamm MW. Consolidating the current knowledge on urban 672 
agriculture in productive urban food systems: Learnings, gaps and outlook. Journal of 673 
Cleaner Production 2019; 209: 1637–1655. 674 

[32]  Fletcher EI, Collins CM. Urban agriculture: Declining opportunity and increasing 675 
demand—How observations from London, U.K., can inform effective response, 676 
strategy and policy on a wide scale. Urban For Urban Green; 55. Epub ahead of print 677 
1 November 2020. DOI: 10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126823. 678 

[33]  Mougeot L. Urban Agriculture: Definition, Presence, Potentials, and Risks. In: Bakker 679 
N, Dubelling M, Gundel S, et al. (eds) Growing Cities, Growing Food: Urban 680 
Agriculture in the Policy Agenda. Feldafing: DSE, 2000, pp. 1–42. 681 

[34]  Cissé O, Fatou N, Gueye D, et al. Institutional and legal aspects of urban agriculture 682 
in French-speaking West Africa: from marginalization to legitimization, 683 
www.centredakar.org (2005). 684 

[35]  A briefing guide for the successful implementation of Urban and Peri-urban 685 
Agriculture in Developing Countries and Countries of Transition Introduction and 686 
Acknowledgements, http://internal.fao.org (2001). 687 

[36]  Urban Agriculture for Green and Productive Cities Urban Agriculture for Green and 688 
Productive Cities Urban Agriculture for Green and Productive Cities Urban 689 
Agriculture for Green and Productive Cities Urban Agriculture for Green and 690 
Productive Cities. 691 

[37]  Doernberg A, Horn P, Zasada I, et al. Urban food policies in German city regions: An 692 
overview of key players and policy instruments. Food Policy; 89. Epub ahead of print 693 
1 December 2019. DOI: 10.1016/j.foodpol.2019.101782. 694 

[38]  R. Semenova KW. Sustainable development goals addressed by urban farming, 695 
www.groof.eu (2021). 696 

[39]  What is urban agriculture?, www.urbesproject.org. 697 
[40]  Mougeot L. Agropolis: The Social, Political and Environmental Dimensions of Urban 698 

Agriculture. London: Earthscan, 2005. 699 



 

20 

[41]  Poulsen MN, McNab PR, Clayton ML, et al. A systematic review of urban agriculture 700 
and food security impacts in low-income countries. Food Policy 2015; 55: 131–146. 701 

[42]  Redwood M. Agriculture in Urban Planning: Generating Livelihoods and Food 702 
Security. London: Earthscan, 2008. 703 

[43]  Brown KH, Jameton AL. Public health implications of urban agriculture. J Public 704 
Health Policy 2000; 21: 20–39. 705 

[44]  Hodgson K, Caton Campbell M, Bailkey M. Urban Agriculture: Growing healthy, 706 
sustainable places. Washington: American Planning Association, 2011. 707 

[45]  Hoornweg D, Munro-Faure P. Urban agriculture for sustainable poverty alleviation 708 
and food security. Rome, 2008. 709 

[46]  O’Brien D. Cultivating Our Garden. In: O’Brien D (ed) Gardening: Philosophy for 710 
Everyone. Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010, pp. 192–203. 711 

[47]  Pinderhughes R. Alternative Urban Futures. Maryland: Rowman and Littlefield 712 
Publishers Inc, 2004. 713 

[48]  Lin BB, Philpott SM, Jha S. The future of urban agriculture and biodiversity-714 
ecosystem services: Challenges and next steps. Basic Appl Ecol. Epub ahead of print 715 
2015. DOI: 10.1016/j.baae.2015.01.005. 716 

[49]  Mougeot LJA. Growing Better Cities: Urban Agriculture for Sustainable 717 
Development. Ottawa: International Development Research Centre, 2006. 718 

[50]  Despommier D. Field Actions Science Reports Vertical farms, building a viable indoor 719 
farming model for cities. 720 

[51]  Chatterjee A, Debnath S, Pal H. Implication of Urban Agriculture and Vertical 721 
Farming for Future Sustainability. In: Urban Horticulture - Necessity of the Future. 722 
IntechOpen, 2020. Epub ahead of print 17 June 2020. DOI: 10.5772/intechopen.91133. 723 

[52]  Vatistas C, Avgoustaki DD, Bartzanas T. A Systematic Literature Review on 724 
Controlled-Environment Agriculture: How Vertical Farms and Greenhouses Can 725 
Influence the Sustainability and Footprint of Urban Microclimate with Local Food 726 
Production. Atmosphere; 13. Epub ahead of print 1 August 2022. DOI: 727 
10.3390/atmos13081258. 728 

[53]  Butturini M, Marcelis LFM. Vertical farming in Europe: Present status and outlook. 729 
In: Plant Factory: An Indoor Vertical Farming System for Efficient Quality Food 730 
Production: Second Edition. Elsevier Inc., 2019, pp. 77–91. 731 

[54]  Esmaeli H, Roshandel R. Optimal design for solar greenhouses based on climate 732 
conditions. Renew Energy 2020; 145: 1255–1265. 733 

[55]  Graamans L, Baeza E, van den Dobbelsteen A, et al. Plant factories versus 734 
greenhouses: Comparison of resource use efficiency. Agric Syst 2018; 160: 31–43. 735 

[56]  Engler N, Krarti M. Review of energy efficiency in controlled environment 736 
agriculture. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews; 141. Epub ahead of print 1 737 
May 2021. DOI: 10.1016/j.rser.2021.110786. 738 

[57]  Benis K, Reinhart C, Ferrão P. Building-Integrated Agriculture (BIA) In Urban 739 
Contexts: Testing A Simulation-Based Decision Support Workflow. 740 

[58]  Van Gerrewey T, Boon N, Geelen D. Vertical farming: The only way is up? 741 
Agronomy; 12. Epub ahead of print 1 January 2022. DOI: 742 
10.3390/agronomy12010002. 743 

[59]  Chole et al 2021. Introduction, www.justagriculture.in (2021). 744 
[60]  Despommier D. The vertical farm: Controlled environment agriculture carried out in 745 

tall buildings would create greater food safety and security for large urban populations. 746 
Journal fur Verbraucherschutz und Lebensmittelsicherheit 2011; 6: 233–236. 747 



 

21 

[61]  Ramankutty N, Evan AT, Monfreda C, et al. Farming the planet: 1. Geographic 748 
distribution of global agricultural lands in the year 2000. Global Biogeochem Cycles; 749 
22. Epub ahead of print March 2008. DOI: 10.1029/2007GB002952. 750 

[62]  Birkby J. A program of the National Center for Appropriate Technology • 1-800-346-751 
9140 • www.attra.ncat.org, www.ncat.org (2016). 752 

[63]  Rafi A, Ved C, Mishra P. A Comparative Analysis of Vertical Agriculture Systems in 753 
Residential Apartments. 754 

[64]  Touliatos D, Dodd IC, Mcainsh M. Vertical farming increases lettuce yield per unit 755 
area compared to conventional horizontal hydroponics. Food Energy Secur 2016; 5: 756 
184–191. 757 

[65]  Despommier D. Vertical farms in Horticulture, 758 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/008/y5800e/Y5800E06.htm. 759 

[66]  UN. World Population Prospects The 2017 Revision. 2017. 760 
[67]  Kalantari F, Mohd Tahir O, Mahmoudi Lahijani A, et al. A Review of Vertical 761 

Farming Technology: A Guide for Implementation of Building Integrated Agriculture 762 
in Cities. Advanced Engineering Forum 2017; 24: 76–91. 763 

[68]  Muller A, Ferré M, Engel S, et al. Can soil-less crop production be a sustainable option 764 
for soil conservation and future agriculture? Land use policy 2017; 69: 102–105. 765 

[69]  Van Gerrewey T, Boon N, Geelen D. Vertical farming: The only way is up? 766 
Agronomy; 12. Epub ahead of print 1 January 2022. DOI: 767 
10.3390/agronomy12010002. 768 

[70]  Wood Stanley, Sebastian KL., Scherr SJ., et al. Pilot analysis of global ecosystems. 769 
Agroecosystems. World Resources Institute, 2000. 770 

[71]  Despommier. Despommier 2010 The Vertical Farm_ Feeding the World in the 21st 771 
Century - Dickson Despommier - Google Books. 772 

[72]  Benke K, Tomkins B. Future food-production systems: vertical farming and 773 
controlled-environment agriculture. Sustainability: Science, Practice and Policy 2017; 774 
13: 13–26. 775 

[73]  Arcasi A, Mauro AW, Napoli G, et al. Energy and cost analysis for a crop production 776 
in a vertical farm. Appl Therm Eng; 239. Epub ahead of print 15 February 2024. DOI: 777 
10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2023.122129. 778 

[74]  Schmidt Rivera X, Rodgers B, Odanye T, et al. The role of aeroponic container farms 779 
in sustainable food systems – The environmental credentials. Science of The Total 780 
Environment 2023; 860: 160420. 781 

[75]  Gargaro M, Hastings A, Murphy RJ, et al. A cradle-to-customer life cycle assessment 782 
case study of UK vertical farming. J Clean Prod 2024; 470: 143324. 783 

[76]  Edmondson JL, Childs DZ, Dobson MC, et al. Feeding a city – Leicester as a case 784 
study of the importance of allotments for horticultural production in the UK. Science of 785 
the Total Environment; 705. Epub ahead of print 25 February 2020. DOI: 786 
10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.135930. 787 

[77]  Walsh LE, Mead BR, Hardman CA, et al. Potential of urban green spaces for 788 
supporting horticultural production: A national scale analysis. Environmental Research 789 
Letters; 17. Epub ahead of print 1 January 2022. DOI: 10.1088/1748-9326/ac4730. 790 

[78]  Alaimo K, Packnett E, Miles RA, et al. Fruit and vegetable intake among urban 791 
community gardeners. J Nutr Educ Behav 2008; 40: 94–101. 792 

[79]  Zezza A, Tasciotti L. Urban agriculture, poverty, and food security: Empirical 793 
evidence from a sample of developing countries. Food Policy 2010; 35: 265–273. 794 

[80]  MacRae R, Gallant E, Patel S, et al. Could Toronto provide 10% of its fresh vegetable 795 
requirements from within its own boundaries? J Agric Food Syst Community Dev; 1. 796 



 

22 

[81]  Cabannes Y, Raposo I. Peri-urban agriculture, social inclusion of migrant population 797 
and Right to the City. City: analysis of urban trends, culture, theory, policy, action 798 
2013; 17: 235–250. 799 

[82]  Smit J, Bailkey M, Van Veenhuizen R. Urban agriculture and the building of 800 
communities. In: Van Veenhuizen R (ed) Cities farming for the future: Urban 801 
agriculture for green and productive cities. Ottawa: IDRC, 2006, pp. 145–171. 802 

[83]  Holland L. Diversity and connections in community gardens: a contribution to local 803 
sustainability. Local Environ 2004; 9: 285–305. 804 

[84]  Yap C. Self-Organisation in Urban Community Gardens: Autogestion, Motivations, 805 
and the Role of Communication. Sustainability 2019; 11: 2659. 806 

[85]  Hung Y. East New York Farms: Youth participation in community development and 807 
urban agriculture. Child Youth Environ 2004; 14: 56–85. 808 

[86]  Yap C, Anderson CR. Learning the city through urban agriculture. Environ Plan D. 809 
Epub ahead of print 10 January 2025. DOI: 10.1177/02637758241304667. 810 

[87]  Staeheli LA, Mitchell D, Gibson K. Conflicting Rights to the City in New York’s 811 
Community Gardens. GeoJournal 2002; 58: 197–205. 812 

[88]  Certomà C, Tornaghi C. Political gardening. Transforming cities and political agency. 813 
Local Environment 2015; 20: 1123–1131. 814 

[89]  Horst M, Mcclintock N, Hoey L. The Intersection of Planning, Urban Agriculture, and 815 
Food Justice: A Review of the Literature. Journal of the American Planning 816 
Association 2017; 83: 277–295. 817 

[90]  Mcclintock N, Mahmoudi D, Simpson M, et al. Socio-Spatial Differentiation in the 818 
Sustainable City:  A Mixed-Methods Assessment of Residential Gardens in 819 
Metropolitan Portland, Oregon, USA, https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/usp_fac 820 
(2016). 821 

[91]  Donald B, Blay-Palmer A. The urban creative-food economy: producing food for the 822 
urban elite or social inclusion opportunity? Environ Plan A 2006; 38: 1901–1920. 823 

[92]  McClintock N. Radical, Reformist, and Garden-Variety Neoliberal: Coming to Terms 824 
with Urban Agriculture’ s Contradictions. Local Environ 2014; 19: 147–171. 825 

[93]  Harris E. Neoliberal subjectivities or a politics of the possible? Reading for difference 826 
in alternative food networks. Area 2009; 41: 55–63. 827 

[94]  Mahbubur B. Assessing the Spatial Connection between Urban Agriculture and 828 
Equity. Built Environ 2014; 43: 364–376. 829 

[95]  Wolch JR, Byrne J, Newell JP. Urban green space, public health , and environmental 830 
justice: The challenge of making cities ‘ just green enough ’. Landsc Urban Plan 2014; 831 
125: 234–244. 832 

[96]  Dooling S. Ecological gentrification: A research agenda exploring justice in the city. 833 
Int J Urban Reg Res 2009; 33: 621–639. 834 

[97]  Pudup MB. It takes a garden: Cultivating citizen-subjects in organized garden projects. 835 
Geoforum 2008; 39: 1228–1240. 836 

[98]  Weissman E. Entrepreneurial endeavors: (re)producing neoliberalization through urban 837 
agriculture youth programming in Brooklyn, New York. Environ Educ Res 2015; 21: 838 
351–364. 839 

[99]  Guthman J. Neoliberalism and the making of food politics in California. Geoforum 840 
2008; 39: 1171–1183. 841 

[100]  Holt-Giménez E. Food Security, Food Justice , or Food Sovereignty? 4, Oakland, CA, 842 
2010. 843 

[101]  Ghose R, Pettygrove M. Urban community gardens as spaces of citizenship. Antipode 844 
2014; 46: 1092–1112. 845 



 

23 

[102]  Ernwein M. Urban Agriculture and the Neoliberalisation of What ? ACME 2017; 16: 846 
249–275. 847 

[103]  Walthall B. Robert Biel 2016: Sustainable Food Systems: The Role of the City . 848 
London: UCL Press . Int J Urban Reg Res 2018; 42: 175–176. 849 

[104]  Yuan GN, Marquez GPB, Deng H, et al. A review on urban agriculture: technology, 850 
socio-economy, and policy. Heliyon; 8. Epub ahead of print 1 November 2022. DOI: 851 
10.1016/j.heliyon.2022.e11583. 852 

[105]  Thomaier S, Specht K, Henckel D, et al. Farming in and on urban buildings: Present 853 
practice and specific novelties of zero-acreage farming (ZFarming). Renewable 854 
Agriculture and Food Systems 2015; 30: 43–54. 855 

[106]  Corvalán C., Hales Simon, McMichael AJ. Ecosystems and human well-being : health 856 
synthesis : a report of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. WHO, 2006. 857 

[107]  Bohn K, Viljoen A. The Edible City: Envisioning the Continuous Productive Urban 858 
Landscape (CPUL), www.field-journal.org. 859 

[108]  Magazine UA. RUAF 10 years, www.ruaf.org (2011). 860 
[109]  Cho R. Vertical Farms: From Vision to Reality, 861 

https://news.climate.columbia.edu/2011/10/13/vertical-farms-from-vision-to-reality/ 862 
(2011). 863 

[110]  FAO 2014 - Global Initiativeon Food Loss and Waste Reduction, 864 
https://www.fao.org/3/i2776e/i2776e00.pdf. 865 

[111]  Cummins S, Macintyre S. ‘Food deserts’-evidence and assumption in health policy 866 
making, http://dictionary.oed.com/cgi/. 867 

[112]  Orsini F, Kahane R, Nono-Womdim R, et al. Urban agriculture in the developing 868 
world: A review. Agronomy for Sustainable Development 2013; 33: 695–720. 869 

[113]  Benke K, Tomkins B. Future food-production systems: vertical farming and 870 
controlled-environment agriculture. Sustainability: Science, Practice and Policy 2017; 871 
13: 13–26. 872 

[114]  Dsouza A, Price GW, Dixon M, et al. A conceptual framework for incorporation of 873 
composting in closed-loop urban controlled environment agriculture. Sustainability 874 
(Switzerland) 2021; 13: 1–28. 875 

[115]  Beacham AM, Vickers LH, Monaghan JM. Vertical farming: a summary of 876 
approaches to growing skywards. Journal of Horticultural Science and Biotechnology 877 
2019; 94: 277–283. 878 

[116]  Allegaert SD. THE VERTICAL FARM INDUSTRY: EXPLORATORY RESEARCH OF 879 
A WICKED SITUATION. 2020. 880 

[117]  Benis K, Ferrão P. Commercial farming within the urban built environment – Taking 881 
stock of an evolving field in northern countries. Global Food Security 2018; 17: 30–882 
37. 883 

[118]  Yap C, Cociña C, Levy C. The urban dimensions of inequality and equality. 884 
Barcelona, 2021. 885 

[119]  Siegner A, Sowerwine J, Acey C. Does urban agriculture improve food security? 886 
Examining the nexus of food access and distribution of urban produced foods in the 887 
United States: A systematic review. Sustainability (Switzerland); 10. Epub ahead of 888 
print 22 August 2018. DOI: 10.3390/su10092988. 889 

[120]  Larsen K, Gilliland J. Mapping the evolution of ‘food deserts’ in a Canadian city: 890 
Supermarket accessibility in London, Ontario, 1961-2005. Int J Health Geogr; 7. Epub 891 
ahead of print 18 April 2008. DOI: 10.1186/1476-072X-7-16. 892 

[121]  Besthorn FH. Vertical Farming: Social Work and Sustainable Urban Agriculture in an 893 
Age of Global Food Crises. Australian Social Work 2013; 66: 187–203. 894 



 

24 

[122]  Biancone P Pietro, Brescia V, Lanzalonga F, et al. Using bibliometric analysis to map 895 
innovative business models for vertical farm entrepreneurs. British Food Journal 896 
2022; 124: 2239–2261. 897 

[123]  Harris J, Anderson M, Clément C, et al. The Political Economy of Food. IDS Bull; 50. 898 
Epub ahead of print 31 July 2019. DOI: 10.19088/1968-2019.112. 899 

[124]  Petrovics D, Giezen M. Planning for sustainable urban food systems: an analysis of the 900 
up-scaling potential of vertical farming. Journal of Environmental Planning and 901 
Management 2022; 65: 785–808. 902 

[125]  King A, Shackleton CM. Maintenance of public and private urban green infrastructure 903 
provides significant employment in Eastern Cape towns, South Africa. Urban For 904 
Urban Green; 54. Epub ahead of print 1 October 2020. DOI: 905 
10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126740. 906 

[126]  Katz Bruce, Bradley Jennifer. The metropolitan revolution : how cities and metros are 907 
fixing our broken politics and fragile economy. Brookings Institution Press, 2013. 908 

[127]  Jones JB. Complete Guide for Growing Plants Hydroponically. 2014. 909 
[128]  Isaacs A, Parris-Aaron M, Blair R. Hydroponics Home Based Vegetable Production 910 

System Manual, http://www.iica.int. 911 
[129]  Avgoustaki DD, Xydis G. Indoor vertical farming in the Urban nexus context: 912 

Business growth and resource savings. Sustainability (Switzerland); 12. Epub ahead of 913 
print 1 March 2020. DOI: 10.3390/su12051965. 914 

[130]  Tooy D, Supriatna E, Imam M, et al. Towards Global Food Security: Vertical Farming 915 
as an Innovative Solution, http://endless-journal.com/index.php/endless335 (2023). 916 

[131]  Mcclements DJ, Barrangou R, Hill C, et al. The Annual Review of Food Science and 917 
Technology is online at food.annualreviews.org Downloaded from www. Annual 918 
Review of Food Science and Technology Annu Rev Food Sci Technol 2021 2020; 12: 919 
14. 920 

[132]  Trimi S, Berbegal-Mirabent J. Business model innovation in entrepreneurship. 921 
International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 2012; 8: 449–465. 922 

[133]  Al-Chalabi M. Vertical farming: Skyscraper sustainability? Sustain Cities Soc 2015; 923 
18: 74–77. 924 

[134]  Martin M, Bustamante MJ. Growing-Service Systems: New Business Models for 925 
Modular Urban-Vertical Farming. Front Sustain Food Syst; 5. Epub ahead of print 29 926 
November 2021. DOI: 10.3389/fsufs.2021.787281. 927 

[135]  Glaros A, Newell R, Benyam A, et al. Vertical agriculture’s potential implications for 928 
food system resilience: outcomes of focus groups in the fraser valley, british columbia. 929 
Ecology and Society; 29. Epub ahead of print 1 February 2024. DOI: 10.5751/ES-930 
14547-290112. 931 

[136]  Mancebo F. Urban Agriculture, Commons and Urban Policies: Scaling up Local 932 
Innovation. Challenges in Sustainability 2016; 4: 10–19. 933 

[137]  Pfeiffer A, Silva E, Colquhoun J. Innovation in urban agricultural practices: 934 
Responding to diverse production environments. Renewable Agriculture and Food 935 
Systems 2015; 30: 79–91. 936 

[138]  Tregear A. Progressing knowledge in alternative and local food networks: Critical 937 
reflections and a research agenda. Journal of Rural Studies 2011; 27: 419–430. 938 

[139]  Forssell S, Lankoski L. The sustainability promise of alternative food networks: an 939 
examination through “alternative” characteristics. Agric Human Values 2015; 32: 63–940 
75. 941 

[140]  Carolan M. It’s about time: temporal and spatial fixes find vertical farms and local 942 
food in the shadow of COVID-19. Journal of Peasant Studies 2022; 49: 1446–1465. 943 



 

25 

[141]  Cohen and Reynolds. Beyond the Kale_ Urban Agriculture and Social Justice 944 
Activism in New York City on JSTOR. 945 

[142]  Biewener C. Paid Work, Unpaid Work, and Economic Viability in Alternative Food 946 
Initiatives: Reflections from Three Boston Urban Agriculture Endeavors. J Agric Food 947 
Syst Community Dev 2016; 1–19. 948 

[143]  Dimitri C, Oberholtzer L, Pressman A. Urban agriculture: connecting producers with 949 
consumers. British Food Journal 2016; 118: 603–617. 950 

[144]  Alkon AH, Cadji J. Sowing Seeds of Displacement: Gentrification and Food Justice in 951 
Oakland, CA. Int J Urban Reg Res 2020; 44: 108–123. 952 

[145]  Walker S. Urban agriculture and the sustainability fix in Vancouver and Detroit. 953 
Urban Geogr 2016; 37: 163–182. 954 

[146]  Safransky S. Greening the urban frontier: Race, property, and resettlement in Detroit. 955 
Geoforum 2014; 56: 237–248. 956 

[147]  Prasetiyo WH, Budimansyah D, Roslidah N. Urban farming as a civic virtue 957 
development in the environmental field. International Journal of Environmental and 958 
Science Education 2016; 11: 3139–3146. 959 

[148]  de Schutter L, Giljum S, Häyhä T, et al. Bioeconomy transitions through the lens of 960 
coupled social-ecological systems: A framework for place-based responsibility in the 961 
global resource system. Sustainability (Switzerland); 11. Epub ahead of print 1 962 
October 2019. DOI: 10.3390/su11205705. 963 

[149]  Scoones I, Leach M, Newell P. THE POLITICS OF GREEN TRANSFORMATIONS. 964 
2015. 965 

[150]  Scoones I, Stirling A, Abrol D, et al. Transformations to sustainability: combining 966 
structural, systemic and enabling approaches. Current Opinion in Environmental 967 
Sustainability 2020; 42: 65–75. 968 

[151]  Cleaver F. Development Through Bricolage. 969 

  970 


