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Abstract 

The environmental planning agenda is shaped by a range of top-down policies and directives, 

both nationally and internationally. Simultaneously, several local, often community-led, 

initiatives seek to enhance their local environments. This paper seeks to understand both 

synergies and dissonance between top-down and bottom-up actions within the environmental 

conservation and management domain of sustainable development. Four case studies of local 

voluntary initiatives in Lincolnshire (UK) are used as the basis to examine how the activities 

and stated goals of the groups align with wider policy goals and engage with formal planning 

systems. The analysis draws from the neo-endogenous development theory to offer 

recommendations about how to recognise and empower local initiatives within a multi-level 

governance approach to delivering sustainable development. Conclusions also suggest that 

the principles of neo-endogenous development can be applied more widely to capture greater 

value from community-led activities. 
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Introduction 

The environmental planning agenda is shaped by a range of top-down policies and laws, both 

nationally and internationally. In the European context, these include both Regulations and 

Directives, (which incorporate global sustainability aims), as well as additional national and 

sub-national policies. Implementation occurs in the United Kingdom largely through the 

land-use planning system where proposals may be challenged on grounds of (un)sustainable 

development. The UK National Planning Policy Framework has a ‘presumption in favour of 

sustainable development’ and this Framework drives both Local Plans (produced by 

municipalities) and Neighbourhood Plans (produced by communities themselves).  Under 

this suite of plans and frameworks, pro-active measures are required to support 

developmental projects while maintaining the integrity of the environment to bring about 

sustainable communities. Consistent with this, nature conservation actions, the subject of this 

paper, are most commonly integrated into other planning decisions, either as remediation for 

natural resource extraction or compensation for the loss of natural amenities associated with 

larger-scale building projects. 

While the need for globally joined-up approaches to achieving sustainable communities 

influences transnational approaches and sees a heavily "top-down" approach, with 

sustainability goals informed by scientific research, there is a proliferation of local action 

groups engaging in nature conservation activities too. Many of these are community-led 

initiatives whose rationales and approaches to enhancing their local environments vary 

considerably and are not necessarily aligned with higher-level policy. If anything, most local 

Neighbourhood Plans can have a more active approach to nature conservation, not fettered 

by larger scale needs to balance environment with development. Such neighbourhood and 
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community perspectives also tend to have very focused geographies, often linked to 

cherished local environmental features, as well as clear objectives related to community well-

being. Their diversity and their local focus make their contributions to local sustainable 

development hard to incorporate into the necessary generalisations required in higher level 

policy. Therefore, this research investigates the activities of four case studies of local nature 

conservation groups to identify their contribution to sustainable development policy 

objectives, within this Planning Framework – but often  outside of it.  

The question that we address in this paper is "how can small-scale and voluntary initiatives 

be incorporated into a multi-level governance approach to support sustainable development 

at a local level?" To address this question, the research investigates (i) the extent to which 

"top-down" sustainable development policies are reflected in the practices of community-led 

groups; and (ii) the extent to which community groups are empowered to participate in local 

planning decisions relating to nature conservation.  

The complexity of designing approaches to integrate bottom-up and community-led 

initiatives into mainstream policy delivery has been examined elsewhere, notably in 

conjunction with rural housing (Gkartzios and Scott 2014), the European LEADER policy 

(Diaz Puente et al. 2007; Bosworth et al. 2015; Sisto et al. 2018) and wider rural economic 

development (Bosworth and Atterton 2012; Lowe et al. 1998). However, the neo-endogenous 

development (NED) framework that has emerged through this research over the past 20 years 

has not been applied to nature conservation and the environment. Given that sustainable 

development "should incorporate community participation and empowerment," according to 

the AGENDA 21 (UN 1992), NED offers a valuable conceptual tool to frame policy-makers' 

engagement with local and voluntary community groups. 
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The core principles of Sustainable Development and NED 

Sustainable Development, widely defined as development that meets the needs of the present 

without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs (Brundtland 

Commission 1987), demands a long-term perspective to balancing economic growth, social 

justice and the conservation of natural resources. Meanwhile, NED has emerged out of 

European rural development scholarship as an approach to local development based on 

community-led, bottom-up action that is integrated into external networks and processes 

(Lowe et al. 1995).  The evolution of these ideas into Global Sustainability Goals (UN 2015) 

and “community-led” (European Commission 2014) or “place-based” (OECD 2018) rural 

development approaches may sound divergent between a global or a local focus, but we 

suggest that these can, and should be complementary. 

Sustainable Development and NED continue to influence planning and policy for rural 

development, yet the two concepts have often been applied independently despite some 

common philosophical foundations. In particular, the need to connect micro and macro scales 

of action are highlighted in each approach; sustainable development demands people to 

"think globally and act locally" (emerging from the 1980 World Conservation Strategy) while 

NED also emphasises the interaction between local and extra-local arenas. As Ray (2001) 

explains, NED is based on the principle that extra-local factors are essential for rural 

development but local areas should retain the potential to shape their futures. Ray (2006, p. 

278) further explored the characteristics of NED and revealed that in this model, local 

resources, both physical and human, are utilised for economic and developmental purposes 

and the benefits from them are retained in the local territory.  
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The NED approach supports people-centred development, initiated and driven by local 

people (Lowe et al. 1995). This hybrid endogenous-exogenous model seeks to support rural 

communities to be self-reliant and to provide them with the capabilities to utilise extra-local 

factors to their advantage. As such rural communities cannot operate in isolation from forces 

outside the local area and the ability to generate extra-local connectivity through effective 

networks becomes a key feature of rural development (Lowe et al., 1998; Ray, 2001). More 

recently, the importance of these networks has become the focus for the new concept that is 

"nexogenous development", placing linkages and collaborations across space at the very 

heart of social innovation and rural development (Bock 2016). This reflects calls for 

relationship-focused strategies within Sustainable Development (Moore 2010, p. 59) which 

can support community participation and empowerment. 

The recent widening of the remit of Sustainable Development has seen the United Nations' 

17 Sustainable Development Goals (UN 2015) incorporating health, education, gender 

equality and peace alongside other social, economic and environmental objectives. A number 

of these new Goals are difficult to deliver at a local level, highlighting the need for multi-

scalar networks and governance (Hennebry et al. 2018; Lawhon and Patel, 2013) that can 

engage the right mix of local stakeholders to enact change (World Economic Forum 2015). 

Furthermore, we should ask whether the responsibility to identify and engage with local 

stakeholders lies with national or international governmental organisations or whether there 

could be more progressive means for engagement to be initiated by local community groups 

who may hold very different beliefs about their preferred future development trajectories. 

Mirroring these global-local challenges, Gkartzios and Scott (2014, p. 257) identify a key 

challenge within NED as "balancing local needs while competing for extra local resources". 
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NED advocates local control of resources, an approach reinforced in the OECD rural 

development framework (OECD 2018), on the presumption that rural communities can use 

these most effectively to generate positive development outcomes. Both local knowledge and 

local buy-in for projects through a participatory approach can increase their chances of 

success (Sisto et al. 2018). However, at a national or global scale, the prudent use of natural 

resources must be viewed differently with scarce and geographically concentrated resources 

demanding alternative governance models that support involvement and collaboration of 

relevant stakeholders. The negotiation between micro and macro scale sustainability 

demands the creation of effective spaces for local participation, but local areas can only 

participate effectively if they have the necessary political and institutional capital. In 

addition, any growth in the application of models of neo-endogenous development implies a 

concomitant growth in what Bourdieu (1986) terms cultural capital (Ray 2006). A growth in 

cultural capital within the community, in turn, invariably leads to community-driven 

environmental action (Dalziel et al. 2009).  Thus, NED and sustainable development goals 

must promote local human and cultural capital, and institutional capacity to achieve the aims 

of local community empowerment. 

 

To what extent are the concept of sustainable development and neo-endogenous 

development theory complementary or conflicting? 

Drawing from the literature on the principles of Sustainable Development and the theoretical 

framework for NED, Table 1 below compares and contrasts the core principles of each. This 

is presented in line with previous illustrations of NED in the literature (Ward et al. 2005; 

Gkartzios and Scott 2014; Bosworth et al. 2016). 
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Table 1: A sustainable development-neo-endogenous development model for rural   development and 

nature conservation  

                              Sustainable development                                                  Neo-endogenous development 

 

Key principles 

 

Living within environmental limits, which requires 

prudent use of resources to achieve development that 

does not lead to environmental degradation. 

Therefore, the concept of sustainable development is 

guided by the following key themes; 

▪ Importance of long-term view, 

▪ Agreement on some sort of balance 

between economic, social and 

environmental needs,  

▪ Inclusion of quality of life, 

▪ Intra and intergenerational equity, and 

▪ Prudent use of natural        

resources/environmental conservation. 

 

Maximising the value of local resources (Bosworth et al., 

2015). This would involve harnessing of local and extra-local 

natural, cultural and human resources for local development 

that is sustainable. 

 

 

Scale 

 

Recognise the Interdependence between local and 

global activities ‘think global and act local’ 

 

Local-scale focus, extra-locals used to benefit local 

development 

 

 

Driving forces 

 

 

Community participation and empowerment at all 

levels of society to plan natural resource use for 

development AGENDA 21 (UN, 1992) 

 

 

Driven by local participation, but also the contribution that 

is made by the extra-local people (Ray, 2000). Therefore, the 

networks that exist between local actors and their connection 

to extra-local influences is important to achieve local 

development 

 

 

Major rural 

challenges  

 

▪ Population growth, versus environmental            

limits,  

▪ Lack of participation and empowerment 

▪ Climate change challenges 

▪ Economic crisis 

  

▪ Population growth, versus environmental limits,  

▪ Lack of participation and empowerment 

▪ Climate change challenges 

▪ Economic crisis 

▪ Rural marginalisation (Wiest 2015, Bock, 2016) 

 

Focus for 

rural 

development 

 

Promoting participation and empowerment of local 

and global communities 

▪ Adapting to climate change and living within 

environmental limits 

 

 

 

Promoting participation and empowerment, of local 

communities 

▪ Overcoming marginalisation and promoting social 

inclusion 

 

▪ Promoting innovation of local communities 

▪ Adapting to climate change and living within 

environmental limits 

 

While NED and sustainable development have a number of similarities their origins are very 

different and thus the two approaches have been applied independently in supporting rural 

developmental initiatives. This study, therefore, brings the two together to investigate how 

small-scale and voluntary initiatives can be incorporated into a multi-level governance 

approach to support sustainable development at a local level. 
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Community-led Nature Conservation: Empowerment and Action 

The continuing loss of biodiversity, which is perceived to have been accelerated by human 

activities that degrade ecosystems and affect the climate (Fetene et al. 2012; Hansen et al. 

2016) is a global concern that also demands local actions. Evidence from the United Kingdom 

indicates that priority habitats have deteriorated, only 37.5 per cent of Sites of Special 

Scientific Interest (SSSI) were deemed to be in a favourable condition in 2013 (DEFRA 

2013). This calls for an integrated approach that sees nature conservation issues being 

incorporated in spatial planning (Simeonova and van der Valk 2016). Moreover, there is 

growing support for grassroots innovations and community-led solutions in environmental 

protection based on the value of local knowledge for nature conservation and the sustainable 

use of natural resources (Kelemen et al. 2008; Fetene et al. 2012; Ocholla et al. 2016).  

A challenge for planners and policy-makers is to engage local actors within a policy 

framework that has been developed to implement national and international policies and 

directives on nature conservation. The creation of appropriate spaces for community 

participation and the incorporation of local knowledge in environmental conservation policy-

making and implementation should therefore be a priority (Marsden 2006; Curry and Kirwan 

2014; Hansen et al. 2016). Public participation in environmental policy-making improves 

policy delivery by providing democratic scrutiny of the planning process (Rydin and 

Pennington 2000; Bocher 2008). Community insights also make environmental decisions 

more efficient, effective and acceptable by the local community concerned which positively 

impacts on environmental protection (Wurzel 2008; Keulartz 2009; Grodzińska-Jurczak and 

Cent 2011).  
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While public participation has many benefits, the value of local knowledge and appropriate 

mechanisms for public engagement in policy-making remain contested. In some cases, 

community involvement may be seen as little more than a mechanism to legitimise decision 

making that remains within the gift of higher authorities (Lane and Williams 2008), often 

distant from the place where the policy is being implemented (Moran 2002). Another concern 

is that ‘not all types of local knowledge are in harmony with the local ecosystems' (Murdoch 

and Clark 1994), and some indigenous people have been reported to be responsible for 

degrading the environment (Thrupp 1989). Murdoch and Clark (1994) further caution that 

some local knowledge can be superseded by changing social or environmental contexts, thus 

diminishing its effectiveness. Sustainable knowledge should therefore comprise a mixture of 

local and scientific knowledge coalesced around critical development issues and supported 

by the necessary social, technical and environmental expertise for appropriate actions 

(Bruckmeier and Tovey 2008; Raymond et al. 2010; Hill et al. 2012; Phillipson et al. 2012; 

Tengö et al. 2014). 

The importance of community participation in decision making is recognised and emphasised 

in the United Kingdom through various national policy directives. This includes the Rural 

White Paper of 1995 (Department of Environment 1995) which introduced community 

participation initiatives such as the Village appraisals, aimed at promoting the inclusion of 

the visions and aspirations of local communities in planning decisions. The Localism Act of 

2011 further emphasised the need for community participation in local planning, stating that 

‘Voluntary and community groups often find that their potential contribution is neglected, 

when, in fact, they carry out some of the most innovative and effective work in public services 
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and we should be encouraging them to get more involved' (Department for Communities and 

Local Government  2011, p. 9).  

In 2014, the European Union introduced the community-led local development (CLLD) 

approach to complement other developmental strategies and tools at a local level that support 

the participation of local communities in delivering national and EU policies. The CLLD 

approach aims to: 

 “Promote community ownership by increasing participation within communities and build 

a sense of involvement and ownership that can increase the effectiveness of EU policies; and 

assist multi-level governance by providing a route for local communities to fully take part in 

shaping the implementation of EU objectives in all areas” (European Commission 2014, p. 

3).  

This approach builds on the experience of LEADER under rural development, intending to 

increase efficiency and effectiveness of development strategies. In the late 1980s there was 

pressure to direct agricultural production in rural policy by ensuring that all rural actors are 

included (Ray 2006). To achieve this, funds were released by the EU to support the LEADER 

initiative which was an experiment in an approach that is territorial and therefore in line with 

NED. This approach advocates for area-based strategies that are delivered by Local Action 

Groups (LAG), who are representatives of local private and public actors in the territories 

concerned (European Commission 2014). CLLD calls for the creation of spaces for 

participation of local communities in planning for local development and the identification 

and adoption of effective participatory approaches. In line with delivering CLLD, recent 

studies by Sisto et al. (2018) identified backcasting (where participants conceive of 

approaches to achieve desired imagined future scenarios for their communities) as one of the 
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participatory approaches that can be used to fulfil the requirements of CLLD.  Such 

approaches can be both empowering and participatory and contribute to the design of local 

plans and policies that are informed by (and address) the needs and priorities of those 

concerned. 

Meanwhile, the role of local communities in policy-making continues to stimulate debate 

among scholars, there is a consensus that local communities should participate in some way 

(Lane and Williams 2008; Grodzinska- Jurczak and Cent 2011). It is recognised, however, 

that changing the top-down approach to public participation in planning is especially difficult 

in the European context (Grodzinska-Jurczak and Cent 2011). As such, the decisions made 

are usually based on scientific knowledge from the experts and not on knowledge associated 

with local customs, values, beliefs and culture (local knowledge). The interface between local 

knowledge and scientific knowledge is required to support local planning and environmental 

governance that will generate implementable local plans and policies. 

Therefore, designing policy frameworks that enable community participation must address 

questions about the appropriate scale for "local" action as well as recognising that some 

decisions transcend local decisions and must give greater weight to national or international 

interests. However, so long as the remit of local actors is clear, this need not diminish 

empowerment. Research into LEADER groups in England showed that clarity about the 

scope of their decision-making powers increased empowerment to take action independently 

which led to significant improvements in the delivery of local LEADER programmes 

(Bosworth et al. 2015).  

This research seeks to identify a similar balance in nature conservation activities.  At its heart 

lies the question of how meaningful local action can be valuably engaged while simultaneous 
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acknowledging that national and international policy objectives on environmental 

sustainability and biodiversity demand multi-scalar interventions. In the light of two decades 

of political rhetoric in the UK and Europe moving towards community-led action, this 

research examines the effectiveness of policy instruments that advocate for local 

communities to actively participate in local planning and development. 

 

Methodology 

The methodology was developed to capture both bottom-up (as demonstrated by voluntary 

community-led nature conservation groups studied) and top-down (as demonstrated by the 

nature conservation policies and local plans studied) perspectives.  Specifically, questions 

focus on: (1) What motivates community participation and action; (2) what this looks like on 

the ground; and (3) how this local engagement and action can be mobilised to support wider 

planning policy agendas. 

This study was carried out between 2014 and 2018 with four case studies of best practices in 

voluntary community-led nature conservation in Lincolnshire, England. The selection of case 

studies took two forms, that is, criteria sampling and snowballing sampling. The specific 

criteria used to select cases were as follows: 

▪ Nature conservation projects initiated and run by voluntary members of the 

community (as opposed to volunteering in already existing environmental projects 

that are administered by the government and NGOs) constituting informal bottom-up 

initiatives. 
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▪ Cases that have not come about directly as a result of a policy, but are established by 

the community with no causal influence of government policy and the project is 

owned and run by the voluntary community group independently.  

▪ Projects recognised in the county as being nature conservation oriented and 

demonstrating examples of best practice in social, environmental or community-

based work, identified through commendations or awards received from public or 

environmental bodies.  

 

 It should be noted that these self-organised voluntary groups can grow into more formal 

organisations, network or partner up with a bigger organisation while tackling local needs 

and taking control of local development. This would be conceptualised as neo-endogenous 

development in which extra-local factors are recognised and regarded as essential but which 

retains belief in the potential of local areas to shape their future’ (Ray 2001, p. 4). 

The voluntary nature groups studied have been given pseudonyms to conceal their identities 

but the names have been selected to represent the types of activities as closely as possible. 

No participant names are used to further protect the groups’ identities.  The groups that 

participated in the research include a “Community Orchard”, based in a market town, a 

village-based “Woodland Group”, a “Community Wood” and a “Community Gardening” 

project. The organising committees of each group consisted of locally-based members of 10, 

7, 8, and 14 respectively. In recent years, the nature groups have registered as charity 

organisations, with the exception of Community Wood. 



14 

 

All cases generally consisted of mixed groups in terms of age and gender and also mixed 

with regards to general skills and knowledge. The groups also included a number of members 

of the local community who were marginalised or socially isolated in other aspects of their 

lives. What was common between them was that they were all locally-based community 

members who are familiar with their local environment, and have similar interest in helping 

their local environment, and have come together to form groups that conduct activities that 

contribute to nature conservation in their local community.  Also, the nature groups have 

actively sought the support of extra-local people, in the form of financial assistance, advice 

and skills to promote their nature conservation projects. It should be noted that these self-

organised voluntary groups can grow into more formal organisations, network or partner up 

with a bigger organisation while tackling local needs and taking control of local development. 

This would be conceptualised as NED in which extra-local factors are recognised and 

regarded as essential but which retains belief in the potential of local areas to shape their 

future (Ray 2001). 

The cases were studied to gain an in-depth understanding of the nature conservation activities 

and the motivations of the participants for volunteering in community-led nature 

conservation. The extent to which the voluntary community-led nature conservation groups 

participate in formal planning systems and decisions relating to environmental conservation 

and management in delivering sustainable development at a local level was also investigated. 

Using the selected cases, the study examined participation of voluntary and community-led 

nature conservation groups in Neighbourhood planning and District Local Planning.  

Constitution documents of the cases studied were analysed to understand the aims and 

objectives of the nature conservation groups. A total of 26 in-depth, semi-structured face-to-
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face interviews were conducted with the members of the nature groups who were selected to 

include key informants such as the chairperson, secretary, and the treasurer of the group 

(expected to provide more detail about the running of the group or project). The aim of the 

interviews was to understand the activities of the nature conservation groups, the motivations 

for volunteering in nature conservation, and the extent to which the nature groups participate 

in local planning. 

The interviews were supplemented by four group observations, which involved taking part 

in different activities of the group, as planned by the group members, while paying attention 

to the conversations taking place and informally asking questions about the activities 

informally. Observations helped to understand and verify the activities of the nature groups 

along with the values and priorities of the participants, as prescribed in the constitution 

documents and as demonstrated in the face-to-face interviews.  

In addition, two sets of semi-structured face-to-face interviews were conducted with: 

• Six local planning practitioners  

• Managerial level representatives from two key regional stakeholders in local planning  

• Two Parish Councillors representing the parishes of Woodland Group and 

Community Wood  

The first set of interviews focused on investigating the extent to which community groups 

are recognised and empowered to participate in planning decisions relating to nature 

conservation and sustainable development. The aim of the second set of interviews was to 

establish the views of the planning policy practitioners, key stakeholders in local planning 

and the Parish Councillors on how the findings made from the case studies on the goals and 
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motivations of the participants in volunteering in nature conservation can inform policy and 

planning processes and actions to deliver sustainable development.  

A thematic approach was used to analyse interview data with recurrent patterns informing 

the coding process. Through reading and re-reading data, codes were defined, categorised 

and combined into overarching themes that cut across data from all four cases collectively. 

This was followed reflective reanalysis and interpretations of the individual cases to 

understand their distinctive, as well as common, features. The findings from the case studies 

on the motivations and goals of the nature conservation voluntary groups were compared 

with the characteristics and aims of Sustainable development and NED set out in Table 1. 

 

 

To what extent are "top-down" sustainable development policies reflected in the 

practices of community-led nature conservation groups? 

This study investigates the extent to which the principles of sustainable development that 

guide "top-down" policies are reflected in the practices of non-policy driven community-led 

nature conservation groups. Qualitative research built around local engagement with four of 

these groups  reveals new learning and insights about how bottom-up approaches to nature 

conservation can inform local planning for sustainable community development. 

 

 

The case studies of voluntary community-led nature conservation activities each showed 

features of the key principles for sustainable development identified in the literature (see 

Table 1). These were revealed in the motivations of the participants for volunteering in nature 
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conservation and the objectives of the voluntary nature conservation groups, as prescribed in 

the constitution documents of the voluntary groups. However, the interviews revealed that 

the nature conservation groups differed on the extent to which their motivations and 

objectives for volunteering in nature conservation align with the key principles for 

sustainable development. Some emerging themes were noted.  

 

Long-term view/future orientation 

The findings reveal that the participants in voluntary community-led nature conservation 

activities have a long-term view on nature conservation and therefore their nature 

conservation activities are future-oriented. The voices of the participants revealed their 

values for heritage and traditions, and willingness to share these values with the current and 

future generations as revealed by the following quotes: 

I am very interested in protecting the environment, thinking about, not only today but the 

future so that we still have these things to show future generations. I feel that being a member 

I can contribute towards promoting and helping to re-establish something that is part of our 

heritage, also some of our important ecosystems. (Volunteer 2, Woodland Group) 

We have lectures in schools to try to bring awareness about apples and the orchard. We 

transfer from generations back as well as generations going forward. (Volunteer 3, 

Community Orchard) 

We are pressing for getting the SSSI status for the Wood through Natural England, that way 

it would be available for the future generations to enjoy. (Volunteer 2, Community Wood) 

The value for heritage demonstrated by the participants and the keenness to preserve heritage, 

reveals that they are future-oriented, caring about the well-being of the future generations by 
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awarding them the opportunity to enjoy what the current generations enjoy and benefit from 

nature (Community Gardening) and ancient fruit (Community Orchard) and woodland tree 

varieties (Community Wood & Woodland Group). Future orientation and intra- and 

intergenerational equity are some of the key themes of sustainable development  which 

promote prudent use of resources and a ‘self-supporting’ system to ensure that the interests of the 

present generation are met without compromising the future generations to enjoy the same benefits 

from the environment (WCED, 1987: 43; Berke and Conroy 2000; Gorlach and Adamski 2007). 

Caring for the future generations, as demonstrated by the participants of the cases studied is 

in line with the set of values (Dresner 2002, p. 64) and (Byrch 2007) and principles of moral aspects 

with a vision for the future (Ekins 2000; Byrch 2007) which are fundamental to achieve 

sustainable development. 

 

Improving the quality of life 

The cases studied reveal that improving the quality of life, of the participants and that of the 

wider communities is one of the motivations for starting nature conservation projects. 

Testimonies on the impact of the nature conservation projects on the volunteers' lives were 

revealed as follows: 

Community Gardening has given me the chance to get outside and enjoy the wildlife, 

greenery which of course has other health benefits. I suffer from hypertension; it helps me to 

have something to concentrate on and gives me something to help me relax. (Volunteer 2, 

Community Gardening) 
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The lily has worked for me, I used to struggle to get some peaceful sleep, but not now. 

(Volunteer 6, Community Gardening)  

 

The outdoor life, the smells, the sound, the changing season, the animals, the healthy walking, 

it just gives you that vibrant push to be out in the wood, every day is different. (Volunteer 3, 

Community Wood) 

 

Personal health, personal balance, this is different from my day job, which involves teaching. 

I don't feel useless yet. Also, I sleep well when I have been out in the fresh air (Volunteer 5, 

Woodland Group) 

The green spaces created by the participants of the cases studied benefit their local 

communities whilst also allowing access to people from outside the locality and contributing 

to wider environmental value. Generally, all the cases studied promote relaxation and 

exercise by providing green spaces for recreation, walking, picnicking, cycling and bird 

watching.  This type of contact with green space in a relaxing and restorative environment 

has been shown to enhance mental and physical well-being (Mind 2007; Quayle 2007; 

Sempik 2008). The shifts in consumption from goods to experiences (such as conservation 

work for its therapeutic benefits) is likely to become significant (Wallman 2015). Moreover, 

a renewed concern for local environments (Figge et al. 2016) is associated with greater sense 

of belonging (Berg and Johansen 2017).  
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The participants also revealed that while they are keen to protect the environment for the 

benefit of human beings, they also acknowledge the need to maintain ecosystem and wildlife 

wellbeing for human beings to benefit in turn, as read in the participants' voices as follows:  

The health of an ecosystem will also impact on our health, for me... that's important to me. I 

think l can help with that. (Volunteer 1, Woodland Group) 

I suppose what we are doing is trying to maintain the wood in a way that supports wildlife 

and its value for the communities, for the future (Volunteer 1, Community Wood).  

The project aims to get wildlife, like butterflies, bees and wasps and all of the insects to come, 

just to get them to pollinate plants and to make this planet worth living on and better 

(Volunteer 3, Community Gardening). 

Therefore, the participants view achieving human well-being to be associated with 

maintaining a healthy ecosystem where humans and nature benefit from each other. This 

motivates the participants to commit to nature protection for the benefit of their local and 

extra-local communities, creating a positive balance between satisfying people’s needs and 

nature protection (Brechin et al. 2003). 

 

Social cohesion 

Social cohesion emerged as a motivation for participating in nature conservation activities. 

The projects studied attract all members of the community including the marginalised groups. 



21 

 

The key aspects of social cohesion identified from the cases were task relations1 and creating 

social networks and friendship, as confirmed by the participants as follows: 

It's interesting... I have made friends, acquaintances, l have met a lot of people from Apple 

Day. 

… Being in a group is beneficial because we share the work and we have differently 

specialised people (Volunteer 4, Community Orchard) 

Well, I know people that live on the same street as me that l met here. So, I would have never 

have met them (Volunteer 2, Community Gardening).  

It gets me out, making friends, of different ages and inabilities (Volunteer 4, Community 

Gardening) 

As a group you can share ideas, being a group means you have lots of different ideas and we 

all bring ideas from different areas. We work together as a team and I think we do have a 

good blend. (Volunteer 3, Community Wood) 

Although l am the treasurer for the group I get involved in the practical work. I have made 

some good friends. (Volunteer 4, Woodland Group) 

The participants of Community Gardening appeared to value friendships that develop 

through volunteering in nature conservation, while Community Orchard and Community 

Wood participants valued friendship and task relations. Therefore, the nature conservation 

groups act as a medium for promoting a sense of belonging and social inclusion, and 

overcoming marginalisation, thereby enhancing the quality of life. Interactivity, co-operation 

 
1  Task relations is an element of social cohesion whereby group members commit to working together, 

sharing ideas and drawing from individual experiences to complete tasks with the aim of accomplishing a 

common goal.  
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and connectedness are some of the key elements of a community (Day 2006; Somerville 2011), and 

these social factors have shown to positively influence volunteer commitment to nature conservation 

(Ryan et al. 2001; Measham and Barnett 2008). Community cohesion and social action are 

therefore becoming part of the community's view of sustainable communities. Moreover, 

nature conservation projects are open to local and extra-local communities, thereby 

promoting social interactions. 

 

Integration of the economic, social and environmental pillars 

From their activities, the case studies indicated that to some extent the pillars of sustainable 

development (social, environmental and economic) are integrated in practice. For example, 

with the Community Orchard case study, volunteer (6) stated that social events such as 

Wassailing and the Apple Day contribute to making the Community Orchard activities 

known to local and extra-local communities. Behind the wassailing event are the preservation 

of old apple tree varieties and the biodiversity that comes with them. Demonstrations on 

apple pressing and cider making are also conducted in schools and the local community to 

create awareness about the prudent use and also the preservation of apples. Wassailing and 

Apple Day attract extra-local communities and allow for the creation and maintenance of 

networks that benefit environmental conservation and local development. Community 

Orchard has networked with organisations such as Orchard networks and East of England 

Orchards and sought sponsorship to these social events, which aim at creating awareness 

about the preservation of old apple varieties and the wildlife that comes with them. During 

Apple day, Apple experts (local and extra-local) are invited to identify apples that the 

community members (at large) bring along, as one of the objectives of Community Orchard 
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is to identify old apple varieties and promote their growth. Moreover, researchers and apple 

experts are consulted regularly for DNA testing to identify apple varieties. This extension of 

local networks to bring in external expertise epitomises neo-endogenous practice. The 

activities of the voluntary nature conservation groups have a local focus but they are driven 

by a collaboration between local actors and extra-local contributors to benefit nature 

conservation. 

 

Similarly, the woodlands maintained by Community Wood and those created by the 

Woodland Group are used for recreational purposes, promoting wildlife conservation, 

facilitating health exercise and promoting the involvement of the community in developing 

their local communities. Through the provision of events such as Spring flower walks, insect 

and small animal hunts, a forest fruits walk and children's activities, that are supported 

(financially and technically) by local and extra-local organisations and personnel, 

Community Wood offers the community an opportunity for people to meet and experience 

the resources that the woodland can offer.  Participants can also learn (informally) about 

environmental conservation. Meanwhile, Woodland Group invites school children and 

members of the local community to participate in tree planting events, and also promote 

activities in the woodland such as bird watching, picnicking, cycling and walking. 

Some participants indicated that they enjoyed doing gardening activities to enhance nature 

and wildlife, for health benefits, to grow and eat home-grown food, and for social cohesion. 

This indicates that nature conservation projects are not only focused on environmental 

protection but to some extent enhance social and cultural sustainability at a local level. 

Through protecting the environment and also getting health benefits from it, the nature 
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groups positively contribute to supporting the health sector in the UK, which is currently 

under pressure. As such any additional options that are economical and can complement or 

provide an alternative to medical health treatments through ‘green' exercise and relaxation 

and the use of herbs and shrubs would be useful.  

This study shows that the balance of local social, economic, and ecological systems 

demonstrated by the nature conservation activities promote sustainable development (Berke 

and Conroy 2000; Mawhinney 2002; Gibson 2006; Moldan et al. 2012). These are the areas for 

the planners to focus and attempt to integrate, that is to achieve economic development and 

social equity while protecting the environment (Jepson 2001; Berke and Conroy 2000) 

regardless of the level at which planning is conducted, and they should be reflected in the 

plans. Having said that, these values can be complementary or competing, as such their 

balance will involve compromise and negotiation around problems that face associated areas, 

so that the current and future generations can get the same benefits from the environment.  

The nature groups also provide an informal supplement to environmental education. This is 

in line with the United Nations sustainable development goals (13, 14 and 15) which promote 

environmental education on climate action, life below land and life on land respectively (UN, 

2015). 

Besides, the findings from the interviews, the constitution documents of the voluntary nature 

conservation groups reveal that the case studies bear some similarities with regards to the 

group objectives and achievements. Common aspects stated in the constitution documents as 

the key contributions the groups intend to make in their local communities are: 

▪ Habitat creation and conservation of wildlife  
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▪ Preserving heritage and tradition 

▪ Creation of an amenity for local and extra-local communities 

▪ Conducting environmental education activities   

 

The objectives of the groups are future-oriented (preserving heritage and tradition), focused 

on environmental conservation (habitat creation and conservation of wildlife; conducting 

environmental education activities) and also on improving the quality of life through 

providing facilities for relaxation and social interaction (creation of an amenity for local and 

extra-local communities). This contributes to achieving sustainable communities, in line with 

the principles of sustainable development (as listed in Table 1). Meanwhile, local planning 

and development is guided by top-down directives and regulations that also draw from the 

principles of sustainable development. Having said that, the community-led nature 

conservation groups studied are non-policy driven, yet they share the same visions as the 

policy practitioners and local planners on achieving sustainable communities. This calls for 

the creation of spaces in local planning and the empowerment of community groups to 

participate in making plans and policies that shape their local communities.  

 

To what extent have the local communities participated in local planning and decision 

making on nature conservation in Lincolnshire?  

This study investigated participation of the voluntary community-led nature groups in 

making Neighbourhood Plans and the District Council's local plans. The findings reveal that 

the community groups, such as the voluntary community-led nature groups have local 



26 

 

knowledge based on traditional and cultural-ecological knowledge, personal experiences and 

everyday human-environment interaction and this knowledge can inform local plans and 

actions. Investigations made through this study reveal that Woodland Group and Community 

Wood have been actively involved in the local planning process, particularly in 

neighbourhood planning and there is evidence that their participation has enhanced the 

knowledge base. This is more pronounced with the Woodland Group case where their impact 

is being felt in the form of policy statements derived from the evidence they provided 

regarding environmental protection in their local communities. Woodland Group participated 

in making their village Neighbourhood Plan since 2011 and the Group’s impact is evident in 

written policies including one requiring that, “New development adjoining the Beck should 

seek to; respect and protect the amenity, biodiversity and recreational value of the Beck. All 

future developments should include consideration of the strategic aspirations and Plans of 

local environmental organisations, e.g. Woodland Group.”  In a later section of the Plan, it 

further states: that “the Parish Council will work with Woodland Group to ensure that 

wildlife and the countryside surrounding [their village] is protected and preserved”. 

The interviews conducted with the local Parish Councillor confirmed the contributions made 

by the Woodland Group in making the village neighbourhood plan as revealed below: 

Woodland Group has had a major input is in the neighbourhood plan. We have produced an 

ecological view of the community, which was produced by the Woodland Group. The 

Neighbourhood Plan has been sent to West Lindsey District Council and is already being 

used as part of the evidence base and some planning applications have already been rejected 

based on the evidence found in the neighbourhood plan, so it's already having an impact. 

(Parish Councillor, local village) 
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Meanwhile, the representative of Community Wood confirmed their involvement in 

neighbourhood planning as follows:  

I'm covering the conservation/environmental impact side and, if all goes according to plan, 

will draw on the expertise of many other Friends in the ensuing stages. With regards to the 

actual questionnaire, I made contributions to the environmental questions in the natural and 

built environment section 7 of the [local town’s] Neighbourhood Plan survey of 2016 

(Volunteer 1, Community Wood) 

A local Parish Councillor further confirmed the involvement of Community Wood in 

neighbourhood planning as follows:  

Their (Community Wood’s) involvement in the making of our Neighbourhood Plan is very 

comforting, they are the champions of our Woods and all the wildlife and fauna within it. 

Our woods are a very important part of the Neighbourhood Plan and everything is being 

done to make sure they are being protected and enhanced, making them richer than ever and 

home to many rare species. Community Wood is a very dedicated band of tireless members; 

I am hoping they will get involved in local planning more and more (Parish Councillor)  

This concurs with earlier studies that argue that the involvement of local communities has 

proved to enhance the knowledge base and, when combined with scientific knowledge, 

solutions to complex societal problems can be found (Wurzel 2008; Keulartz 2009; 

Grodzińska-Jurczak and Cent 2011). Therefore, neighbourhood planning allows a paradigm 

shift from a top-down, expert-driven approach to planning and policy-making, to a hybrid 

policy model, that sees local knowledge being used to complement the knowledge of the 

policy practitioners in making local policies. Moreover, a hybrid policy model will see local 

communities being pro-active in making decisions about their local areas. This approach is 
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more likely to result in local action, as it enhances a sense of ownership of the policies by the 

local community. 

Meanwhile, the consultation process at the district level takes account only of the views from 

individual members of the community and not the views of particular groups within the 

community. As such this approach accommodates individuals, but at the same time it 

excludes community groups. Therefore, the involvement of the individuals from the nature 

conservation groups in the consultation process is not associated with the nature group, as 

established from the interviews with the planning policy officers, that there is no particular 

attention given to the comments made by the members of the local nature groups. 

The findings from this study show that Community Orchard participants (as individuals or a 

group) are not consulted for the District-level local planning. The participants interviewed 

revealed their lack of involvement in the consultation process as follows: 

No, I am not involved in the consultation process of the District local plan, I have not had an 

opportunity to be invited to participate in the consultation process for District plans 

(Volunteer 2, Community Orchard) 

We are not involved, and we don't know what they are (Volunteer 4, Community Orchard) 

The local planning practitioners also revealed that, where the locals participate in the 

consultation process of local planning, they do not take an active role. The local communities 

are represented by the local councillors or politicians and therefore do not have a dialogue 

with the policy practitioners, which would see them express their views fully. They also take 

part in already designed surveys before and after implementing the local plans. These surveys 
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look for specific information, which may not necessarily be what the local communities are 

interested in. 

Moreover, not all the views of the locals are taken into account as revealed by the planning 

practitioner as follows:  

Some of the information provided by the local community about the area is overlooked when 

it comes to making decisions regarding planning policies. This is because people focus on 

what they want to be done on the site forgetting some facts about the site that would not 

favour a proposed project (Planning policy officer, 4).  

Therefore, there is a high likelihood that what matters to the community concerned can be 

ignored in local plan-making, yet the locals can be actively involved in local planning if 

spaces for community participation are created by the policy-makers and shaped by the 

communities themselves. This will require a survey to be conducted by the local planning 

officers to identify local community groups and invite them to participate (through a 

representative) in local planning, to attend planning meetings that involve local plan-making 

(before sending out the consultation document for comments by the general public). 

Although there may be conflicting views within the community groups and between the 

community groups and the planning practitioners, some common ground could be reached, 

that would see local plans and policies that are ‘people-oriented', incorporating the views, 

values and concerns of local people in shaping their local communities to ensure sustainable 

community development. 

The policy practitioners and key stakeholders also acknowledgement that it is key to involve 

local communities in local planning, as revealed by one key stakeholder as follows; 
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If policymakers understood people's motivations and if local plans are more local, they would 

incorporate local knowledge and they will be more accepted by the people if they take part 

in developing them. The policymakers could also target their consultations better, they 

always struggle to get meaningful responses, so would be able to make meaningful and 

informed decisions if they knew the motivations of the local people (Regional planning 

stakeholder, 2) 

This corroborates studies conducted by Coburn (2003) and Grodzińska-Jurczak and Cent 

(2011) revealing that community insights make environmental decisions more efficient, 

effective and acceptable by the local community concerned with positive impacts for 

environmental protection. In this regard, the community also has the privilege of 

implementing solutions that are better, in their opinion, to deal with environmental problems 

(Grodzińska-Jurczak and Cent, 2011). Engaging local stakeholders in early stages of policy 

making can generate more innovative ideas targeted to local conditions.  This approach helps 

to integrate local knowledge and encourages participation (Wurzel 2008). This will see local 

knowledge and scientific knowledge about nature conservation being integrated into 

formulating and implementing policy objectives. However, biodiversity governance remains 

controversial with regards to who should participate in conservation and how, where and 

when. This calls for changes in dominant power structures to acknowledge diverse 

perspectives, conflicting interests as well as social-natural relationships and practices 

involving living with nature (Apostolopoulou and Paloniemi 2012; Turnhout et al. 2013). 

 

It is therefore argued that the nature groups should be given an opportunity to share their 

knowledge on nature conservation through early involvement and active participation in local 



31 

 

plan-making (as opposed to being consulted when the plan survey or plan has already been 

made), with neighbourhood planning (which feeds into the District plans) being a more 

appropriate starting point to cultivate this participatory process. This approach to policy-

making would see local knowledge as well as the motivations of local communities to 

participate in nature conservation shaping local policies and plans. Active involvement of the 

local community in planning is more likely to result in the successful implementation of local 

policies, as there is a high likelihood that the local community will commit to achieving the 

goals of the plan, as they would have a sense of ownership of the local plan and policies that 

come with it. 

 

Conclusions 

This study has investigated community participation and empowerment in local planning for 

sustainable development. The analysis draws from NED theory to offer recommendations 

about how to recognise and empower local initiatives within a multi-level governance 

approach to delivering sustainable development. The findings show that the key principles 

of sustainable development and NED are embodied in the nature conservation activities and 

the multiple motivations of participants.  However, the motivation for participation in nature 

conservation is more variable and often not directly connected to the goals of local planners 

and policy-makers, which are often influenced by extensive national and international 

regulations and directives. At the same time, local plans are the key to delivering sustainable 

development, and should be developed with local communities so they reflect local 

aspirations (Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 2018, p. 125). This 

extends the challenge of creating effective processes and spaces to engage these self-
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organised community groups in local planning, through which mutual learning and 

collaborative action can occur to deliver sustainable development at local level. 

 

The study demonstrates the capabilities of local communities to manage their local resources 

and contribute to local development that is driven by local participation. Therefore, if 

voluntary nature groups actively participate in local planning, their knowledge of nature 

conservation and sustainable development can be incorporated in policies and plans that will 

be developed in the local context and social structure, making them relevant and more 

acceptable to the local community. Parish councillors can play pivotal roles in identifying 

best practices of community-led groups and invite them to participate in local plan making, 

with Neighbourhood Planning being a good starting point to cultivate this participatory 

process. Such local participation, of course, is variable across different places depending on 

a range of factors including education, income, occupational status and levels of social 

capital.  NED can have a role in ‘evening up’ these distributional differences by bringing in 

such things as training and awareness from the outside.   

 

Regardless of their rationale, individuals’ participation constitutes an endogenous resource 

(Müller et al. 2020), but, as with all endogenous resources, its potency increases with strong 

external networks and appropriate spaces for mixed interactions.  Earlier NED research 

identified that rural economies benefit from interactions between local and more outwardly-

facing businesses (Bosworth and Atterton 2012) and social innovation is also enhanced by 

socio-political connectivity that value both endogenous and exogenous resources (Bock 

2016).  Gkartzios and Scott (2014) noted that sustainable development could not be delivered 
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through solely exogenous (lacked local knowledge of housing demand) or pseudo-

endogenous (susceptible to manipulation and corruption) approaches in relation to housing 

policies. 

 

Confirming these earlier studies, this research identifies that local participation can contribute 

to sustainable development outcomes by introducing local knowledge, volunteer effort and 

commitment to the nature conservation planning and policy arena.  Rather than a barrier to 

NED, however, the case studies illustrate that effective outcomes can be achieved by 

capitalising on the energy and passion of voluntary groups, for whom the benefits can be 

enjoyed as tangible and intangible assets in their local communities.  Allowing the groups to 

retain a local raison d'être based around the social cohesion, education and quality of life 

themes identified here can avoid bureaucratising or politicising their activities while 

simultaneously allowing less formalised spaces for engagement and knowledge sharing to 

emerge.  

 

Effective NED is not just about local action for local objectives, nor is it a one-way process 

of local groups being consulted to support higher-level policy design or implementation.  

Participants indicated that they have benefited from external influences, in the form of 

financial assistance, technical advice and practical skills, to promote their nature 

conservation projects. The focus, however, remains on local participation and local 

determination of key priorities, reflecting the philosophy of NED.  This is currently reflected 

in significant growth in the social economy and related sub-regional strategies (Scottish 

Government 2016; Heap et al. 2017) with increasing inclusion of sustainable development 
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and environmental imperatives at the community level. In the UK context, the replacement 

of the European Structural Funds with the proposed Shared Prosperity Fund could provide a 

theatre for heightened local environmental action (House of Commons Library 2020), but 

this will depend upon effective strategies to engage local groups and enable different forms 

of knowledge to be shared, and where necessary translated.   

 

While the case studies developed in this study were considered to be relatively inclusive 

within their communities, the need for wider inclusion across different rural communities 

presents an additional challenge for local planning seeking to implement NED approaches.  

Findings here suggest that innovative techniques to separate participation in nature 

conservation (or any other voluntary community groups) from participation in a formal 

planning or policy-making process offers a significant opportunity to capture the energy and 

the voices of local people in a constructive, place-based and community-led process.  

 

 

Acknowledgements: The authors would like thank the editorial team and two anonymous 

reviewers for their supportive and constructive feedback. We would also like to take this 

opportunity to acknowledge the impact of Professor Philip Lowe’s work in stimulating so 

much important research in this field of rural sociology.   

  



35 

 

Reference List 

Apostolopoulou, E. and R. Paloniemi. (2012). Frames of scale challenges in Finnish and 

Greek biodiversity conservation. Ecology and Society 17(4), p. 9. 

Berg, A. & Johansen, O. (2017). Peeling potatoes as health promotion? Self-perceived 

benefits of volunteering among older adult volunteers in a Norwegian Volunteer Centre. 

Open Journal of Social Sciences 5(4), pp. 171-189  

Berke, P. R., and Conroy, M. M. (2000). Are we planning for sustainable development? An 

evaluation of 30 comprehensive plans. Journal of the American Planning Association, 66(1), 

pp. 21-33. 

Bock, B. (2016). Rural Marginalisation and the Role of Social Innovation; A Turn Towards 

Nexogenous Development and Rural Reconnection. Sociologia Ruralis 56 (4), pp. 552-573 

Bosworth, G. and Atterton, J. (2012). Entrepreneurial in-migration and neo-endogenous rural 

development. Rural Sociology 77(2), pp. 254–279 

Bosworth, G., L. Price, I. Annibal, J. Sellick, T. Carroll, and J. Shepherd (2015). LEADER 

as a Vehicle for Neo-endogenous Rural Development in England. Sociologia Ruralis 56(3), 

pp. 427-449 

Bourdieu, P. (1986) The Forms of Capital. Pp. 241-258 in J. G. Richardson ed., Handbook 

of Theory and Research for the Sociology of Education. (New York: Greenwood Press). 

Brechin, S. R., Fortwangler, C. L., Wilshusen, P. R., and West, P. C. (Eds.). (2003). 

Contested Nature: Promoting International Biodiversity with Social Justice in the Twenty-

First Century. (Albany: State University of New York Press) 



36 

 

Bruckmeier, K. and Tovey, H. (2008). Knowledge in sustainable rural development: from 

forms of knowledge to knowledge processes. Sociologia Ruralis 48(3), pp. 313-329. 

Byrch, C. et al. (2007). Sustainable ‘what?’ A cognitive approach to understanding 

sustainable development. Qualitative Research in Accounting and Management: 4(April), 

pp. 26-52. 

Corburn, J. (2003). Bringing local knowledge into environmental decision making improving 

urban planning for communities at risk. Journal of Planning Education and Research, 22(4), 

pp. 420-433. 

Curry, N., Kirwan, J. (2014). The role of tacit knowledge in developing networks for 

sustainable agriculture. Sociologia Ruralis. 54 (3), pp. 341-361.  

Dalziel P., Saunders C., Fyfe R., Newton B (2009) Sustainable Development and Cultural 

Capital. Official Statistics Research Series, Volume 5, (Wellington: Statistics New Zealand) 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. (2013) A simple guide to 

Biodiversity 2020 and progress update. Available online at: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/biodiversity-2020-simple-guide-and-

progress-update-july-2013 Accessed 30th August 2018 

Day, G. (2006) Community and Everyday Life. (Abingdon: Routledge)  

Dresner, S. (2002) The Principles of Sustainability. (London: Earthscan Publications Ltd). 

Department of Communities and Local Government. (2011). A Plain English guide to the 

Localism Bill. Available online at: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_da

ta/file/584730/Localism_Bill_guide_archived.pdf Accessed 21st April 2020 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/biodiversity-2020-simple-guide-and-progress-update-july-2013
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/biodiversity-2020-simple-guide-and-progress-update-july-2013
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/584730/Localism_Bill_guide_archived.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/584730/Localism_Bill_guide_archived.pdf


37 

 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. (2012). Biodiversity Framework. 

Available online at: https://jncc.gov.uk/our-work/uk-post-2010-biodiversity-framework/ 

Accessed 15th May 2020. 

Department of the Environment (1995). Rural England: A Nation Committed to a Living 

Countryside (London, HMSO). 

Díaz-Puente, J., A. C. Montero, I de los Ríos Carmenado (2007) Empowering communities 

through evaluation: some lessons from rural Spain. Community Development Journal 44(1), 

pp. 53-67 

Ekins, P. (2000). Economic Growth and Environmental Sustainability. The prospects for  

Green Growth. Routledge. London, pp. 70-78 

European Commission, 2014. Community-Led Local Development, Cohesion Policy 2014–

2020. Available online at: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/informat/ 

2014/community_en.pdf  Accessed May 2016 

Fetene, A., Yeshitela, K. and Desta, H. (2012). Approaches to conservation and sustainable 

use of biodiversity - A review. Nature and Science 10(12), pp. 51-62  

Gkartzios, M. and Scott, M. (2014). Placing housing in rural development: exogenous, 

endogenous and neo-endogenous approaches. Sociologia Ruralis 54 (3), pp. 241-265 

Grodzińska-Jurczak, M. and Cent, J. (2011). Can public participation increase nature 

conservation effectiveness? Innovation: The European Journal of Social Sciences 24(3), pp. 

371-378. 

Hansen, H. P. and Peterson, T.R. (2016), Dialogue for Nature Conservation: Attempting to 

Construct an Inclusive Environmental Policy Community in Sweden. Pp. 146-166 in T 

https://jncc.gov.uk/our-work/uk-post-2010-biodiversity-framework/
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/informat/%202014/community_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/informat/%202014/community_en.pdf


38 

 

Peterson, H Ljunggren Bergeå, A. M. Feldpausch-Parker and K Raitio eds., Environmental 

Communication and Community - Constructive and destructive dynamics of social 

transformation. (London: Routledge)  

Heap, H., Southern, A. and Thompson, M. (2017) The Scale, Scope and Value of the 

Liverpool City Region Social Economy. (Liverpool: The Heseltine Institute for Public Policy 

and Practice, University of Liverpool) 

Hennebry, J., H. KC, and N. Piper. (2018). Not Without Them: Realising the Sustainable 

Development Goals for Women Migrant Workers. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies. 

45(14), pp. 2621-2637 

Hill, R., Grant, C., George, M., Robinson, C. J., Jackson, S., and Abel, N. (2012). A typology 

of indigenous engagement in Australian environmental management: implications for 

knowledge integration and social-ecological system sustainability. Ecology and Society 17 

pp. 1-17 

House of Commons Library (2020) The UK Shared Prosperity Fund. Available online at: 

https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-8527/ Accessed 15th May 

2020 

Jepson, E.J (2001). Sustainability and planning: Diverse concepts and close associations. 

Journal of Planning Literature 15(4), pp. 499-510.    

Kelemen, E., Megyesi, B. and Kalamász, I. N. (2008). Knowledge dynamics and 

sustainability in rural livelihood strategies: two case studies from Hungary. Sociologia 

Ruralis 48(3), pp. 257-273. 

https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-8527/


39 

 

Keulartz, J. (2009). European nature conservation and restoration policy problems and 

perspectives. Restoration Ecology 17(4), pp. 446-450.  

Lane, M.B., and Williams, L. J. (2008). Color Blind Indigenous Peoples and Regional 

Environmental Management. Journal of Planning Education and Research 28(1), pp. 38-49. 

Lawhon, M. and Z. Patel. (2013). Scalar politics and local sustainability: rethinking 

governance and justice in an era of political and environmental change. Environment and 

Planning C: Government and Policy 31, pp. 1048-1062 

Lowe, P., Murdoch, J. and Ward, N. (1995). Networks in rural development: Beyond 

exogenous and endogenous models. Pp. 87-105 in J. Van der Ploeg and G. Van Dijk eds., 

Beyond Modernization: The Impact of Endogenous Rural Development (Assen: Van 

Gorcum)  

Lowe, P. (1996). The British Rural White Papers. (Newcastle upon Tyne: Centre for Rural 

Economy, Newcastle University) 

Lowe, P., Ray, C., Ward, N., Wood, D. and Woodward, R. (1998). Participation in rural 

development: a review of European experience. (Newcastle upon Tyne: Centre for Rural 

Economy, Newcastle University) 

Marsden, T. (2006). The road towards sustainable rural development: Issues of theory, policy 

and practice in the EU context. Pp. 201-211 in P. Cloke, T. Marsden, and P. Mooney eds., 

Handbook of Rural Studies (London: SAGE Publications Ltd)  

Mawhinney, M. (2001). Sustainable Development: Understanding the Green Debates. 

(Oxford: Blackwell, Science) 



40 

 

Measham, T.G. and Barnett, G.B. (2008) Environmental volunteering: motivations, modes 

and outcomes. Australian Geographer 39(4) pp. 537-552.  

Mind (2007) Ecotherapy The Green Agenda for Mental Health. Mind Week Report, May 

2007 Accessed 10th of April 2014 at: http://www.mind.org.uk/media/273470/ecotherapy.pdf 

Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government (2018) National Planning Policy 

Framework 2018. Available online at: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2 

Accessed 11th May, 2019 

 

Moldan, B., Janoušková, S., and Hák, T. (2012). How to understand and measure 

environmental sustainability: Indicators and targets. Ecological Indicators 17, pp. 4-13. 

Moore, S.A. (2010) Pragmatic Sustainability; Theoretical and Practical Tools. (Abingdon: 

Routledge) 

Moran, M. (2002). Review article: understanding the regulatory state. British Journal of 

Political Sciences 32, pp. 391-413 

Müller, O., Sutter, O and Wohlgemuth, S. (2020) Learning to LEADER. Ritualised 

Performances of ‘Participation’ in Local Arenas of Participatory Rural Governance. 

Sociologia Ruralis 60(1), pp. 222-242 

Murdoch, J. and Clark, J. (1994). Sustainable Knowledge. Geoforum, 25(2), pp.115-132. 

Ocholla, G. O., Mireri, C. and Muoria, P.K. (2016). Application of Indigenous Knowledge 

Systems in Wildlife Management: A Case Study of the Samburu Pastoral Community in 

Kenya. International Journal of Applied Science 6(1) pp.72-80 

http://www.mind.org.uk/media/273470/ecotherapy.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2


41 

 

OECD (2018) Rural 3.0: A Framework for Rural Development. Available online at: 

https://www.oecd.org/cfe/regional-policy/Rural-3.0-Policy-Note.pdf Accessed 12th 

November, 2018 

Phillipson, J., Lowe, P., Proctor, A. and Ruto, E. (2012). Stakeholder Engagement and 

Knowledge Exchange in Environmental Research. Journal of Environmental Management, 

95(1), pp.56-65. 

Quayle, H. (2007). The true value of community farms and gardens: social, environmental, 

health and economic, Federation of City Farms and Community Gardens. Available online 

at: http://www.urbanroots.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/06/True-Value-Report.pdf 

Accessed 15th July 2014 

Ray, C. (2000). Editorial. The EU LEADER programme: rural development laboratory. 

Sociologia Ruralis 40(2) pp. 163-171 

Ray, C. (2001). Culture Economies. (Newcastle upon Tyne: Centre for Rural Economy: 

Newcastle University) 

Ray, C. (2006). Neo-endogenous Rural Development in the EU. Pp. 278-291 in P. Cloke, T. 

Marsden and P. Mooney eds., The Handbook of Rural Studies (London: SAGE Publications 

Ltd)  

Raymond, C. M., Fazey, I., Reed, M. S., Stringer, L. C., Robinson, G. M. and Evelyn, A. C. 

(2010). Integrating local and scientific knowledge for environmental management. Journal 

of Environmental Management 91(8), pp. 1766-1777. 

https://www.oecd.org/cfe/regional-policy/Rural-3.0-Policy-Note.pdf
http://www.urbanroots.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/06/True-Value-Report.pdf


42 

 

Ryan, R. L., Kaplan, R. and Grese, R. E. (2001). Predicting volunteer commitment in 

environmental stewardship programmes. Journal of Environmental Planning and 

Management 44(5), pp. 629-648. 

Scottish Government (2016) Scotland’s Social Enterprise Strategy, 2016 – 2026. 

(Edinburgh: Scottish Government) 

Sempik, J. (2008). Being outside: exploring perceptions of nature and health in therapeutic 

gardens. Centre for Child and Family Research, Department of Social Sciences, 

Loughborough University Available online at:  

https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.britsoc.co.uk%

2Fmedia%2F23729%2FExploringNatureandHealth.doc%3F1460131884063 Accessed 15th 

May 2020 

Simeonova, V. and Van Der Valk, A. (2016). Environmental policy integration: Towards a 

communicative approach in integrating nature conservation and urban planning in Bulgaria. 

Land Use Policy 57, pp. 80-93. 

Sisto, R., A. Lopolito and M. van Vliet. (2018). Stakeholder participation in planning rural 

development strategies: Using Backcasting to support Local Action Groups in complying 

with CLLD requirements. Land Use Policy 70, pp. 442-450 

Somerville, P (2011). Understanding Community Politics. Policy and Practice. (Bristol: The 

Policy Press) 

Tengö, M., Brondizio, E.S., Elmqvist, T., Malmer, P. and Spierenburg, M. (2014). 

Connecting diverse knowledge systems for enhanced ecosystem governance: the multiple 

evidence-based approach. Ambio 43(5), pp. 579-591. 

https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.britsoc.co.uk%2Fmedia%2F23729%2FExploringNatureandHealth.doc%3F1460131884063
https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.britsoc.co.uk%2Fmedia%2F23729%2FExploringNatureandHealth.doc%3F1460131884063


43 

 

Thrupp, L.A. (1989). Legitimizing local knowledge: From displacement to empowerment for 

Third World people. Agriculture and Human Values 6(3), pp. 13-24 

Turnhout, E., Waterton, C., Neves, K., and Buizer, M. (2013). Rethinking biodiversity: from 

goods and services to ‘living with’. Conservation Letters 6(3), pp. 154-161. 

United Nations. (1992). AGENDA 21. In: United Nations Conference on Environment and 

Development. United Nation Sustainable Development. Available online at: 

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/Agenda21.pdf. Accessed 12th 

December 2016 

United Nations. (2015). Transforming our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 

Development. UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs. Available online at: 

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld Accessed 30th 

August 2018 

Wallman, J. (2015) Stuffocation: Living More with Less. (London: Penguin) 

Ward, N., J. Atterton, T.-Y. Kim et al. (2005) Universities, the Knowledge Economy and 

Neoendogenous Rural Development. (Newcastle upon Tyne: Centre for Rural Economy, 

Newcastle University) 

Wiest K. (2015). Migration and everyday discourses: peripheralisation in rural Saxony-

Anhalt from a gender perspective. Journal of Rural Studies 43, pp. 280-290  

Wurzel, R. K. (2008). European Union Environmental Policy and Natura 2000. Pp. 259-282 

in Gilbert Leistra and Jozef Keulartz eds., Legitimacy in European Nature Conservation 

Policy (Heidelberg: Springer Netherlands)  

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/Agenda21.pdf
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld


44 

 

World Economic Forum. (2015). 3 challenges facing the UN's Sustainable Development 

Goals. Available online at: https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2015/08/3-challenges-facing-

the-uns-sustainable-development-goals/  Accessed 30th August 2018 

 

  

 

https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2015/08/3-challenges-facing-the-uns-sustainable-development-goals/
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2015/08/3-challenges-facing-the-uns-sustainable-development-goals/

