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Summary
Local projects aiming to jointly reduce deforestation, climate change and poverty are increasingly
popular. Yet, despite widespread claims of “win-win” success, there is growing evidence of significant
trade-offs. My doctoral research examines three globally widespread strategies to achieve “win-win”
outcomes by both conserving forests and improving the well-being of local people: 1) voluntary
incentive-based mechanisms such as Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) and sustainable
intensification, 2) protected area enforcement alongside livelihood compensation, 3) community-based
natural resource management. In the region of San Martín in northern Peru, over 50 million US dollars
have been committed to these approaches since 2008 by international actors such as Disney, Hugo
Boss and Althelia Ecosphere. This thesis compares the perspectives of organisations and local
community members across 15 project sites in this region regarding these strategies and their
implications for local people and forests. Organisational perspectives were investigated through 36
semi-structured interviews with project managers and a review of 103 project documents. Local
perspectives were explored through 15 participatory workshops and 270 day-long semi-ethnographic
mixed method interviews with project beneficiary and non-beneficiary households.
The main body of this thesis uncovers a significant gap between “win-win” project theories of change
and outcomes in San Martín. Combined quantitative and qualitative analyses demonstrate the role of
different social, economic, political and ecological factors in producing and sustaining conservation
and well-being outcomes. These outcomes are explored through twenty-seven distinct ways of framing
“successful” outcomes for forests and/or people, based on diverse community and external
perspectives. This permitted an examination of what interventions appeared to be achieving given the
broader context, as well as the implications of how “success” is framed. My findings highlight several
ways in which the assumptions underpinning projects tend to break down in practice. For example,
attempts to increase farmers’ income to reduce pressure on forests ignored how increased wealth was
actually a principle driver of deforestation. Additionally, although projects often claimed that material
incentives could “crowd in” intrinsic values for nature, in practice this did not commonly occur.
The contradictions between local and organisational perspectives led me to examine how projects
maintain their coherence, plausibility and legitimacy despite being largely unreflective of local
dynamics. I found that “win-win” strategies were wrapped up in globally hegemonic discourses –
protection-focused, community-oriented and incentive-based – which differed in how they framed
problems and embraced assumptions about solutions. For example, the protection-focused discourse
viewed nature as “pristine” and appealed to protected area enforcement to safeguard it from local
people. Contrastingly, the community-oriented discourse emphasised the role of nature in human wellbeing and thus sought to increase awareness through community initiatives. Finally, the incentivebased discourse emphasised the economic value of nature and used material benefits to incentivise
“self-interested” actors to conserve. These relatively narrow views of human behaviour produced
unrealistic expectations that limited project success. In spite of this, these global “win-win” discourses
shaped the structures, policies, practices and subjectivities of project accountability chains in ways
which served to reinforce them.
To escape the performative circularity of these discourses and the associated gap between “win-win”
project intentions/narratives and local realities, I propose a similarly discursive intervention to pursue
transformative change within San Martín and globally. The intervention seeks to transform how
knowledge is produced in conservation and development research and practice in order to shape
structures, policies, practices and subjectivities in ways which facilitate more bottom-up approaches to
conservation governance and more directly confront hegemonic neoliberal governance structures.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
Project narratives of “win-win” success for people and nature have become commonplace worldwide.
These stories are underpinned by diverse approaches to framing social and ecological problems and
offering particular solutions. Yet, this complex terrain of intervention strategies appear to have done
little to reverse the concerning global trends in biodiversity loss, climate change and poverty. Despite
weak evidence for their success in practice and growing evidence of significant trade-offs, these
models continue to expand across new spaces worldwide, often presented as “win-win” solutions for
local issues of poverty and deforestation, as well as global issues of food security and climate change.
In this thesis, I theorise how and why discursive interpretations of projects pursuing joint conservation
and development aims diverge from their effects in local contexts, to inform how interventions are
conceptualised and implemented. I explore this in the context of San Martín, a region of northern Peru
that has experienced a rapid expansion of interventions framed as “win-wins” for local people and
nature since 2008. More specifically, I focus on distinct global paradigms for “win-win” change and
examine how they interact with highly heterogeneous local subjects across diverse settings in San
Martín. This analysis allows for the identification of the processes by which key assumptions
underpinning these models may hold up or break down in practice. My further examination of the
process by which these “win-win” models are discursively constructed elucidates how these models
remain coherent, plausible and legitimate despite contradictory local outcomes.
This introductory chapter provides a map to my thesis, outlining the overall research approach and
main theoretical justifications. Section 1.1 delivers an overview of the global challenges of climate
change, biodiversity conservation and poverty alleviation, which “win-win” interventions are meant to
address. Section 1.2 provides a brief historical backdrop of past attempts to articulate conservation and
development goals, highlighting some major policy steps which facilitated the proliferation of current
“win-win” paradigms. Section 1.3 presents the complex terrain of “win-win” interventions in terms of
three major non-mutually exclusive strategies, and explores evidence for their promises and perils in
practice. Section 1.4 then outlines some of the major challenges with attempts to examine “win-win”
interventions to influence conservation policy and practice. Building on this foundation, Section 1.5
presents my overall research agenda – to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the
implications of globally prevalent “win-win” intervention models in the context of San Martín, Peru.
Finally, I provide the overall thesis structure and outline the major contributions of each chapter.
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1.1. Global challenges of biodiversity conservation and poverty
alleviation
The maintenance of the earth’s rich diversity of species and important ecosystem services whilst
meeting the growing resource demands and enhancing the well-being of a rapidly expanding human
population is one of the biggest challenges humanity currently faces. According to global assessments,
biodiversity and ecosystem services are in decline despite increased policy measures such as
expansions in protected area coverage and biodiversity-related aid (MEA 2005; Butchart et al. 2010;
Tittensor et al. 2014). Agriculture and overexploitation remain two of the largest drivers (Maxwell et
al. 2016), linked to an estimated net loss of at least 1.8 million km2 of forests globally during 20002012, excluding the additional transformation of natural forests into plantations (Hansen et al. 2013;
Tropek et al. 2014). The widespread degradation of forests is disrupting biotic processes and
threatening many species with extinction (Dirzo & Raven 2003; Bregman et al. 2014). In addition,
rising temperatures (0.85 °C global increase since 1880) pose further threats to biodiversity,
agricultural productivity, and human well-being (Brook et al. 2008; IPCC 2014; Urban 2015).
The widespread transformation of ecosystems has been linked to some immediate societal benefits,
such as a steady decline in the overall number of people in extreme poverty, down from 36% of the
global population in 1990 to 14.5% in 2011 (The World Bank & International Monetary Fund 2015).
However, persistent vulnerabilities remain, with an estimated over 800 million people living in
extreme poverty and undernourished, and 1.5 billion people living in countries affected by conflict
(Olinto et al. 2013; Malik & et al 2014; FAO et al. 2015; United Nations 2015). The ongoing
ecosystem degradation may also further exacerbate poverty (McMichael et al. 2008; Sunderland et al.
2013). Despite ambitious Millennium Development Goals to reduce poverty globally, progress has
been slow and uneven (Bhutta et al. 2010; Keating et al. 2011; Bryce et al. 2013). Income inequality is
simultaneously increasing at a global scale, with negative implications for subjective well-being and
many other indicators of societal health (Pickett & Wilkinson 2010; Piketty 2014).
Amidst these global challenges, a whole range of complex policies, programmes, and projects have
been and continue to be devised with the justification that they can secure “better” outcomes for both
people and the planet. This “will to improve” (Li 2007) has become a rapidly expanding industry and
powerful force for driving change. Yet, good intentions do not always translate into intended effects in
practice (Crush 1995; Li 2007). Given that efforts to reverse concerning social and ecological trends
show little sign of progress, it is critical to more fully understand how these challenges are interlinked
and the implications of current intervention responses in addressing them.
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1.2. Emergence and proliferation of the “win-win” concept
In considering efforts to address the joint challenges of maintaining global biodiversity and ecosystem
services and alleviating widespread preventable human suffering, it is informative first to examine the
historical process by which these challenges have become framed and intertwined over the past fifty
years. Prior to the 1970s, little articulation existed between these goals, with development efforts
focused mainly on generating economic growth, and conservation efforts primarily concerned with
aesthetic enjoyment or saving resources for future colonial resource extraction, often to the exclusion
of local people (Rist 2002; Adams 2004).
The first international event which recognised the need to balance conservation and human interests
was the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment, held in Stockholm in 1972 (Strong
2003). The initial attempt to integrate these goals was based on the notion that conservation efforts
must incorporate local rights and aspirations, and that development efforts should recognise their
fundamental dependence on natural resource conservation for long-term economic sustainability (Roe
2008). Ideas surrounding the relationship between humans and the environment became further
nuanced in the release of the World Conservation Strategy in 1980, which first introduced the term
“sustainable development” as recognition of both the destructive nature of economic development
practices on the environment, as well as the role of poverty in the developing world in necessitating
this overexploitation (IUCN et al. 1980). The Brundtland Report (1987) challenged the global
community to fulfil “the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs” (p. 41), mobilising sustainable development projects for decades to come.
Throughout the 1980s, the notion that local people should benefit from conservation emerged through
models ranging from community “outreach” activities within protected area management to building
local capacity to manage resources, particularly in the context of indigenous movements (Barrow &
Murphree 2001; Stevens 1997). It was argued that local people should be best placed to manage
natural resources since they depend on them for their livelihoods and well-being (Dressler et al. 2010).
This decade saw the expansion of Integrated Conservation and Development Projects (ICDPs) and
community-based natural resource management (CBNRM) such as Zimbabwe’s Communal Areas
Management Programme for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE) (Berkes 1989; Roe 2008). The
domains of both conservation and development championed the idea that the effective participation of
local people was critical to success (Chambers 1987). Despite this pro-people emphasis at the local
scale, less developed countries largely bore the costs of conservation at a global scale, as conservation
was “exported” to the places of least political and economic resistance to allow for the expansion of
free market economies and agro-industrial activities (Büscher & Fletcher 2015).
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The emphasis on community-based approaches as the secret to conservation success continued until a
number of critiques emerged in the late 1990s claiming that community based projects had minimal
effect on the protection of biodiversity and arguing for the reprioritisation of biodiversity goals (Oates
1999; Terborgh 2004). At the same time as conservation pushed back against the inclusion of poverty
alleviation goals, bilateral aid agencies embraced ambitious global poverty reduction strategies
through the 1996 OECD report Shaping the 21st Century and subsequent development of the
Millennium Development Goals in 2000, which side-lined biodiversity and shifted much funding
away from conservation and towards poverty agendas (OECD 1996; Sanderson & Redford 2003;
Satterthwaite 2003). By the time of the World Summit on Sustainable Development in 2002, the idea
of “sustainable development” had become a buzzword largely disconnected from real commitment
and concrete action (Esty 2001).
As a result of the disenchantment with initial attempts to combine conservation and development
goals, conservation efforts in the early 2000s were marked by a push for a “back to the barriers”
protectionist model, a cause championed by the expansion of the protected areas network (Hutton et
al. 2005; Wilshusen et al. 2002). However, given increased attention to the negative impacts of
national parks on people, such as through forced evictions of local people, the Durban Action Plan of
the 5th IUCN World Parks Congress pushed for targets to ensure that protected areas also strive to
alleviate, or at the very least not exacerbate poverty (IUCN 2003; West et al. 2006; Brockington &
Igoe 2006). At the same time, the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005) renewed social and
political interest in environmental issues by outlining the importance of ecosystem services for human
well-being, and thus critical implications of the declining state of ecosystem services at a global scale.
As the “ecosystem service” concept gained traction, people increasingly began to think in terms of
measuring (often in economic terms) the ways in which humans directly and indirectly benefit from
biodiversity. Such thinking led to two highly influential reports, The Economics of Ecosystems and
Biodiversity (TEEB) (TEEB 2010) and the United Nation’s Towards a Green Economy (UNEP 2011),
which both blamed environmental crises primarily on the “gross misallocation of capital”, and claimed
that the solution requires that nature must therefore be given economic value in order to be properly
accounted for in political decision-making. The emerging ideological belief that both environmental
sustainability and economic progress can be jointly achieved with no hard political decisions
necessary, and thus that everyone can “win”, formed the basis for dominant “win-win” thinking which
pervades current conservation and development paradigms (Arsel & Büscher 2012).
Over the past decade, elevated political attention towards the potential of climate change to undermine
both biodiversity conservation and poverty reduction agendas created a powerful unifying banner for
global scale interventions (Roe 2008). Paralleling societal trends which championed the utilisation of
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free markets for solving problems in all spheres of society, from healthcare to prisons, market-based
interventions were increasingly argued as the most efficient and effective pro-social solution to
conservation problems (McAfee 1999; Sandel 2013). This period saw the expansion of payment for
ecosystem service (PES) programmes and certification schemes for sustainable agriculture and
forestry (Büscher & Fletcher 2015). Meanwhile, conservation organisations increasingly began to
work directly with the private sector, shifting from a view of business as “part of the problem” to “part
of the solution” (Elbers 2004 p. 18).
The development of carbon markets as a result of the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) Kyoto protocol fuelled the development of Reducing Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+), a policy mechanism aimed at offsetting global
carbon emissions by investing in local projects to achieve beneficial outcomes for forests and local
people (United Nations 1998). As a result, conservation has catapulted into a new financial era, with
more funding than ever before now available through mechanisms such as carbon offsetting, species
banking and biodiversity derivatives (Büscher & Fletcher 2015). REDD+ lies at centre stage, having
become a truly global scale political project to unite biodiversity conservation, climate change, food
security, and poverty alleviation agendas, as consolidated in the Paris Agreement (UNFCCC 2015).
Strategies often preferred by REDD+ projects are based on the idea that the ecologically destructive
externalities of capitalist production can be managed through linking economic value to ecosystems to
“nudge” people towards “proper” behaviours (Arsel & Büscher 2012). Yet, pockets of dissent have
emerged, with many criticising this new “neoliberal conservation” as perpetuating the notion that
nature can only be “saved” by being valued in capitalist terms, thus reinforcing the system at the root
of environmental issues (Büscher et al. 2012; McAfee 1999). For example, the authors of Another
future is possible (Thematic Groups 2012), reject the “win-win” possibilities for economic growth and
environmental sustainability which were outlined at the Conference of Sustainable Development
(Rio+20), instead calling for structural changes. Such actors often seek to bring the core values of
social justice and community ownership back to the fore in conservation projects to pursue joint
benefits for people and nature (Haller et al. 2016; Dressler et al. 2010). Still, other actors demand the
expansion of protected areas and associated tools to first secure conservation and then take measures
to reduce poverty (Naughton-Treves et al. 2005; Fuller et al. 2010). In this way, promises of “winwin” change are not only limited to forms of green neoliberal governance (Arsel & Büscher 2012);
rather, projects now exist in diverse forms with the intention of contributing to joint “win-win”
progress for people, the climate and the planet, and continue to rapidly expand across tropical
landscapes with little political resistance (Roe 2008; Büscher & Fletcher 2015).
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1.3. Theoretical models for “win-win” change
1.3.1. Distinct means in pursuit of “win-win” ends
Diverse actors broadly agree there is a moral imperative to intervene for more just outcomes for both
people and nature. Recognition of the negative social impacts of traditional “fortress” conservation
(Adams & Hutton 2007; Brockington et al. 2008; Dowie 2009) and the detrimental environmental
impacts of some forms of economic development (Rao 1994; Duraiappah 1998; Pokorny et al. 2013)
has created a clear mandate for synchronising conservation and development efforts. However, as
demonstrated through the historical attempts to combine these aims, diverse beliefs exist around their
relative importance, as well as the best way to jointly pursue them through interventions.
In 2013, I conducted pilot interviews with 25 directors of joint conservation and development
interventions in the San Martín Region in northern Peru, to map their theories of change. While all
projects were described as generating “win-win” benefits for people and nature, this work revealed
several key distinctions among approaches. For example, some interventions sought to increase crop
yields for individual families to reduce poverty and their need to further expand into forested areas.
Other interventions enforced protected areas, but supported livelihoods to compensate for negative
impacts and improve compliance. A final set of interventions focused on shifting values and norms at
the community level to empower local actors to collectively manage their natural resources. A
subsequent literature review revealed that the three main strategies employed by these projects were
remarkably similar to those identified by other conceptual frameworks of conservation strategies in
Peru (Zinngrebe 2016b) and globally (Fletcher 2010), as well as reflective of general cultural biases
that broadly influence behaviour (Douglas 1970, 1978) (Table 1.1). In this section I review these three
common strategies and demonstrate how they operate in the context of San Martín, Peru.
The first common conservation strategy “material incentives” (Figure 1.1) reflects the recent trend in
conservation towards placing an economic value on nature to “save” it (McAfee 1999; Büscher et al.
2012). Several mechanisms fall under this banner, such as alternative livelihood projects, ecotourism,
ecological certifications, sustainable intensification, and payment for ecosystem services (PES)
schemes (Dargusch & Griffiths 2008; Newton et al. 2013). This approach primarily sees people as
naturally individualistic and self-interested “rational” decision-makers (Douglas 1970, 1978). Poverty
is therefore commonly blamed for degradation, often framed as a “critical constraint on conservation”
(Adams et al. 2004 p. 1147). As a result, faith is placed in “economic valorisation” and “technological
transfer” (Zinngrebe 2016b) to efficiently generate income to incentivise people to adopt behaviours
which do not entail ecological destruction, reflecting “neoliberal environmentality” (Fletcher 2010).
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Table 1.1: Distinct conservation intervention strategies

1
2

Framework

(1) Material incentives

(2) Regulatory control

(3) Collective norms

Theories of change
in San Martín, Peru
(pilot work in 2013)

Increased income without
expanding crop area can
improve well-being and
reduce the need to deforest

Creation and enforcement
of restrictions can reduce
deforestation and people
can then be compensated

Strengthened values/norms
can improve local
governance for
conservation and well-being

Dominant political
instruments in Peru
(Zinngrebe 2016)

Technological transfer,
economic valorization

Protected areas, research,
regulation

Participative land-use
planning, community
empowerment

Environmentalities1
(Fletcher 2010)

Neoliberal (i.e. governance
through manipulating
external incentive
structures)

Sovereign (i.e.
governance through
creating and enforcing
top-down restrictions)

Disciplinary (i.e.
governance though
internalisation of norms and
values)

Cultural Biases2
(Douglas 1970; 1978)

Individualistic (i.e. low
collective social control,
high social stratification)

Hierarchical (i.e. high
collective social control,
high social stratification)

Egalitarian (i.e. high
collective social control,
low social stratification)

Fletcher’s ‘environmentalities’ framing is based on Foucault’s (2008) four-part ‘governmentality’ typology
Douglas identifies five types of competing cultural bias normally present within any society

Figure 1.1: Conceptual map of overlapping conservation intervention strategies
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The second common conservation strategy “regulatory control” (Figure 1.1) is widespread globally
through the creation and enforcement of protected areas. This approach explicitly prioritizes
conservation over development aims, a position embodied in the “nature needs half” discourse
(Wilson 2016) and the idea that nature must be safeguarded from local people (Redford 1991; Oates
1995), reflecting sovereign environmentality (Fletcher 2010). However, growing recognition of the
negative social impacts of protected areas and the idea that local people’s support may be critical to
achieving conservation aims has facilitated the development of a more socially sensitive variant of this
approach – “regulatory compliance” – whereby projects first secure conservation by appealing to
hierarchical authority (Douglas 1970, 1978), and then seek to compensate local people for costs borne
from restrictions and to incentivize compliance (Brockington & Igoe 2006; Adams & Hutton 2007).
This effort may be driven by the belief that “conservation should not compromise poverty reduction”,
but can also be seen as simply a means to conservation if poverty is viewed as a “critical constraint on
conservation” (Adams et al. 2004 p. 1147).
While the first two strategies inherently assume that conservation is not in local people’s self-interest
and therefore rely on extrinsic structures to change behavior, the third strategy “collective norms”
(Figure 1.1) instead views conservation as inherently being in local people’s interest, either because
“poverty reduction depends on living resource conservation” (Adams et al. 2004 p. 1148) or because
people are seen to be capable of recognizing the intrinsic importance of nature. This strategy emerged
from the community-based conservation movement of the 1980s, which used material incentives to
“crowd in” conservation interest (i.e. “moral incentives”; Figure 1.1). Despite disillusionment with
this approach in the 1990s, it has since enjoyed a resurgence through participatory land use planning
and community forest management models (Dressler et al. 2010). The assumption is that local people
can develop more biospheric and altruistic value orientations and that this will drive behavioral change
(Stern et al. 1993). Such thinking reflects “disciplinary environmentality”, in attempting to instill new
knowledge and values to shape people’s behaviors (Fletcher 2010; Agrawal 2005). Such projects also
commonly seek to create management regimes – often by strengthening egalitarian cultural structures
(Douglas 1970, 1978) – to regulate resource use (i.e. “collective governance”).
The three major forms of conservation governance outlined in Figure 1.1 are therefore rarely
employed in isolation, but instead frequently combined in practice (see Fletcher 2017). For example,
protected area regimes may jointly employ both material incentives and environmental education, with
the assumption that these approaches are naturally synergistic to enhance project success. Similarly,
efforts to catalyze community conservation may involve the development of new income sources
and/or efforts to strengthen capacities for collective governance. Yet, despite many implicit
assumptions regarding the effects of these distinct approaches and how they interact to shape local
people’s motivations for conservation, they are rarely systematically studied.
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1.3.2. Promises and perils of “win-win” interventions
All of the strategies outlined in Section 1.3.1 sound theoretically plausible in their ability to achieve
“win-win” aims under certain circumstances. However, it is critical to understand how they tend to
play out in practice and what shapes the extent to which they produce intended (and unintended)
results. Several reviews have highlighted serious deficiencies in our understanding of how these
strategies shape outcomes across diverse local contexts (Agrawal & Redford 2006; Lele et al. 2010;
Bowler et al. 2012; Miteva et al. 2012; Pullin et al. 2013; Roe et al. 2015; McKinnon et al. 2016).
Widespread accounts exist of the difficulties of achieving “win-win” results in practice given
significant trade-offs between social and ecological objectives (McShane et al. 2011; Salafsky 2011;
Sunderland et al. 2008; Roe et al. 2013; Wunder 2001). Here I provide a brief overview of some major
concerns regarding the implications of common approaches to conservation governance.
Several concerns have arisen regarding the use of material incentives to promote conservation. For
example, increasing the economic value of nature can perversely incentivize degradation of the very
natural resources they are meant to protect (Crook & Clapp 2002; Kusters et al. 2006; Songorwa &
Toit 2007; Lybbert et al. 2011) or shift ecologically destructive activities to other behavioral or spatial
realms (Stronza 2009; Brashares et al. 2011; Madhusudan 2005; Alix-Garcia et al. 2012). Similarly,
efforts to intensify agricultural production to theoretically reduce deforestation needs have
paradoxically been linked to accelerated deforestation (Angelsen & Kaimowitz 2001; Ewers et al.
2009; Rudel et al. 2009a; Rueda & Lambin 2012; Lankford 2013). Even if short-term results are
produced, people may not maintain incentivized practices when market profitability changes or
incentives disappear (Clough et al. 2009; Fisher 2012). While some studies argue for the ability of
payments to “crowd in” long-term intrinsic motivation for conservation (Wunder 2013; Rosa et al.
2003), others argue that material incentives may “crowd out” intrinsic motivation by reframing
decisions as simply economic transactions (Agrawal et al. 2015; Emerton 2000) and reinforce a
narrow view of materially-oriented self-interest (Sullivan 2006; McCauley 2006). In areas of weak
governance, incentive-based approaches may also exacerbate social inequalities through elite capture
and resource grabbing behaviors (Corbera et al. 2007; Sommerville et al. 2010; Pokorny et al. 2012;
Fairhead et al. 2012). Relatively minor behavioral shifts of poorer actors can also become reified while
more ecologically damaging neoliberal patterns of power and resource distribution continue
unquestioned (McAfee 1999; Büscher et al. 2012).
Studies examining the use of regulatory control to achieve conservation, suggest that terrestrial
protected areas have on average managed to prevent 12% of deforestation that would have occurred in
their absence (Andam et al. 2008; Sims 2010; Miteva et al. 2012). At the same time, high rates of
deforestation and degradation persist in many protected areas due to weak governance and limited
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funds (Curran et al. 2004; Bonham et al. 2008; Bruner et al. 2004). Protected areas can also produce
“leakage”, whereby pressures from human activities are displaced elsewhere (Gan & McCarl 2007;
Sato 2000; Ewers & Rodrigues 2008). In some cases, enforcement mechanisms may be so effective
that biodiversity objectives can be achieved amidst a disregard for social impacts (Brockington 2003).
However, in many cases the social context and process by which restrictions are developed and
enforced will heavily define outcomes (West et al. 2006; Lele et al. 2010). Despite efforts to improve
livelihoods to overcome negative attitudes towards restrictions, benefits have struggled to provide
socially acceptable compensation for negative impacts such as constrained resource access and forced
evictions (Naughton-Treves et al. 2005; Lele et al. 2010; Baker et al. 2013). Protected areas are all too
often significant sites of conflict and struggle, which can ultimately work against conservation aims by
alienating potential local allies, and exacerbate social inequalities and conflicts (Brechin et al. 2002;
Adams & Hutton 2007).
Regarding attempts to foster collective concern for conservation, success stories can be found in the
community based natural resource management (CBNRM) literature (e.g. Ostrom & Nagendra 2006;
Kilbane Gockel & Gray 2009; Chhatre & Agrawal 2009; Persha et al. 2011). However, evaluating the
evidence is difficult given the typical self-selection bias of community participation and wide diversity
regarding what CBNRM can mean in practice (Lele et al. 2010; Bowler et al. 2012; Miteva et al.
2012). For example, early community-based management models, such as integrated conservation and
development projects (ICDPs), were more focused on generating revenue than enhancing the
awareness, rights and environmental governance capacity of communities (Dressler et al. 2010).
Systematic reviews show some evidence of improvement for social outcomes; however conservation
success has been limited, and joint success across both dimensions is rare (Dressler et al. 2010; Lele et
al. 2010; Bowler et al. 2012; Samii et al. 2014). All too often, attempts at community-based
conservation are plagued by superficial and short-term engagement with inattention to power
imbalances and political divisions (Agrawal & Gibson 1999; Brosius et al. 1998). “Participatory
processes” can become largely technical exercises that overlook true local aspirations and
empowerment (Blaikie 2006; West 2006). Communities may also be disempowered by actors who
inhibit their access to and control of natural resources (Bawa et al. 2007; Lele et al. 2010). The results
of CBNRM are highly contingent upon local context, with democratic governance, capacity building,
clear tenure regimes, long-term facilitation, and equitable benefit-sharing all consistent elements of
more successful projects (Brooks 2016b; Tole 2010; Lele et al. 2010; Waylen et al. 2010; Persha et al.
2011).
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1.4. Approaches to assessing “win-win” interventions
Despite widespread concerns regarding the ability of common “win-win” intervention strategies to
achieve their objectives, funds continue to pour into such projects worldwide to help address the
interlinked global and local issues of climate change, biodiversity loss and poverty. In the region of
San Martín, Peru alone, over 50 million US dollars have been committed to diverse “win-win”
projects by international actors such as Disney, Hugo Boss, Nespresso and Althelia Ecosphere, with
the intention of offsetting carbon emissions (Nakamura 2017; Morales, interview 2016). This raises
the question of why there is such a large gap between the widespread political support of “win-win”
projects and the weak evidence for their success in practice. This gap can be interpreted as a failure to
sufficiently theorise the implications of approaches to joint conservation and development, as well as a
failure of the knowledge generated about these implications to influence policy and practice.
In this section, I outline some key distinctions among common approaches to generating knowledge to
shape conservation and development theory, policy and practice. I discuss these distinctions in terms
of five main concepts (see Table 1.2), which provide lenses to examine the implications of knowledge
generated by different approaches. The production of outcomes (i.e. means) is discussed at much
greater length, as it is particularly complex to theorise. This section is not meant to provide a thorough
review of the many different approaches that exist; however, I highlight some important potential
benefits and limitations associated with the variable ways in which these five concepts are commonly
applied, and expose some potential trade-offs and synergies among them. This exploration provides
the basis for Section 1.5, where I introduce my research agenda as an attempt to overcome some of
these limitations by combining diverse theoretical and methodological traditions.
Table 1.2: Five lenses to examine knowledge generated for conservation and development
Concept/lens
(1) Ends

Description
What outcomes are
valued?

Key distinctions
Social / ecological; individual / collective; homogeneous /
heterogeneous; powerful / marginalised; external / local
perspectives; short / long term; smaller / larger scale

(2) Valuation

How are outcomes
valued?

Quantitative / qualitative; economic / moral / semiotic regimes;
ideological / pragmatic; explanatory / performative

(3) Means

How and why are
outcomes produced?

What / how and why; unidirectional / co-constructed; isolated /
comparative; intentional / immanent; structure / agency;
direct / dispersed power; interactive / constitutive power

(4) Causality

How is causality
understood?

Quantitative / qualitative; more / less rigorous; outputs /
impacts; deductive / inductive; positivist / constructivist

(5) Purpose

Why and how is
knowledge produced?

Theory / practice driven; accountability / learning; inward /
outward looking; directive / performative; more / less coproduced; more / less credible, salient and legitimate
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Efforts to examine the implications of joint conservation and development interventions necessarily
value some types of outcomes over others (Table 1.2; Ends). In some cases, outcomes are framed in
ways which maintain social and ecological divisions, such as by only examining the impacts of
policies on deforestation (e.g. Gaveau et al. 2009b; Geldmann et al. 2013) or poverty reduction (e.g.
Canavire-Bacarreza & Hanauer 2013; Schreckenberg & Luttrell 2009). The conservation science field
advocates further narrowing this scope to better understand individual behaviours and actions in-depth
to “allow for the improved design of interventions to influence them” (St John et al. 2010 p. 658). The
“win-win” framing theoretically expands the scope of analysis; however, outcomes are often confined
to few discrete quantitative indicators. For example, projects often demonstrate that income of
beneficiaries has improved (regardless of whose income improved and what that actually means for
well-being) whilst “conserving” a certain area of forest (regardless of whether it would have been
conserved otherwise and what pressures were misplaced elsewhere) (Agol et al. 2014; Stem et al.
2005). Impact evaluation approaches which reveal average effects may overlook the heterogeneity of
winners and losers (Woodhouse et al. 2015) and can view the political nature of participation as a
confounding effect to control for, rather than a critical process shaping outcomes (e.g. Ferraro &
Pattanayak 2006). Outcomes that matter to local people are often excluded in cases where external
actors and values define outcomes (Sayer et al. 2007; Mascia et al. 2014).
The narrower the ends are defined, the greater the risk that knowledge may be used to substantiate a
policy with very limited or unintended effects. For example, efforts to “nudge” specific individual
behavioural change may do little to confront broader problematic neoliberal governance structures
(Spash 2016; Kasperbauer 2016; Lougheed et al. 2016), and research is increasingly revealing the
complex synergies and trade-offs which emerge among socio-ecological outcome domains (McShane
et al. 2011; Agrawal & Benson 2011). The creation and use of knowledge catered towards relatively
narrow ends is both driven by and reinforces particular pragmatic and/or ideological concerns, such as
people’s beliefs, values, disciplinary traditions, established reputation and available funds (Tetlock
2002; Kunda 1987). These risks may be managed through a pluralist perspective, where diverse
outcomes are equally valued and their complex interactions recognised (Hirsch et al. 2010). Yet,
widening the scope of ends is a challenging endeavour, as it entails joint exploration of diverse social
and ecological dimensions, as framed by heterogeneous local and external perspectives over time and
across scales, as differentiated by relevant traits of cultural, historical and political significance.
Approaches to generating knowledge also vary according to how the outcomes of interest are valued
(Table 1.2; Valuation). Value can be understood as the “capacity to be measured or compared”; thus,
different “rules and modes for comparison” comprise different “valuation regimes” (Bigger &
Robertson 2017 p. 69). Graeber (2001) differentiates between three common valuation regimes; for
example, value can be assessed by comparing things to how they ought to be (moral), for the purpose
30

of making exchanges (economic), or to simply differentiate from other objects (semiotic). These
valuation regimes create, reinforce and destroy value through “ongoing social performances of
comparison and measure” (Bigger & Robertson 2017 p. 71). In the field of conservation, actors adopt
valuation regimes that reflect contrasting ideological and pragmatic positions (Sandbrook et al. 2013;
Holmes et al. 2017). For example, conservationists disagree about the merits of protectionist
approaches (see “half earth” vs. “whole earth” debate in Büscher et al. 2017) and the implications of
economically valuing nature (see “new conservation” perspective vs. “neoliberal conservation”
critique in Holmes et al. 2017). Different valuation practices are used to justify or challenge these
positions and underlying regimes. In turn, these practices have become rooted in particular coalitions
of actors; for example, environmental economists and social anthropologists vary in their ideological
positions and preferred valuation techniques (e.g. quantitative vs. qualitative).
A critical distinction among approaches to valuation is the extent to which the act of valuation is seen
to simply explain reality or unavoidably shape that reality through performative effects (Kjellberg et
al. 2013). For example, the concept “ecosystem services” can be used to value the services nature
provides to people, often in economic language (e.g. Costanza et al. 1997; Tallis & Polasky 2009).
However, this approach to valuation also contributes to constructing the very reality that is described;
Norgaard (2010) argues that the concept of ecosystem services has promoted a stock-flow framework
that now “blinds us to the complexity of the human predicament” (p. 1219) (also see Ferraro et al.
2005 for similar performative effects in economics). Viewing valuation as a straightforward technical
exercise therefore risks black boxing the politics of how plural values are translated into single values
(Kjellberg et al. 2013). For example, measuring deforestation in the currency of carbon offsets fails to
distinguish between a hectare of forest essential for a family’s food security and a hectare intended for
agro-industrial expansion, despite vastly different implications according to other valuation regimes.
Yet, dominant regimes remain unchallenged by successfully hiding and depoliticising these decisions
(Bigger & Robertson 2017). Any approach to valuation therefore necessitates active interrogation of
the structures, practices and subjectivities that make it appear stable, credible and accountable, and
capable of outcompeting other possible approaches (Kjellberg et al. 2013). Exploring the multiplicity
of valuation regimes and practices in a dialectical fashion (i.e. methodological pluralism) has the
potential to generate new insights (Greene & Caracelli 1997; Greene 2008).
Approaches also greatly differ in how they seek to understand how and why outcomes are produced
(Table 1.2; Means). A broad range of literature is concerned with the particular influence of
interventions on one or more outcomes of interest. Experimental and quasi-experimental approaches
are designed to determine what effects are produced by interventions (Ferraro & Pattanayak 2006),
while diverse theory-based mixed methods can help explain how and why particular effects may have
occurred (see Margoluis et al. 2009; Woodhouse et al. 2015). Attending to questions of how and why
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interventions shape outcomes reveals how interventions rarely entail a unidirectional “treatment”;
rather, intervention practices interact with local actors who decide how to “treat” or “not treat”
themselves (Long 2001; Mosse 2005). Intervention practices are also highly heterogeneous;
“participation” can have diverse meanings (e.g. consultation vs. self-mobilisation; Adnan et al. 1992),
and effects may be difficult to trace as they traverse space and time by lingering in people’s
knowledge, motivations and capacities (Pile & Thrift 1995; Latour 2005). If these complexities are
ignored, the reasons for policy failures may remain poorly understood; this can facilitate the
reproduction of the same policy “fads” and failures (Wilshusen et al. 2002; Lund et al. 2017).
Studies also vary in scope, with clear trade-offs emerging between depth and scale. For example,
large-scale comparative studies may be skewed towards quantitative valuation methods and a focus on
relatively few outcomes (e.g. Brooks et al. 2009; Ellis & Porter-Bolland 2008). This approach risks
producing a relatively narrow “what works” discourse that attaches notions of success to policy
models (as independent from context) (Eyben 2006). Systematic reviews seek to fill this gap by
exploring the context dependent nature of intervention successes and failures (e.g. Waylen et al. 2010;
Brooks et al. 2012). In contrast, case studies of individual intervention sites may struggle to identify
broader implications amidst low comparability (e.g. Jayasinghe & Wickramasinghe 2011; Mbaiwa &
Stronza 2011). This challenge raises a fundamental issue with examining the production of socioecological outcomes through the lens of interventions; as a result, the knowledge produced may
reinforce dominant framings of solutions and ignore many other intervention possibilities. A more
meaningful exploration of how and why outcomes are produced must therefore take into account a
much broader range of forces (i.e. not just intentional development, but also immanent development,
or business-as-usual dynamics; Cowen et al. 1996).
Diverse efforts have sought to explain some of the broader mechanisms by which socio-ecological
outcomes are produced, such as by considering the role of people’s knowledge, values, goals, assets
and decision-making processes (see Schlüter et al. 2017 and Cox et al. 2016 for cross-disciplinary
reviews). Others have used a more ethnographic approach to uncover the complex ways in which
historical contexts and features of the political economy have shaped present-day settings in which
interventions take place (e.g. Li 2007; Büscher 2013). The most wide-ranging historical analyses of
how and why human societal outcomes and knowledge and ideological systems have developed over
time have come from thinkers such as Karl Marx, Antonio Gramsci, Michel Foucault, among many
others. Here, I provide a brief overview of some key theoretical distinctions which cut across these
works and help reveal some critical considerations to more comprehensively understand the process
by which differential socio-ecological outcomes are produced. The notion of power is central to these
discussions, defined as “the production, in and through social relations, of effects that shape the
capacities of actors to determine their circumstances and fate” (Barnett & Duvall 2005 p. 39).
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The most straightforward framing of power sees people as autonomous agents capable of wielding
power, and thus focuses on the ability of one actor to deploy resources – whether material, symbolic or
normative – to directly shape the actions of another (Dahl 1961; also see “compulsory power” in
Barnett & Duvall 2005). While originally limited to intentional efforts, this framing can also include
the unintentional ways in which actions may directly shape others (ibid). The vast majority of
knowledge generated about joint conservation and development work is rooted in this overt
conception of power – whether explicitly conceptualised or implicitly assumed – by examining who
benefits and who loses due to actions, and the resulting socio-ecological effects (Gaventa 1980).
However, this “one-dimensional approach” to power assumes that people’s interests are best assessed
through the decisions they make, and thus tends to disproportionately blame people whose decisions
are most directly linked to worse outcomes, depending on how “worse” is defined (Lukes 1974;
Gaventa 1980). This approach also does not account for why people have come to embrace particular
knowledge, values and behaviours over time; nor does it account for complex situations, such as when
people fail to recognise actions that are not in their best interest, or indeed even embrace those actions
(ibid). A multi-dimensional approach therefore takes into account the many indirect, covert and varied
ways in which power operates (Barnett & Duvall 2005).
An expanded approach to power accounts for how actors may control the actions of others through
more socially distant configurations. The locus of power therefore shifts away from individuals and
towards institutions (see “institutional power” in Barnett & Duvall 2005). For example, conservation
institutions contain configurations of decisional rules, cultural norms, and divisions of responsibilities
which limit opportunities and bias decision-making; this inherently produces “nondecisions” –
meaning decisions that people don’t even realize they never had the opportunity to make (Bachrach &
Baratz 1963). This concept of power also accounts for how processes of material distribution directly
limit the choices available to dependent actors (Hirschman 1980). Marxist scholars extend this concept
of power – which is concerned with how already constituted actors and institutions interact to shape
outcomes – by examining the direct constitutive relation between structures and actors (Isaac 1987;
also see "structural power" in Barnett & Duvall 2005). In this view, the social positions that actors
occupy in relation to each other directly shape their capacities, privileges, subjectivities and interests –
the most famous example being Marx’s work on capital and labour relations (Isaac 1987). As a result,
this form of power can leave actors willing to “accept their role in the existing order of things” (Lukes
1974 p. 24; cited in Barnett & Duvall 2005). Giddens (1984) further developed this structure-agency
duality by arguing that “structures, as rules and resources, are both the precondition and the
unintended outcome of people’s agency” (Baert 1998 p. 104; cited in Whittle 2003).
These conceptual expansions of power recognise how power does not only operate as visible and
conflictual, but can also be insidious and seemingly consensual by acting both on and through the free
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will and agency of individual subjects by engendering particular subjectivities and aspirations
(Foucault 1977; Shore & Wright 1997). This leads to a fourth concept of power developed by Michel
Foucault (see “productive power”; Barnett & Duvall 2005), which radically differs from the previous
conceptualisations because he does not locate power in the individual or institution, but sees it as
ubiquitous and dispersed across society. Thus, actors are both discursively constituted through power
and actively produce power through the knowledge/discourse they acquire and enact (Foucault 1977).
Foucault therefore removes the conceptual link between intention and power; for example,
development projects may fail in their intention to alleviate poverty, but can still succeed in
depoliticising interventions and questions of distribution to expand the power of the state (Ferguson
1994). The very notion of “truth” actors hold is therefore structured by power; this effect is so
powerful precisely because people do not consciously recognise how and why it has been constructed
(Foucault 1978, 1980). Revealing this form of power therefore entails examining how diffuse social
processes fix meanings, create categories, engender subjectivities and construct broadly taken for
granted beliefs and assumptions (Barnett & Duvall 2005).
Clear distinctions among these different concepts of power have raised considerable debate. Most
notably, Foucault positioned himself as anti-Marxist due to his interest in the micropolitics of power
between decentred individuals, in contrast to Marx’s focus on the macropolitics of power produced by
state and social class divisions (Kreps 2016). However, Italian Marxist Antonio Gramsci – concerned
by Marx’s failed prediction that the working class would eventually overthrow the ruling class due to
inherent contradictions in the capitalist system – extended the work of Marx in a direction more
resonant with Foucault’s work. Through his concept of “cultural hegemony” (1971), Gramsci
theorised that the ruling class achieved domination by spreading ideologies (i.e. worldviews, beliefs,
values, assumptions) via socialising institutions such as education and the media. He argued that the
dialectical interplay between material practices and this construction of “common sense” served to
dampen critical thinking. However, unlike Foucault, who was wary of overly ascribing power to
agents, Gramsci and other agency-centred perspectives are concerned with the power of individuals to
politically intervene (Clegg 1989). Due to these differences, some scholars have argued that the
theories of power are incommensurable and cannot be methodologically combined (e.g. Barnett 2005;
Geras 1990). Others, however, have combined these notions of power in illuminating ways (e.g. Cocks
1989; Marsden 1999; Larner 2000; Peet 2002; Watts 2003; Jessop 2006; Ekers & Loftus 2008; Bidet
2016; Kreps 2016). These efforts raise questions of how hegemony is situated within discursive
micropolitics and how agents can resist power by recognising its effects on them (Kreps 2016).
A number of other scholars have expanded these concepts of power in fruitful directions; most
notably, by more precisely theorising resistance to power and scalar dynamics. Laclau and Mouffe
(1985) integrate Foucauldian ideas into Gramsci’s notion of hegemony to construct a theory of
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contemporary politics. Rather than view the construction of discourses as the result of production
relations (following Marx), or separate from social relations (following Foucault), they see discourses
as the outcome of hegemonic struggles involving the antagonistic construction of social relations and
identities. These struggles entail conflicts between competing logics of “difference” (discourses where
distinctions and discrepancies are emphasised) and “equivalence” (discourses that are made equivalent
in opposition to another) (Townshend 2004). Hegemony is therefore defined, and equally may be
disrupted, by the ways in which discourses articulate. This opens up possibilities for micro-strategies
of resistance which can constitute collective social movements to confront even the most totalising
hegemonic discourses (ibid). Taking this notion of resistance even further, de Certeau (1984) and
Scott (1998) examine how people devise strategies and methods to resist and transform efforts to make
them into “proper” governable subjects to create their own trajectories. Mann (1986) highlights the
additional role of organisation in allowing subordinate groups to mobilise knowledge and alliances to
effectively resist power (i.e. “organisational outflanking”).
One of the potentially most challenging aspects of conceptualising power is how to deal with scalar
dynamics. For example, concepts of “local” and “global” can be seen as false dichotomies, given the
complex networks of actors and discursive formulations which traverse them (Callaghy et al. 2001). A
“local” actor can make use of discourse that are seen to be “global” and people with “global” ideas
will often find at least some “local” people for whom their idea resonate (ibid). In this way, “local”
discourses are constructed and represented within “global” networks (Murdoch & Marsden 1995),
which can develop into global knowledge economies where diverse actors share similar language and
agendas (Mawdsley 2002). To better understand the implications of widespread conservation and
development models, it is necessary to push past single dimensional and implicit views of power and
more precisely explore the multiple dimensions of how power operates. Such approaches should heed
the power of discourses to shape actors and broader socio-political structures, as well as the power of
actors to deploy discourses and resources for their own ends, with careful consideration of how globallocal power configurations are mutually constituted. This understanding may provide firmer ground
for considering possibilities for transformative politics across multiple scales.
The fourth lens for considering how knowledge is generated in conservation and development is how
the causality of processes is understood (Table 1.2; Causality). Causality generally refers to a precise
understanding of how means generate outcomes. While this concept overlaps with the previous lens, I
draw special attention to it due to its central role in shaping how means are conceptualised and valued
among conservation and development actors. The concept of causality immediately brings to mind the
use of rigorous quantitative experimental and quasi-experimental approaches to assess impacts (e.g.
Ferraro & Pattanayak 2006; Ferraro & Pressey 2015) and meta-analytical approaches to combine the
most rigorous (i.e. replicated, randomised, controlled) available knowledge into an “evidence base” to
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directly inform practice (Sutherland et al. 2004; Pullin & Knight 2009). These approaches seek to
address a number of issues that inhibit the ability to establish the credible counterfactual necessary to
directly attribute intervention efforts to outcomes, such as self-selection biases and inattention to
influential covariates (Miteva et al. 2012; Stem et al. 2005).
Quantitative impact evaluation techniques have, however, been criticised for overlooking complex
elements of socio-ecological contexts which are typically not amenable to quantification and
randomisation (Adams & Sandbrook 2013; Deaton 2010). These criticisms stem from how these
techniques tend to sacrifice a wider investigative scope of ends and means in order to achieve
specificity in relation to objectives. Nevertheless, they are often portrayed as the most “objective”
form of evidence, based on a positivist perspective that knowledge is most validly produced through
deductive scientific processes (Moon & Blackman 2014). However, as explored previously, a
narrowing of the means and ends may in fact work directly against possibilities for transformative
politics. For example, studies which only measure the material effects of policies do not account for
how and why narratives of project “success” may persist and accumulate broad support in spite of
project failures on-the-ground (Li 2007; Büscher 2013; Milne 2009; Leach & Scoones 2015; Svarstad
& Benjaminsen 2017). In efforts to understand the complex ways in which outcomes are produced,
causal precision is clearly important, given humans’ substantial biases in their reasoning patterns
(Tetlock 2002; Kunda 1987). However, a major challenge is to understand how to achieve causality
whilst widening the scope of exploration of means and ends. This necessitates recognising the
potential value of a much broader range of theory-based and empirical methodologies.
The final lens focuses less on the knowledge being produced, and more on the purpose of why it is
produced, including implications for how it is produced and its impacts (Table 1.2; Purpose).
Knowledge may be produced for a variety of purposes, such as measuring effectiveness, managing
risks, improving interventions, tracking institutional progress, communicating results, reporting to
donors and stakeholders, and advancing academic theory (McKinnon et al. 2015; Stem et al. 2005).
Organisations generate knowledge for many of these purposes, yet may not recognise potential
tensions. For example, despite a strong push to improve intervention effectiveness by using theories of
change and testing assumptions (e.g. Margoluis et al. 2009; McKinnon & Hole 2015), communication
and accountability objectives often trump learning objectives, producing theories of change which are
more representative of donor interests than the realities local people experience (Valters 2014). This
effect may be further exacerbated when the production of knowledge is outward looking (i.e. seeks to
expand organisational impact and reach and replicate particular models; e.g. McKinnon et al. 2015),
rather than inward looking (i.e. seeks to incorporate local perspectives to facilitate adaptive social
learning; e.g. Cundill & Fabricius 2009).
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Efforts to generate knowledge to influence intervention policy and practice face a number of
additional challenges. Researchers often hold simplistic theories of impact, such as assuming that
conducting good science and publishing is sufficient (see "loading dock" model; Cash et al. 2006).
Some may view their role as an “impartial” producer of “value-free” science (Rykiel 2001), or only
desire to advance theory through publications. Other researchers take a more active step towards
decision-makers by seeking to understand needs and preferences to tailor knowledge production to
enhance its uptake (Dilling & Lemos 2011). Stakeholders may fundamentally disagree on the type of
knowledge they view to be credible and legitimate through contrasting knowledge governance systems
(van Kerkhoff & Pilbeam 2017). These knowledge systems, which shape our beliefs about knowledge
– what it is, why we produce it and what its effects will be – shape how we generate knowledge and its
implications; these effects in turn tend to reinforce our beliefs and thus can be difficult to disrupt
(Jasanoff 2004). This poses particular challenges to critical social science research, which often
questions current power relations and commonly accepted “truths”. Cash et al. (2003) demonstrates
the importance of effective communication, translation and mediation across diverse actors involved
in sustainable development challenges to effectively link knowledge to action. Any approach to
generating knowledge will therefore benefit from explicitly theorising potential performative effects of
the purpose of knowledge production and identifying capacities required to co-produce knowledge in
ways which directly shape action (van Kerkhoff & Lebel 2015).
The exploration of common approaches to examining conservation and development projects through
these five lenses has highlighted some critical limitations of taking a narrower approach to these
concepts. Approaches are pushing the boundaries on some of these lenses individually, yet it is rare to
see studies which effectively combine a more in-depth approach to all of them. In particular, it is
dangerous for an approach to claim scientific rigour by pushing the boundary of one or two of these
concepts whilst failing to recognise what is sacrificed in the other dimensions. The most notable
example is the increased attention to establishing causality through rigorous quantitative methods.
This is a worthy aim in itself, however, the demand for specificity has become linked to a narrowing
of both ends and means. A narrow framing of ends has also paradoxically allowed for the joint
expansion of justifiable means, as it is easier to justify any single strategy as beneficial when no
difficult trade-offs must be negotiated. However, this expansion of means has occurred across the
entire field of knowledge, as opposed to within individual studies, thereby facilitating cherry picking
of evidence that best aligns with people’s ideological and pragmatic concerns. To generate
transformative knowledge for sustainable development, the sum of all parts (i.e. rigour in these
individual dimensions through fragmented knowledge production) does not appear sufficient. Rather,
a more holistic research agenda which seeks to simultaneously push the boundaries in all of these
concepts whilst carefully negotiating the trade-offs that emerge may be necessary to develop a truly
transformative global politics for sustainable development across scales.
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1.5. Research agenda
My research employs a novel transdisciplinary approach to develop a more comprehensive
understanding of how globally prevalent “win-win” conservation and development models operate. I
pursue this by traversing the boundary between globally hegemonic “win-win” discourses and the
local complexities they are linked to in the landscape of San Martín, Peru. I use a dialectical approach
to reveal the contradictions inherent to these “win-win” models and then theorise the complex power
dynamics which allow these models to nevertheless maintain their globally hegemonic status. In doing
so, I seek to identify strategies which can more effectively resist and transform these power dynamics
in San Martín and at broader scales to create space for a more transformative politics and practice. I
also reflect on the merits and challenges of the transdisciplinary approach I employ and the
implications for future efforts to produce knowledge to shape broad socio-ecological outcomes.
I pursue this agenda by spanning many of the dualities across the five concepts outlined in Section 1.4,
explicitly discussing struggles and limitations as they emerge. In this way, my research approach
contains methods and theories which may not be considered novel from the perspective of various
fields; however, in combination they provide novel insights for understanding the implications of
globally hegemonic “win-win” discourses. My starting point is to widen the scope of ends by
identifying a broad range of social and ecological outcomes which are valued by local and external
actors, and using participatory methods to value them in local terms. I then seek to interpret how these
outcomes are constituted by exploring how people’s resources, values, motivations and capacities
shape these outcomes through 270 mixed-method semi-ethnographic visits with households living in
this landscape. I then further widen the scope of means by examining how people’s motivations have
become constituted, including the role of particular “win-win” intervention strategies which seek to
convert people into environmental subjects. I focus equally on actors who span various social
categories, such as participant vs. non-participant, poorer vs. wealthier, and male vs. female, to
investigate the contingency of relations and identify contradictions. Likely causality is interpreted by
collecting a mean of 6.5 hours of detailed quantitative and qualitative data for each household.
To enhance the potential broader relevance of the research, I examine 15 different local contexts in
which “win-win” strategies are employed by a range of actors throughout the region of San Martín, to
set the boundaries for the study in terms of the common global strategies outlined in Section 1.3. To
compare the analysis of how diverse socio-ecological outcomes are produced to the perspectives of
project proponents, I conduct 36 interviews with project managers and analyse 103 project documents.
I draw upon multiple concepts of power to theorise how these “win-win” models and associated
discourses retain their globally hegemonic status amidst contradictory local project effects and then
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use this insight to identify possible strategies for resistance in the context of San Martín Peru and at
broader scales.
Finally, I heed the importance of the purpose and process by which knowledge is produced by
incorporating the perspectives of local people and project proponents into the research design and by
constructively exploring the major findings with leaders of conservation organisations, communities,
universities, and government in the San Martín Region.

1.6. Thesis structure and main contributions
The thesis is divided into four parts, including context, methodologies, findings, and conclusions
(Table 1.3). Following this introductory chapter, Part I provides the overall context for this thesis,
including both theoretical and place-based components. Chapter 2 introduces my theoretical approach
to examining “win-win” interventions in greater detail. Chapter 3 provides an introduction to the
focal landscape of this study, the region of San Martín in northern Peru. The historical framing of
social and ecological issues is outlined, as well as the emergence of distinct forms of “win-win”
interventions to address them. Part II then describes the methodologies employed by this research,
focusing first in Chapter 4 on the interpretation of local meanings through participatory workshops.
Subsequently in Chapter 5, I share my methodologies for understanding how diverse actors produce
outcomes which themselves or others may have reason to value, and the role of “win-win”
intervention strategies in shaping them. The methodologies are outlined for day-long mixed method
visits with households living in project areas and semi-structured interviews with project managers.
Part III provides the perspectives of diverse local actors living in 15 “win-win” project settings in San
Martín. Split across three chapters, it presents an empirically rich interpretation of what “win-win”
projects are achieving given the process by which diverse social and ecological outcomes are
produced. Chapter 6 demonstrates the role of particular economic and motivational factors in
producing deforestation across the region, and identifies several problematic assumptions behind
common approaches to influencing deforestation. These findings highlight some useful theoretical
expansions of the multiple environmentalities framework (see Fletcher 2010). Chapter 7 shows how
the process by which “better” outcomes for local people appear to be produced depends greatly on
how “better” is framed. Drawing insight from the trends across these framings, the chapter
demonstrates how intervention strategies meant to improve local well-being often take an unhelpfully
narrow approach to theorising well-being, and as a result overlook many important implications of the
strategies employed. These findings are used to elaborate a multiple developmentalities framework
and outline how this further enriches the multiple environmentalities framework.
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Chapter 8 combines analyses from Chapters 6 and 7 to examine what synergies and trade-offs appear
to consistently underlie possibilities for joint “better” social and ecological outcomes across these
local settings. The results indicate that accessing material benefits through more collective as opposed
to private means and holding stronger motivation and sense of agency to contribute to collective
conservation and societal benefits as opposed to private materialistic benefits are linked to greater
possibilities for “win-win” outcomes. The implications of these findings for common approaches to
joint conservation and development are discussed, both in terms of what they explicitly attempt to
address and implicitly do not address. These findings hold important implications for how a widening
of the ends results in a narrowing of legitimate means, and points to the importance of widening the
relevant scope of conservation and development interventions to confront broader structural forces.
Given the significant gap uncovered between the intentions and experienced realities of “win-win”
interventions for people and nature across the region of San Martín, Part IV explores the process by
which “win-win” project interpretations are discursively constructed. The qualitative analyses, split
across two chapters, are based on 22 semi-structured interviews with project managers and a review of
103 project documents. Chapter 9 reveals discourses which reflect distinct ways in which projects
frame problems and construct solutions for “win-win” results, and explores their implications for
conservation and development policies and practice. These discourses are representative of globally
hegemonic “win-win” discourses and are designed to maintain strong internal coherence. Chapter 10
then examines the political question of how these strategies remain plausible and legitimate despite
their lack of grounding in local realities. The chapter demonstrates how overly simplistic discourses
and linked assumptions are strategically reinforced across multiple scales through complex power
dynamics among actors and associated mechanisms to socially construct and advance particular
notions of “success”. These findings advance theoretical conceptualisations of how power operates to
construct policy “successes” amidst producing policy failures. This understanding provides a stronger
basis for identifying opportunities to transform existing power relations and linked socio-ecological
outcomes.
Part V concludes the thesis with Chapter 11, which outlines the major conclusions of the thesis for
the implications of “win-win” conservation and development policies and practices in the region of
San Martín and globally. I argue that efforts to transform globally hegemonic “win-win” discourse
have been limited to date, but that a transformation of the discourse surrounding how knowledge is
produced in conservation and development offers possibilities to transform global power dynamics.
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Table 1.3: Structure of the thesis

Chapter 1. Introduction

PART I: CONTEXT

Chapter 2.
Theoretical framing: examining
“win-win” interventions

Chapter 3.
Site context: a landscape of
“win-win” interventions in Peru

PART II: DATA
COLLECTION AND
METHODOLOGIES

Chapter 4.
Interpreting local meanings:
participatory workshops

Chapter 5.
Examining the production of
outcomes: actor interviews

Chapter 6.
Governing deforestation: strategies and implications
PART III: THE
REALITY OF
“WIN-WIN”
INTERVENTIONS

Chapter 7.
Governing development: strategies and implications

Chapter 8.
Synergies and trade-offs: producing “win-win” outcomes

PART IV: THE
DISCOURSE OF
“WIN-WIN”
INTERVENTIONS

PART V:
CONCLUSION

Chapter 9.
The struggle among “win-win” discourses

Chapter 10.
The gap between “win-win” discourse and reality

Chapter 11.
Conclusions: transforming “win-win” discourse and reality
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PART I: CONTEXT
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Chapter 2. Theoretical framing:
examining “win-win” interventions
2.1.

Introduction

This chapter provides further detail regarding my theoretical approach to examining the implications
of joint conservation and development intervention strategies. My approach is deeply rooted in
understanding the perspective of diverse individual subjects living and working in project areas. I seek
to understand how and why people differentially access resources and develop complex motivations
and agency beliefs to produce outcomes with various personal, social and ecological implications. I
also examine people’s perceptions of how these processes have been historically shaped, and the role
of explicit attempts to make particular “improvements” amidst more systemic influences. This
approach allows for the agency of individual subjects – “the pursuit of goals and objectives that a
person has reason to value and advance” (Sen 2005 p. 221) – to be linked to broader structural forces.
Among actors responsible for designing and implementing joint conservation and development
interventions, my approach explores how these actors discursively construct their understanding and
representation of what they are achieving and how. The direct comparison of the perspectives of
community members and intervention proponents provides an empirical basis to identify potential
contradictions and explore the political process by which contradictory material and discursive results
of “win-win” projects are produced and sustained.
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2.2.

Agency and structure

Several issues with how “win-win” interventions are typically studied (outlined in Section 1.4) are
related to how representations of local realities can overlook relevant details regarding processes of
socio-ecological change. Developing an improved understanding therefore requires grounding
analyses in the most basic level of decision-making – the individual subject. In attempting to
understand behavioural choices, the subject should not be seen as internally constituted through
freedom of will, nor deterministically shaped through external forces. Such an approach would
“obscure the need to interrogate the political construction of the subject”; it is therefore necessary to
“interrogate how we are made into subjects, and what the consequences, both welcome and
unwelcome, of such a making are” (Stern 2000, p. 113). Such thinking is linked to the notion that
subjects reflect a dynamic interplay between agency and structure3. Structures in essence act to
“empower and constrain social action”, and at the same time “tend to be reproduced by that action”
(Sewell 1992). Subjects therefore have the agency to influence their circumstances, yet the nature of
the subject itself is continuously reconstituted by external forces, and can even continue to reproduce
those external forces even long after they are removed (Butler 1997; Latour 2005; Bandura 2006).
My research approach seeks to span the duality between agency and structure by locating the role of
the individual within the complexity of social change. Thus, intervention actors may be involved in
imposing various constraints or opportunities; yet, people are deeply involved in co-constructing the
micro-processes which constitute social and ecological change rather than simply being passive
recipients of project intentions (Long 2001; Mosse 2003; Sen 1999). My research focuses on
elucidating the agency of the subject through both an examination of the outcomes which the subject
creates, as well as the processes (both external and internal to the subject) which constitute and sustain
that agency. Past literature has explored the formation of “environmental subjects”, or “people who
have come to think and act in new ways in relation to the domain being governed” (Agrawal 2005 p.
4) – in this case, forests. However, to date no work has systematically explored the micro-processes
behind distinct approaches to “governing” subjects for joint conservation and development outcomes
(as outlined in Section 1.3.1). This thesis therefore takes on this challenge by examining how these
distinct strategies tend to interact with and shape a range of highly heterogeneous subjects across
diverse local contexts.

3

“The notion of power at work in subjection thus appears in two incommensurable temporal modalities: first, as

what is for the subject always prior, outside of itself, and operative from the start; second, as the willed effect of
the subject (Butler 1997 p. 14)… “the subject is neither fully determined by power nor fully determining of
power (but significant and partially both)” (ibid, p. 17).
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The central focus of this work on the subject necessitates that any attempt to interpret their “local
realities” through modes of measurement is grounded in the perspective of the subject itself. This
helps reduce potential biases that can arise from being an external researcher with often a very
different frame of reference for any given concept. For example, rather than entering communities
with pre-defined notions of the “problems” to be solved and thus “solutions” or “outcomes” to be
measured, a more appropriate approach is to engage diverse local people through participatory
methods to first openly explore how people conceptualise “better” or “worse” outcomes that are
significant to them. In practice, biases are unavoidable; it is necessary as a researcher to begin with
some abstract notions to direct discussion, and subsequent attempts to develop modes of measurement
necessitate simplifying the wide heterogeneity of local perspectives. However, this study attempts to
root abstract concepts such as “well-being”, “wealth”, or “motivations for conserving forests” in local
terms as far as possible through first exploring how local people mentally construct these concepts,
and then basing quantitative and qualitative forms of measurement on those ideas.

2.3.

Dialectical approach to understanding “outcomes”

A dialectical approach entails examining two contrasting entities to understand how they relate and
what constitutes this difference (Harvey 1993). My theoretical approach reflects a dialectical way of
thinking, as I seek to span many dualities (e.g. global/local, social/ecological, structure/agency,
intrinsic/extrinsic, participant/non-participant, male/female, richer/poorer, proponent/participant) in
order to elucidate how and why particular contradictions emerge. I am therefore predominantly
concerned with processes by which outcomes with different social and ecological implications are
constituted in relation to the individual subject rather than simply measuring discrete outcomes4
(Harvey 1993, 1996). This approach falls within the tradition of political ecology, which is typically
comprised of in-depth ethnographic case studies that illuminate complex nature-society relations. Such
studies are producing important insights regarding the implications of joint conservation and
development projects, but these approaches rarely undertake a quantitative comparative examination
of the individual, despite this being the mode by which much traditional impact evaluation of
conservation projects occurs. As a result, much critical theory about the impacts of conservation
projects remains isolated from the actual practices by which intervention monitoring continues. My
research therefore takes a novel approach in attempting to bridge this gap by combining a qualitative
ethnographic approach favoured by political ecology with quantitative impact evaluation methods that
are more characteristic of typical intervention monitoring. In this way, I examine how interveners see
the local subject at the same time as situating that understanding within a more holistic perspective of

4

“Dialectical thinking prioritizes the understanding of processes, flows, fluxes and relations over the analysis of

elements, things, structures and organised systems. The latter do not exist outside of the processes that support,
give rise to, or create them” (Harvey 1993 p. 34).
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the subject. Such an endeavour helps elucidate the process by which “better” or “worse” outcomes are
produced, as contingent upon whose perspective is considered, and including those influences outside
of the intervention scope.
Developing a more holistic perspective of the subject necessitates exploring how a broader range of
social and ecological outcomes are produced than is typically examined in local project settings. The
most sensible focus for this exploration is at the level of household heads, as operating within a single
household unit, given that individuals cannot be disentangled from their household unit concerning
many realms of decision-making. It would be impossible to obtain a snapshot of the wide diversity of
outcomes that people are producing over time, thus general behavioural spheres with social and
ecological implications were identified through an extensive literature review of several disciplines,
including psychology, sociology, conservation science, behavioural economics and philosophy. This
review identified five key behavioural drivers which play a critical role in defining how social and
ecological outcomes are broadly produced by human agency; these include: 1) private assets, 2)
collective services, 3) intrinsic motivations, 4) extrinsic motivations, and 5) agency beliefs. These
drivers can additionally be considered as “outcomes” in themselves through the processes by which
they are constituted and sustained by governing forces. These five concepts will be briefly introduced
in this section; however, Chapter 4 provides a more in-depth discussion of the participatory methods
used to ground these concepts in local perspectives and identify relevant social and ecological
outcomes they are linked to. Chapter 5 demonstrates how these behavioural drivers and outcomes
were explored through in-depth quantitative and qualitative methodologies with diverse households.
An important driver of a subject’s contribution to social and ecological outcomes is access to private
assets, which may include private wealth and income streams, ownership of land with certain resource
properties, material assets, and access to markets, labour, capital, and equipment. In general, the
greater access people have to private economic and material assets, the more likely they are to have
consumption patterns linked to higher ecological impacts (Wackernagel & Rees 1998; Srinivasan et al.
2008; Cranston et al. 2010). Similarly, the greater access people have to natural resources for private
use through roads and available capital, the more likely they are to engage in activities contributing to
ecological degradation (Wunder 2001; Geist & Lambin 2002; Schmook & Vance 2009; Almeyda
Zambrano et al. 2010). However, greater access to private assets can also mean increased personal
resource security and health, whether through access to money, fertile land, or forest products (Rose
1999; Bogale & Shimelis 2009; Carter et al. 2010; Sunderland et al. 2013). Yet, private assets only
comprise one component of an individual’s capability to bring about valued outcomes (Sen 1999;
Fischer 2012). For example, beyond the fulfilment of basic needs, wealth has a much more complex
and non-linear relationship with happiness and life satisfaction (Easterlin 2001; Gough & McGregor
2007; Kahneman 2011).

48

An important distinction exists between resources which are controlled by private decision-making
and those which are governed by more collective processes. For example, a person gaining $100 or
100 hectares of forest for private use has very different implications than a group gaining the same
amount for collective use, which entails a process of negotiation over the best use of resources given
people’s differential power and potentially conflicting values (Saaty & Peniwati 2013). The second
behavioural driver, collective services, therefore considers the resources and services which are
accessible by households due to more collectively managed processes. This includes both social
services (e.g. public education, healthcare, social cohesion) and ecosystem services (e.g. fuelwood,
forest food, water from streams). Strong collective decision-making processes around the use of
resources has been repeatedly shown as instrumental in jointly generating better social and ecological
outcomes in unmanaged commons (Ostrom 1990; Gibson et al. 2000; Pretty 2003; Agrawal et al.
2008; Cronkleton et al. 2008; Persha et al. 2011). The wide range of services provided to people
through their social networks, public programs, and surrounding environment have additionally been
shown to play a critical role in resource security, health, and well-being, particularly amidst low levels
of private assets (Anand & Ravallion 1993; Martin et al. 2004; Diener & Seligman 2004; Helliwell
2006; Sunderland et al. 2013).
Access to resources, whether through private or collective means, may facilitate an individual’s ability
to bring about desired outcomes; yet, it says nothing about what those desired outcomes may be and
their capability to translate those resources into desired outcomes (Sen 1999; Ribot & Peluso 2003).
Intrinsic motivations lie at the heart of resource access and use behaviours, referring to the extent an
individual autonomously values certain outcomes for themselves and other actors (human or nonhuman), and thus is likely to prioritise some values over others if and when trade-offs arise (Gagné &
Deci 2005). Complex beliefs mitigate this negotiation of values; for example, knowledge can be used
to rationalise behaviours to reduce moral responsibility (Bandura 2002, 2007). Most models
attempting to explain pro-social or pro-environmental behaviours recognise the significance of
intrinsic motivation or related concepts such as “values”, “attitudes”, “personal moral norms” and
“worldviews” (Bamberg & Möser 2007; Hines et al. 1987; Barr & Gilg 2007; Schwartz 1994; Stern et
al. 1999; Ajzen 1991). At the individual level, linkages exist between pro-social and proenvironmental values, which sit in direct contrast to individualistic and competitive values (Stern
2000b). People’s core values and willingness to make trade-offs between them may therefore play a
central role in how they manage resources to produce particular social and ecological outcomes.
In practice, intentional actions by an individual linked to producing certain social and ecological
outcomes may not necessarily reflect intrinsic motivations for those outcomes per se, but may arise
due to the construction of extrinsic motivations, which make the outcome an important means to
another intrinsically desired end (Deci & Ryan 2002). For example, a positive material incentive to not
deforest, as well as the top-down enforcement of deforestation restrictions are both examples of
constructing extrinsic motivations, as people may initially adopt the behavioural change due to their
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intrinsic desire to receive material benefits or avoid penalties (Foucault 1991; Fletcher 2010).
Extrinsic motivators can also be intangible in nature; for example, people may be induced to change
their behaviour in pursuit of reputation or social status given social norms, or norms themselves may
be shifted to attach a social stigmatism to certain behaviours (Foucault 1991; Gagné & Deci 2005).
Success stories regarding the effectiveness of constructing extrinsic structures to shape people’s
motivations and targeted behaviours short-term, either due to being forced to or incentivised to
change, are widespread among local projects (Kane et al. 2004; Perrot-Maître 2006; Gaveau et al.
2009a; Blackman & Naranjo 2010; Miteva et al. 2012). However, as discussed in Chapter 1, effects
may be short-lived when extrinsic structures are removed and people failed to internalise the value of
the behaviour over time (Gagné & Deci 2005; Fletcher 2010; Rode et al. 2013). Certain intrinsically
motivated actions therefore often originate from particular external structures and norms which
subjects endow meaning to over time. The process by which internalisation takes place is messy in
practice; thus motivations can be considered as lying on a continuum of being more or less
autonomously generated in the absence of external factors (Deci & Ryan 2002; Gagné & Deci 2005).
Despite the critical role of intrinsic and extrinsic motivations in driving behaviours, a well known
“gap” is observed between stated intentions or ideal visions and actual behaviour in practice
(Armitage & Conner 2001; Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002; Bamberg & Möser 2007). People’s beliefs
regarding the impacts of certain actions (Stern et al. 1995; Thomas et al. 2009; Meyfroidt 2013),
beliefs in their ability to perform actions effectively to bring about desired outcomes (i.e. self-efficacy,
empowerment, autonomy, self-determination, locus of control – Bandura 1982; Terry & O’Leary
1995; Ribot & Peluso 2003), and decision framing and institutional setting (i.e. goal framing, dual
processing, habitual actions – (Lindenberg & Steg 2007; Steg & Vlek 2009; Bamberg et al. 2007) are
all crucial in determining how different competing values may be negotiated to produce real actions
(Meier 2006; Lindenberg & Steg 2007; Hauser et al. 2014). Thus, the final core behavioural driver –
agency beliefs – refers to “the ability to envision and pursue goals that people value; it is this
deliberative sense of self-determination that underlies an individual’s ability to choose to live the life
they value” (Victor et al. 2013). This concept captures individual’s subjective perception of their own
agency; for example, two individuals with very similar assets and motivations may produce
dramatically different outcomes due to different beliefs regarding their agency (Sen 1999). Agency
beliefs must be defined in relation to specific goals; for example, a person may have very high agency
to bring about one type of outcomes, but very poor agency to bring about another (Alkire 2008).
These five behavioural drivers have been shown to play an important role in defining people’s agency
to produce various personal, social and ecological outcomes. In considering how any given outcome is
produced over time, it is therefore useful to examine how these various behavioural drivers are
constructed within the individual subject. For example, particular motivations for conservation likely
reflect a dynamic interplay between the influence of present-day external structures and the internal
drivers of the subject, as shaped through interaction with historical forces (Foucault 1991; Butler
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1997; Latour 2005). People’s perceptions of the process by which these drivers have been shaped over
time therefore provide a window into the layers of complexity and “chains of explanation” behind how
socio-ecological changes occur through a dynamic interaction between individual agency and broader
forces (Blaikie & Brookfield 1987). As already discussed at length in section 1.4, these broader forces
may entail many different forms of power, such as through directly or indirectly imposed constraints
or opportunities, dynamic structural and material interactions, or by shaping people’s subjectivities
(Barnett & Duvall 2005). This theoretical approach to understanding the comparative agency of
subjects to produce particular outcomes, regardless of whether the source of influences fall within a
particular “will to improve” (Li 2007), helps expand beyond the limitations of only considering
intentional agency among project actors and local people (Fletcher & Büscher 2017). This has the
effect of making potential contradictions of intervention approaches more visible.

2.4.

Discursive construction of “win-win” conservation

The prior sections outline a theoretical approach to developing an improved understanding of how
“win-win” intervention strategies play out in “local realities” through interaction with individual
subjects to produce real material effects. Yet such realities are often distinct from project intentions, as
well as from how project outcomes may be portrayed (Li 2007; Büscher 2013). Interventions can
therefore be interpreted through the lens of “discourse” to help elucidate how knowledge is used to
exercise power by policies and institutions involved in producing social and environmental solutions
(Blaikie & Brookfield 1987; Peet & Watts 1996; Stott & Sullivan 2000).
Discourses influence “what can and cannot be thought” (p. 178) by framing problems and debates, and
limiting what policy responses are seen as possible (Hajer & Versteeg 2005). These shared frames of
meanings, or “truth systems” (Adger et al. 2001) are present within people’s minds and across
networks, influenced by past experiences and histories (Schön & Rein 1994). They rest on
assumptions which can both enable and constrain communication among actors (Dryzek 1997). For
example, discourses can be diametrically opposed in terms of how they frame problems and propose
solutions. Local people can be framed as villains of environmental problems requiring top-down
technocratic solutions or the victims of the negative impacts of global capitalism, best placed to
protect the environment (Adger et al. 2001). Similarly, the concept of “biodiversity” is not simply a
“true object that science progressively uncovers”, but rather a “historically produced discourse” which
can very much shape policy responses depending on how it is represented (Escobar 1998).
In the broadest sense, discourses can therefore be conceptualised as “the process through which social
reality inevitably comes into being” (Escobar 1996 p. 326) in terms of the complex ways in which
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they both shape and are shaped by material and political realities (Dryzek 1997). Discourse can
therefore be perceived as both the outcome of people constructing meaning, as well as the medium by
which people construct meaning (Hajer 1995). This section outlines my theoretical approach to
understanding discursive practices in “win-win” conservation by drawing upon existing literature to
demonstrate how “win-win” discourses may influence how actors think, speak and act in joint
conservation and development projects, as well as how these discourses can emerge from certain
interests and power relations driving these projects.

2.4.1. The construction of “win-win” practices and outcomes
The complex landscape of “win-win” interventions introduced in Section 1.3.1 can be considered not
just in terms of distinct strategies or theories of change to implement, but as continuous processes of
discursive construction which interactively shape and are shaped by the structures, policies, practices,
actors and subjectivities of interventions. For example, Adams et al. (2004) show how conservationists
frame the relationship between poverty and conservation in contrasting ways. Conservation success
can be viewed as 1) independent from reducing poverty, 2) dependent upon reducing poverty, 3)
playing a key role in reducing poverty, or 4) mainly about securing conservation and then secondarily
reducing poverty. These alternative ways of discursively constructing the relationship between local
people and nature have important implications for what intervention strategies may seem plausible.
Holmes et al. (2017) additionally demonstrate how conservationists vary markedly in both their
preferred ends (e.g. anthropocentric versus biocentric) and preferred means (e.g. extent to which
conservation should work with or against capitalism), providing distinct worldviews which are
inherently linked to different forms of “win- win” intervention practice.
The distinct forms of environmentality outlined by Fletcher (2010) and forms of cultural bias outlined
by Douglas (1970, 1992) (see Table 1.1) each attempt to “discipline” people to think, speak and act in
particular ways and not in others (Foucault 1980, 1994), reflecting competing ideologies and forms of
social organisation normally present within any society. Douglas (1970, 1992) claims that while each
of these forms of governance holds distinct advantages and disadvantages, it is not possible to
simultaneously obtain the “best” of all of them as they each gain power from their discursive
opposition with one another. In the context of Peru, Zinngrebe (2016b) identifies five sustainable
development narrative groups 5 which conceptualise biodiversity and the role of local people in

5

Zinngrebe (2016) identifies five distinct narrative groups which involve contrasting forms of discursive

construction within a sustainable development context in Peru, including: “biodiversity protectionists”,
“biodiversity traditionalists”, “biodiversity pragmatists”, “biodiversity localists” and “biodiversity capitalists”.
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contrasting ways and favour different political strategies. For example, “biodiversity protectionists”
see nature as “islands without people”, view local people as “ignorant to be educated”, rely on
“academic knowledge of biological variety”, and prefer intervention through “protected areas”.
Contrastingly, “biodiversity traditionalists” see nature as a “traditional environment”, view local
people as “bearers of local knowledge”, rely on “spiritual and traditional values and knowledge”, and
prefer intervention through the “empowerment of local communities” (Zinngrebe 2016b p. 38). These
narratives are both historically influenced by and serve to reinforce particular global paradigms of how
best to pursue conservation, such as through “fortress conservation” versus “community conservation”
models (Zinngrebe 2016a; Adams & Hulme 2001).

2.4.2. The political construction of “win-win” discourses
Distinct “win-win” discourses significantly shape the specific policies and practices pursued by
project actors, thus potentially leading to profoundly different socio-ecological outcomes. However, it
would be a mistake to reduce the “gap” between “win-win” policy and practice to the failure of
respective discourses to effectively tailor their associated policies and assumptions to local contexts.
Mosse (2004) questions this one-way interpretation and instead sees policy as more of an end than a
cause, where projects are “successful” precisely because they sustain policy models by offering a
favourable interpretation of events, rather than due to actually turning policy into real results. In this
way, project actors actively construct “win-win” discourses by framing problems and solutions in
particular ways given their power and influence (Hajer 1995).
Discourses can be particularly powerful in the way they employ “policy narratives” or storylines to
reduce complexity and uncertainty into pre-defined problems which enable particular policy responses
(Hajer 1995). For example, Roe (1991) shows how the “tragedy of the commons” narrative is used to
justify privatisation as an appropriate environmental solution (Roe 1991, 1999). Li (2007) similarly
shows how the framing of conservation problems as driven by inefficient agricultural practices is
linked to the proposed solution of agricultural intensification, a practice which exacerbates existing
concerns of resource distribution and power. The oversimplification of problems is aided by the use of
technical language and seemingly neutral scientific evidence to depoliticise and justify particular
solutions (a form of “anti-politics”) (Ferguson 1994; Li 2007). The framing of project narratives can
therefore facilitate notions of “success” which overlook impacts and fail to question dominant
development pathways (Svarstad & Benjaminsen 2017; Van Hecken et al. 2015).
Discourses actively advance or oppress certain perceptions and interests of the people subject to them,
making certain actions appear more self-evident and legitimate. Yet, the real power of discourses lies
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in their “epistemic quality” – how they may be directly inaccessible to subjects but nevertheless
indirectly steer their thoughts and actions (Hajer & Versteeg 2005). This is consistent with Foucault’s
view of power, where “power is tolerable only on condition that it mask a substantial part of itself”
(Foucault 1978 p. 86), and Agrawal’s view that “power manifests itself as the cunning of reason and
populism” (Agrawal 1996 p. 470). For example, even amongst the top-down imposition of policies,
some local people will still think that they will “be much better off” as a result (Fletcher 2001 p. 53).
By keeping hidden how power operates, the self-determination of individuals and institutional
structures may remain constrained to a narrow realm of possibilities (Stott & Sullivan 2000) (Ferguson
1994).
Opposing discourses come directly into conflict by offering different propositions for change (Dryzek
1997). Precisely because these opposing discourses embody certain interests and relations of power,
they are often rooted in particular networks and institutions which can reinforce that power. For
example, competing discourses cause actors to group together in “discourse coalitions” (Hajer 1995),
or “epistemic communities” which share “a belief in a common set of cause-and-effect relationships as
well as common values to which policies governing these relationships will be applied” (Haas 1989;
cited in Büscher, 2014). These networks actively work to enhance particular discourses and constrain
others (Hajer 1995). The rise and fall of policies or “fads” therefore depends on the successful
targeting and enrollment of potential allies and the development of networks across diverse actors to
take advantage of “policy spaces” to establish and uphold discourses (Keeley & Scoones 2000; Lund
et al. 2017). In response, local project actors may feel compelled to “sugar-coat” contradictory realities
to appeal to these interests (Büscher 2014; Mosse 2004). Such success stories can then be “sold”
within international realms to accumulate greater funding despite a lack of evidence on the ground
(Büscher 2014). The bolstered legitimacy of global paradigms can have wide ranging effects by
reinforcing norms for what may “work” in other contexts despite weak evidence for their success
across diverse local settings (McShane et al. 2011; Salafsky 2011; Roe et al. 2013).
The making of policy therefore represents a “critical moment where conflicts between broader sociopolitical, cultural, or other discourses may be resolved, exacerbated or sidestepped” (Richardson
1995). In top-down planned projects, local discourses may be sidestepped in favour of the interests
and ideas of those in power. For example, a “greening of the discourse” has occurred in the Amazon,
with many actors recasting justification for their interests in environmental terms (Schmink & Wood
2010). Logging companies argue that selling timber rights and receiving cash is the best option for
communities since companies know scientifically proven reduced-impact practices and can extract
wood adhering to certification systems and legal norms (Medina et al. 2009). Possibilities for poorer
less organised communities in socio-communicative isolation to resist particular discourses and
associated policies may be limited (Medina et al. 2009). The promotion of particular “win-win”
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discourses can also constrain the potential for project “success” in local settings. For example,
attempts to build a false consensus among discourses can lead to misconceptions, unrealistic
expectations, conflicts of interest and disillusionment among various stakeholders involved in
governance processes (Apostolopoulou et al. 2012; Chaigneau & Brown 2016). Alternatively, efforts
to make discourses more explicit among different actors has the potential to spark the dialogue and
reframing necessary to shift power and create joint solutions (Schön & Rein 1994; Matulis & Moyer
2017). In this way, dislocations among discourses can be representative of power struggles, as power
is rooted in how actors mobilise discourses to gain resources, access knowledge and make connections
(Hajer & Versteeg 2005).
My research approach embraces this discourse-based analytical method and seeks to identify the
discursive practices and political processes which shape how win-win interventions can become
portrayed in ways which are not reflective of local realities. The aim is to understand both how
nonlocal narratives shape intervention ideas and practice, as well as how “local realities” may become
misrepresented and contradictions concealed to construct “global ideas” (Milne 2009), which in turn
influence notions of what successful “win-win” interventions look like. Finally, in addition to
elucidating these dynamics, my research approach incorporates a participatory action element where I
use the findings to foster critical reflection and constructive dialogue among actors in San Martín
responsible for and impacted by common approaches to conservation and development in the region.

2.5.

Conclusion

This chapter has presented key aspects of my theoretical approach to examining the implications of
“win-win” interventions. Attention to the process by which variable social and ecological outcomes
are produced and sustained at the level of subject and household in which they are embedded allows
for an examination of the processes governing social and ecological change without being limited to
only examining outcomes in reference to project intentions. Such an approach helps elucidate what
“win-win” approaches are actually changing given the broader range of influences, and also highlights
other structural influences which potentially continue to propagate outcomes which directly work
against more sustainable and equitable results. My endeavour to understand similarities and
differences in these relationships among subjects across a wide variety of contexts in San Martín
allows for a level of comparability that is often lacking from critical approaches, but may be powerful
in the eyes of those often responsible for implementing and monitoring interventions in practice.
My further attempt to understand the discursive practices by which narratives and assumptions justify
project designs and “local realities” become translated into narratives of “success”, may reveal how
power operates to keep particular contradictions hidden. The elucidation of such contradictions and
the process by which they are created has the potential to shift people’s sense of who is morally and
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politically responsible for “intervening” and when such an effort can be justified. My attempt to
constructively engage the very local actors most empowered to effect change throughout the research
process through participatory approaches may prove to be a powerful model for shrinking the divide
between critical research and often much less critical practice. This doctoral research ultimately
attempts to operationalise a more holistic model for understanding the role of interventions within
processes of social ecological change, in response to many previous calls to recognise the socioecological implications inherent to any political project and adopt a more holistic perspective (e.g.
Harvey 1993; Quarles van Ufford & Kumar Giri 2003; Moore 2015; Spash 2016).
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Chapter 3. Site context: A landscape
of “win-win” interventions in Peru
3.1.

Introduction

This chapter outlines the context in which the discourse and reality of joint conservation and
development interventions will be explored in this thesis. The region of San Martín, Peru, is a tropical
landscape marked by significant historical deforestation and widespread poverty, as well as the
corresponding emergence of attempts to jointly address these issues. This landscape provides the ideal
setting in which to explore the implications of “win-win” interventions due to the wide range of
strategies employed by diverse actors in communities across the region. This chapter first briefly
outlines some major processes and drivers of socio-ecological change in the landscape, and then
provides the historical context for how distinct “win-win” strategies have emerged. Finally, the main
features of the specific interventions and communities examined in this study are highlighted in order
to set the stage for the rest of the thesis, which explores and compares their perspectives in-depth. The
background information presented here is based on available literature, interviews with intervention
directors and household surveys (full data collection methods will be provided in Chapters 4 and 5).
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3.2.

Historical socio-ecological change in San Martín

Formally established in 1906, the region of San Martín is located in northern Peru and contains an area
of 51,253 km2 (5,164,858 hectares), representing approximately 4% of the country’s land area (Figure
3.1). Figure 3.2 tracks forest cover loss and human population growth since the 1940s as the result of
several major historical events (Table 3.1). Prior to the 1940s, San Martín was largely inaccessible and
home to only a small indigenous population. At this stage, the Amazonian economy was only linked to
external markets through river transportation of items such as wood, fur, animals, and plants, and most
of the region still contained its original vegetation cover of tropical forests and wetlands (GRSM
2005). During the period of 1940-1960, migration from the Andes began in pursuit of agricultural
activities, with a relatively low estimated deforestation rate of 8,000 hectares per year (APECO 1995).
The construction of the “Marginal Jungle” highway in the 1960s, by President Fernando Belaunde
(renamed the Fernando Belaunde Terry highway in 1998) and encouragement to “colonize” the jungle
set in motion the historical migratory pathway to the region from the Peruvian highlands and northern
coast in pursuit of agricultural expansion for mainly urban maize, rice and cattle product markets. The
additional agrarian reform of 1969 informally distributed land (without legal rights) to several hundred
thousand peasants and increasingly attracted landless peasants from economically depressed regions of
Peru (GRSM 2005).

Figure 3.1: Location of the San Martín Region in northern Peru
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Figure 3.2: Forest cover change and population trends 1940 - 2016
Sources: Population data obtained from the National Institute for Statistical Information - INEI;
Deforestation data triangulated across multiple sources: APECO 1995; APODESA 1991; GRSM 2005; GRSM
2008; MINAM 2009; Reátegui 2012; Villegas et al 2013; Hansen et al 2013

Table 3.1: Timeline of major historical events driving migration and deforestation
Time period

Major events

1940 - 1960

Initial migration to the region from the Andes and northern coast

1960 - 1970

Major highway construction, land distribution agrarian reform, increased immigration

1970 - 1980

Gas exploitation, further road development, increased agricultural support and immigration

1980 - 1990

Expanded agricultural incentives, spread of coca and terrorism, increased emigration

1990 - 2000

Eliminated farmer incentives, highway development, coca price crash, terrorism eliminated,
alternative cash crops promoted

2000 - 2016

Cash crop expansion, globalisation of markets, paving of highways, increased immigration
and emigration, expansion of protected areas and joint conservation and development
interventions

Sources: APECO 1995; APODESA 1991; GRSM 2005; GRSM 2008; MINAM 2009; Reátegui 2012
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The discovery of oil in the Marañón River basin in 1971 sparked the exploitation of petroleum, gas,
and mineral resources, attracting migrant labour and opening up secondary roads. The main highway
continued to expand during the 1970s, connecting Alto Mayo in the north to Juanjui in the south. In
1975, President Francisco Morales Bermúdez ended price controls on some farm products, increased
credit for farmers, and encouraged foreign investment (Reátegui 2012), leading to the highest period
of population growth, mostly due to immigration (above 4% annually – INEI database 2014). In the
late 1970s, “Special Jungle Projects” were established to expand roads and promote agricultural
production in seemingly “fertile” forested lands, assisted by continued agricultural subsidies, zero
interest credit, technical support programs, and the development of irrigation infrastructure (GRSM
2005, 2008). By 1983, San Martín had lost over 1 million hectares of forest (APODESA 1991).
After its initial introduction in 1976, the illicit crop coca began to spread throughout the region, due to
high demand from a Colombian drug cartel and relatively high profitability ($3/kg) compared with
other opportunities (below $1/kg) (APODESA 1991). The expansion of the terrorist organization
Tupac Amaru Revolutionary Movement facilitated drug trafficking in the region, joined by the much
more violent Maoist fighters of the Shining Path terrorist group during the 1980s (Novak et al. 2009;
UNODC 2011). By 1991, San Martín had the highest coca production in the country, with estimates
reaching 110,000 hectares (APODESA 1991). Despite reports of widespread deforestation (Novak et
al. 2009), net forest loss slowed due to high rates of secondary re-growth and significant emigration
due to terrorism, violence and insecurity (Reátegui 2012; UNODC 2011). The situation was further
exacerbated when President Fujimori eliminated support for small-scale agriculture in 1990 as part of
the Structural Adjustment Program (SAP) imposed by the World Bank (Espinosa 2008).
The capture of the Colombian Medellín cartel in the mid-1990s dramatically reduced the demand for
coca leaf and prices tumbled to $0.04/kg. Terrorism was defeated at both the regional and national
levels, and the government pushed heavily for coca eradication in the region with the support of
international cooperation. In 1998, the Alternative Development Program was established by UNODC
(United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime), USAID (US Agency for International Development),
PRODATU (Alternative Development Program in Tocache and Uchiza), and DEVIDA (National
Commission for Development of Life without Drugs), which supported the organisation of small
farmers into cooperatives to generate greater market value, with benefits contingent upon farmers
voluntarily eradicating their coca. Many of the biggest cooperatives operating in the region, including
ACOPAGRO cooperative (examined in this study), are legacies from this policy (UNODC 2011).
Partly due to favourable market conditions for the heavily promoted and booming crops of coffee,
cacao, and oil palm, the second coca boom of 2000, driven by Mexican drug cartels, did not affect San
Martín to the same extent as other regions of the country (UNODC 2011). The VRAEM area, which
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spans the regions of Cuzco, Ayacucho and Huancavelica in southern Peru, has alternatively become
the largest area of coca production in Peru (and one of the largest globally) due to increased linkages
to global markets in Europe and the US (Pressly 2015). During the first decade of the 21st century, San
Martín achieved marked advancements in economic infrastructure, paving the entire main highway
and developing the secondary road network, as well as increasing social infrastructure such as schools
and health clinics. As a result, although poverty rates were among the worst in Peru at around 80%
during the early 1990s, this measure declined to 28% by 2011 (INEI database 2012).
Economic growth and the globalization of cash crop commodity markets has spurred a second wave of
rapid agricultural expansion (Figure 3.3), with San Martín receiving 41% of all in-migrations to the
jungle in recent years (UNODC 2011; la Mesa REDD+ San Martín 2013). San Martín is now the most
highly deforested region of Peru, having lost over one-third of its original forest and continuing to lose
around 1% annually (GRSM 2009; Villegas et al. 2013). Illegal land trafficking amidst weak
governance of the forest-agricultural frontier has facilitated migration and agricultural expansion. The
population continues to grow, although the rate is slowing due to now equally high rates of both
immigration and emigration to urban areas in southern Peru (la Mesa REDD+ San Martín 2013). In
San Martín, approximately two-thirds of the population live within major cities located along the main
highway, while one-third of the population is rural (INEI database 2012).

Figure 3.3: Expansion of cash crops throughout the San Martín Region 1997 – 2011
Source: Regional Agricultural Office of San Martín (DRASAM – 2013)
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The spatial and temporal distribution of forest cover change has been unevenly distributed throughout
the region, with implications for important aspects of ecosystem services and biodiversity (Figure 3.4).
Forest loss has been concentrated around the major highway which runs from Alto Mayo Protected
Area in the northwest provinces of Moyobamba and Rioja to the southern most province of Tocache
(Hansen et al. 2013). The most intense recent forest conversion has occurred in the province of
Moyobamba mostly on the lands of indigenous people (consisting of 50 communities which have been
granted formal rights over 15.2% of the region’s territories) due to their widespread illegal practice of
renting their lands to migrants for coffee production (GRSM 2005; Pinasco, interview 2013; Pérez,
interview 2013). The other large land clearing on the northern border of the Lamas Province is due to
the controversial expansion of 7,000 hectares of oil palm at the expense of primary forests during 2006
– 2011 by the Agropecuaria del Shanusi Company, a member of the Romero Group Corporation,
sparking local resistance groups and social conflict in Barranquita (Biofuels Watch 2010; Vigo 2013).
The majority of land use change occurring across San Martín is linked to the expansion of
small/medium-scale agriculture by individual landowners, which is causing extensive forest
fragmentation throughout the region. Land use change is heavily concentrated in lowland more
accessible and less well-protected areas of the region, with important consequences for the provision
of ecosystem services and conservation of endemic biodiversity species. In particular, the lowland
forests across the central belt of this region contain the only remaining habitat of the Andean Titi
monkey (Callicebus oenanthe), listed by IUCN as one of the 25 most critically endangered primate
species in the world (Schwitzer et al. 2015). Most protected areas in the region are located in less
populated and accessible upland areas which are important for the other critically endangered species
of the region, such as the yellow-tailed woolly monkey (Oreonax flavicauda), among other species.
Although rates of deforestation are relatively low in protected areas, they have increased in three out
of four areas during recent years (la Mesa REDD+ San Martín 2013). Beyond loss of habitat for
important biodiversity, due to the concentration of deforestation along critical waterways, the effects
of rapid deforestation are already causing water shortages and accelerated soil erosion. Many farmers
and other actors in the region have noted an increase in extreme weather through droughts and periods
of heavy rain over the past decade, which has exacerbated pest outbreaks and reduced crop yields
(Pinasco interview 2013; Cardenas interview 2013; GRSM, 2008).
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Figure 3.4: Distribution of forest cover change in the San Martín Region 2000 - 2012
Source: Hansen et al. 2013 Global Forest Change data set
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3.3.

Emergence of “win-win” interventions

The emergence of “win-win” interventions to jointly address deforestation and poverty in San Martín
is inextricably linked to global trends in sustainable development. Historically, there was an overall
lack of integration between conservation and development approaches in San Martín. Initial efforts to
conserve forests in the mid-1980s involved the expansion of environmental regulation and protected
areas at the national scale, backed by global protectionist conservation narratives (Zinngrebe 2016a).
While protected areas were initially poorly managed, the creation of the Regional Environmental
Authority in 2010 greatly increased enforcement capacity, with 142 people responsible for deforesting
a total of ~900 hectares prosecuted in 2012, increased from 11 people in 2009 (FEMA-Moyobamba
database 2013). The steep increase in international funding for San Martín protected areas has
supported the expansion of livelihood projects to compensate for negative impacts (Nakamura 2017).
A contrasting “win-win” conservation movement in San Martín can be linked to the global
community-based conservation narrative (Zinngrebe 2016a). During 2002 – 2004, 11 major
decentralisation laws were passed in Peru, handing over power and funding to regional and local
governments to manage their territories (Martinez-Vasquez 2013). This facilitated the formation of 18
Regional Conservation and Ecosystem Recuperation Zones (ZoCREs), as well as a new legal tool –
“conservation concessions” – which allowed civil society groups to formally manage state-owned
lands for conservation purposes. The first conservation concession in San Martín was created in 2006
and a total of 30 concessions now exist, covering 12% of the region (Rengifo del Castillo 2017).
A third parallel “win-win” conservation movement in San Martín stems from the historical framing of
agroforestry cash crops as a sustainable alternative to environmentally destructive coca and “slashand-burn” practices. Related interventions have sought to increase agricultural efficiency, develop
“sustainable” value chains and create ecosystem payment schemes. Over the past decade, the regional
government and international corporations seeking to voluntarily offset their carbon emissions have
increasingly funded such approaches in San Martín – linked to global narratives of the importance of
increasing the economic value of nature (Zinngrebe 2016a). In 2011, the San Martín REDD+
Roundtable was formed to further expand conservation funding (la Mesa REDD+ San Martín 2013).
As a result of all of these efforts, San Martín is known as the “green region” of Peru, with 72% of its
remaining forest cover (47% of the total land area) presently under some form of conservation
management, increased from 12% in 2000 (Figures 3.5 and 3.6). Despite the rapid expansion of “winwin” interventions across San Martín, their impacts remain relatively unexplored. It is therefore
critical to examine the socio-ecological outcomes these interventions produce in practice.
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Figure 3.5: Location of areas managed for conservation in the San Martín Region
Source: Regional System of Environmental Information (SIAR), Regional Government of San Martín 2017
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Figure 3.6: Historical shift in area under conservation management in San Martín 1980 – 2015
Source: La Mesa REDD+ San Martín 2013; Rengifo del Castillo 2017

3.4.

Introduction to intervention actors

Pilot work in the region of San Martín in 2013 revealed a range of different actors engaging in joint
conservation and development work. Initial interviews with project managers provided information on
intervention histories, socio-ecological dynamics, theories of change, implementation processes, and
monitoring strategies. The purpose of this research is not to understand any single project in-depth, but
rather examine the distinct strategies outlined in Section 1.3.1, as implemented in diverse settings by
different organisations. Table 3.2 contains descriptions of the range of projects examined in this study.
Most of these interventions do not overlap geographically, although sustainable intensification
schemes are found across much of the region. Only three projects in the region enforced protected
areas while supporting livelihoods, including the Alto Mayo Protected Forest (AMPF), the Rumiyacu,
Mishquiyacu, Almendra Regional Conservation and Ecosystem Recuperation Zone (PES-RMA), and
Cordillera Escalera Regional Conservation Area. In the cases of Rio Abiseo and Cordillera Azul
national parks, no communities live inside the enforced area and restrictions were not enforced in the
buffer zone. I visited the Cordillera Escalera Regional Conservation Area for a day; however, farmers
I spoke to mentioned that while support had been promised, it had never materialised. I therefore
focused on select communities within AMPF and PES-RMA project areas, as both of these projects fit
the criteria of having provided livelihood support within the context of top-down restrictions.
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Table 3.2: Intervention actors pursuing “win-win” results in the San Martín Region
Intervention

1. Alto Mayo
Protected Forest
(AMPF)
2008 - present

2. Payments for
Ecosystem Services
in Rumiyacu,
Mishquiyacu,
Almendra
(PES-RMA)
2008 - present

3. Madre Gera
Payments for
Ecosystem Services
(PES-GERA)
2014 - present

4. ACOPAGRO
Reforestation and
agroforestry project
(ACOPAGRO)
2008 - present
5. CAPEMA coffee
Cooperative
(CAPEMA)
2007 - present
6. Solidaridad
Climate Smart
Agriculture Project
(SOL-CSA)
2013 - present
7. FUNDAVI
REDD+ Biocorridor
Martín Sagrado
(FUNDAVI)
2012 - present

Scope of activities and main proponents
This protected area of 182,000 hectares was established in 1987 but existed as a
“paper park” until Conservation International (CI) signed an agreement with the
Regional Government to manage the area in 2008. CI secured $3.5 million in
voluntary carbon offset funding from The Walt Disney Corporation in 2010 to
implement conservation agreements (CAs) with families in AMPF. CAs provide
families with a sustainable coffee intensification package and other livelihood support
in exchange for committing to not deforest in the protected area. In 2012, AMPF
became carbon certified (VCS and CCBA) and 10 companies have since invested. By
2016, 845 CAs had been signed, comprising ~60% of all families living in the area.
These three micro-watersheds provide water to the city of Moyobamba. In 2010, the
area was established as a 2,430-hectare Regional Conservation and Ecosystem
Recuperation Zone (ZoCRE) and a management committee was created including the
Alto Mayo Special Project (PEAM) and the Regional Environmental Authority
(ARA). The management committee enforces the deforestation restrictions while
working with the public water sanitation entity (EPS Moyobamba) to channel
funding from water users to upstream families who sign conservation agreements to
receive a coffee sustainable intensification package and other livelihood support. By
2016, conservation agreements have been signed with 57 of the 200 families living in
the area and two community enterprises have been established, including apiculture
and artisanal clothing associations.
This watershed spans 20,592 hectares which are mostly located inside a Conservation
and Ecosystem Recuperation Zone (ZoCRE) created in 2011, although the restrictions
are not yet enforced or well known locally. Amazónicos por la Amazonía (AMPA)
has been signing voluntary agreements with families in El Gera since 2014 to provide
coffee intensification support in exchange for conservation commitments. By 2016,
conservation agreements have been signed with 26 families and one community,
covering ~500 hectares and including only a small portion of families living within
the 28 communities in the area. The project has thus far received financial support
from USAID and the NGO Forest Trends.
This project has incentivised the planting of 2.2 million timber trees within cacao
agroforestry systems since 2008 by working with ~2,000 smallholders across four
provinces of the San Martín Region who are members of the regional cacao
cooperative ACOPAGRO (founded in 1997). The French company Pur Projet funds
this initiative by assisting international corporations such as Nespresso and Hugo
Boss to voluntarily offset carbon emissions. The project achieved carbon certification
(VCS) in 2014, and participating farmers are enrolled in a variety of cacao ecological
certification programs such as Rainforest Alliance and USDA Organic. The
cooperative more generally supports farmers to improve cacao yields and quality.
This project supports 250 cooperative member families across 13 communities in the
buffer zone of AMPF to improve their coffee agroforestry yields and quality, increase
their food security by growing small livestock and planting vegetable gardens, and
protect the environment. CAPEMA holds Fairtrade and Organic certifications since
2009 and has received small amounts of funding from several sources such as AGRO
RURAL, Sustainable Harvest and Root Capital.
This project collaborates with several local cooperatives to work with 1,200 farmers
across 6 watersheds spanning five provinces of the San Martín Region. It aims to
improve farmers’ coffee agroforestry yields and quality, as well as plant timber trees
on-farm to spare forests from agricultural expansion, store carbon and increase food
security. Solidaridad is an international development agency based in the
Netherlands and this is just one of their many projects worldwide. The project has
been funded by the Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (NORAD).
This project provides sustainable livelihood activities and financial support for
reforestation for four community associations and ACOPAGRO cooperative,
which manage in total 303,699 hectares of contiguous conservation concessions. The
work is funded by the French Company Pur Projet who facilitates international
corporations to voluntarily offset their carbon emissions by investing in the project.
Fundación Amazonía Viva (FUNDAVI) is the main actor which coordinates with
local conservation associations to carry out project activities.
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Table 3.2: Continued
Intervention

8. Cordillera Azul
National Park
FOCAL model
(PNCAZ)
2001 - present

9. Conservation
concessions
(CCs)
2002 - present

Scope of activities and main proponents
This national park of 1,353,200 hectares spans 4 regions of Peru and was established
in 2001. No one lives inside of the park, which is enforced by the National Service of
Natural Protected Areas, but 200,000 inhabitants live in 440 communities in the
park’s buffer zone (not subject to restrictions). The Center for Conservation,
Research and Management of Natural Areas - Cordillera Azul (CIMA) has been
implementing small projects with 50 of these communities since 2001. However,
since 2009, CIMA has implemented a more organised model - Strengthening Local
Capacities for Conservation (FOCAL) - with 23 communities in the buffer zone
which aims to establish values, norms and governance for forest conservation and
improved well-being at the community level. CIMA became carbon certified (VCS
and CCBA) in 2012 and the Althelia Climate Fund has since committed over $10
million to PNCAZ. CIMA has also received significant financial support from The
Field Museum in Chicago and USAID.
Several community associations have formed throughout the San Martín Region,
some bottom-up and others catalyzed by external actors. Community associations
typically include 10-30 members and vary in their interests and extent to which they
concentrate on productive as well as conservation activities. Regional Government
Agencies such as the Rural Productive Agricultural Development Program
(AGRO RURAL) and the Special Project Alto Mayo (PEAM) commonly support
some of these associations through small sustainable livelihoods grants, while NGOs
such as AMPA, Neotropical Primate Conservation (NPC) and Proyecto Mono
Tocón (PMT) tend to provide support via facilitation and capacity development.
Some of these associations, such as the Forests of the Future Association “Ojos de
Agua” (ABOFOA) attempt to catalyze the interest of other communities to form new
associations, while others such as the Communal Ecological Conservation
Association “Bosques de Pailayco” (ASBOPAI), Conservation Farmers’
Association “Solapache” (APAFCOSOL), Conservation Association “Aguajales y
Renacales Río Romero” (ACARR) and Bee-keeping Association “Flor de Lirio",
focus solely on their own work. These conservation associations manage conservation
concessions (given out by the government) which range in size from 694 - 7,060
hectares. Although these groups informally began conservation work during 2002 2013, the first concession was formally approved by the government in 2006.

Source: Information obtained from interviews during 2013 - 2016 with managers of all of these interventions
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In the case of material incentives, numerous projects in San Martín provided material support to
individual families to incentivise conservation and reforestation activities. One project selected was
the Madre Gera Payment for Ecosystem Services project (PES-GERA), but unlike the PES-RMA
project, operated on a voluntary basis, as it was located in an area without enforced deforestation
restrictions. Several other voluntary PES projects have been initiated in the region, however PESGERA was the most advanced, having already delivered two years of benefits. The other individuallevel material incentive projects examined in this study involved efforts by cooperatives or
development agencies to intensify cash crop yields whilst planting hardwood species in an
agroforestry model to increase incomes and reduce the need for further expansion. I selected the three
most prominent interventions throughout the region due to their regional, national and international
visibility. For example, the ACOPAGRO Reforestation Project is implemented by Peru’s largest
exporter of cacao and works with their farmers to help them improve their cacao production and plant
timber trees, funded by international corporations voluntarily offsetting their carbon emissions.
Similarly, Solidaridad is an international development agency which is promoting Climate Smart
Agriculture with select families in half of the provinces in the region of San Martín. Finally, the
cooperative CAPEMA provides technical support to coffee farmers to increase their yields and
implements small livestock and vegetable garden systems to enhance food security.
Some projects in San Martín provided material incentives at the community level. For example, the
organisation Fundación Amazonía Viva (FUNDAVI) established a REDD+ project which supports
conservation associations to sustainably intensify their cash crop farming practices, plant trees and
develop alternative livelihood options. In other cases, community associations managing conservation
concessions were given grants by government agencies and organisations in order to pursue more
sustainable livelihood activities. Of the several associations interviewed, three were selected which
were equally involved in conservation and productive activities, including the Conservation Farmers’
Association “Solapache” (APAFCOSOL) which aims to improve cacao production, the Conservation
Association “Aguajales y Renacales Río Romero” (ACARR) which manages an area for ecotourism,
and the Bee-keeping Association “Flor de Lirio" which focuses on developing beekeeping.
Finally, regarding efforts to foster collective norms and governance, only one intervention in San
Martín was particularly advanced at this approach due to having extensively developed an intervention
model designed to strengthen local capacities for conservation over a period of eight years. This work
was implemented by the Center for Conservation, Research and Management of Natural Areas
(CIMA) in the buffer zone of Cordillera Azul National Park (PNCAZ), which lacked deforestation
restrictions. Instead, CIMA sought to engage communities to build more bottom-up interests and
capacities in conservation. In addition to the work of CIMA, several communities in San Martín have
formed associations primarily focused on conservation activities, such as managing conservation
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concessions. While many of these emerged from within communities, I explicitly focused on the
Communal Ecological Conservation Association “Bosques de Pailayco” (ASBOPAI), which was
formed due to the intervention of an association based in a neighbouring community, Asociación
Bosques del Futuro Ojos de Agua (ABOFOA). My intention was to avoid focusing on associations
which emerged independent of external influence, which would potentially provide a less fair
comparison to other intervention approaches.
In summary, the process of selecting “win-win” projects to examine in my research was certainly not
random, but rather biased towards more well-developed interventions for each of the major strategies
identified. The purpose was to better understand the implications of these strategies rather than simply
document a failure to implement strategies. Of all of the interventions identified through the pilot
phase, only one organisation expressed little interest in having the research conducted in their area of
influence. However, the organisation which declined participation, the cacao cooperative Oro Verde,
has a nearly identical program to ACOPAGRO cooperative’s reforestation program, which is funded
by the same donor, meaning its exclusion did not produce a gap in my coverage of approaches.

3.5.

Introduction to study communities

Once the focal interventions were selected for this study, one or two communities engaged by each
intervention were selected for in-depth research, with the intention of examining 15 communities
overall which spanned the range of different “win-win” strategies presented in Section 1.3.1. My aim
was to examine how similar strategies played out in different parts of the region to focus on how
strategies may interact with people in similar ways across diverse local contexts. In selecting study
communities, I focused on communities which organisations indicated they had engaged with more
long-term in order to better document the durability of effects. Organisations were no doubt more
likely to point us towards communities which were perceived as being more “successful” examples;
however, this provided an in-depth examination of how distinct “win-win” strategies which were
implemented largely as intended played out on the ground. All communities selected accepted the
research except for one located in the Alto Mayo Protected Forest which had a poor relationship with
Conservation International (CI) and therefore did not want to participate. In that case, I had to select a
community with a better relationship with CI and therefore likely heard more positive accounts.
The 15 communities selected for this research are located in four of the ten provinces in the region of
San Martín – Rioja and Moyobamba in the northwest and Picota and Mariscal Cáceres in the centre
(Figure 3.7). Each intervention type is indicated by a different colour, with four dominant approaches
identified throughout the region. I attempted to select diverse sites across the region; however,
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protected area enforcement was concentrated around the northwest part of the region, and efforts to
shift norms and governance were more often found in the central part of the region. This concentration
of strategies was due to the main proponents behind these strategies working in different parts of the
region; for example, CIMA concentrated on PNCAZ in the east while Conservation International (CI)
concentrated on AMPF in the northwest. The preferences of CI and CIMA for distinct strategies was
partly shaped by the presence of communities living inside the national park in the case of AMPF, as
opposed to communities only living in the buffer zone in the case of PNCAZ. The use of material
incentives at the individual or community level was prevalent throughout the entire region. For each of
the four strategies, at least three communities were examined and at least two different organisations
were implementing the work. Twice as many individual-level material incentive projects were
examined as compared to the other three strategies, as this was by far the most common form of joint
conservation and development intervention found in the region.
Table 3.3 provides an overview of some key similarities and differences among the study communities
for each intervention type. For example, some communities were established as early as 1882, while
others were established as recently as 2002. Communities in northwest provinces were typically
established more recently. Study communities varied in size from 50 to 234 families, with a mean of
104 families. Some communities were located as close as 0.2 hours away from a major market and
highway by car, whereas others were less accessible, the farthest being 3.3 hours on foot, with no road
access. Communities also varied in the average forest cover found on individual landholdings, ranging
from a mean of 11% of land covered in forests to 50%. However, this was not always reflective of
forest cover surrounding the community as a whole, as protected area regulations resulted in larger
amounts of forest outside of private informal or formal ownership. Communities generally contained a
patchwork of forested and farmed areas (Figure 3.8). Organisations began their work in communities
on average in 2009, though as early as 2002 in one community, and as late as 2014 in another. Some
interventions engaged the majority of inhabitants in a particular community (up to 83%), whereas in
other cases relatively few were engaged (as low as 9%).
The most significant difference among communities was biogeographical, as communities located in
Picota and Mariscal Cáceres were located at much lower altitudes (533 and 377 m.a.s.l. respectively),
than Rioja and Moyobamba (1,073 and 1,204 m.a.s.l., respectively). As a result, farmers in different
provinces varied in their land use patterns (Figure 3.9); higher altitude communities produced coffee,
which grows best above 700 m.a.s.l., whereas lower altitude communities produced almost entirely
cacao or a mixture of crops. Cacao does not grow as well in the region of Picota as Mariscal Cáceres,
resulting in the lowest mean income, despite efforts to compensate through increased maize and
plantain production. In Rioja and Moyobamba, due to low coffee prices and problems with coffee rust
outbreak, farmers achieved two-thirds of the mean annual income of Mariscal Cáceres.
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Figure 3.7: Location and intervention type of study communities
Note: Numbers correspond to the community names listed in Table 3.3 (p. 73)
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Table 3.3: Characteristics of study communities

Figure 3.8: Two study communities - La Esperanza inside Alto Mayo Protected Forest in Rioja
Province (top) and Alto Ponaza in Picota Province (bottom)

74

Figure 3.9: Comparison of provinces in the San Martín Region by land use
Note: New regrowth refers to forest < 5 meters tall, while secondary forest refers to regrowth > 5 meters tall

Migration patterns substantially varied among the four study provinces (Figure 3.10). For example,
farmers located in Mariscal Cáceres were much more likely to have been born in San Martín (67% of
respondents) than farmers located in Picota (35%), Rioja (10%) and Moyobamba (4%). Similarly,
families who immigrated to San Martín on average arrived earlier in Mariscal Cáceres (mean year of
1990) compared to farmers in Picota (1995), Rioja (1998) and Moyobamba (1999). Due to having
arrived more recently, farmers in Rioja and Moyobamba typically held smaller landholdings (mean of
11-13 hectares) as compared with Picota and Mariscal Cáceres (mean of 19-21 hectares). Most
migrants came from Cajamarca, typically in search of cheaper land and better economic opportunities
in cacao/coffee cash crops. Access to land was facilitated by family connections in San Martín, as well
as by people who illegally grab and sell land for profit. Fewer individuals emigrated from the
neighbouring Amazonas Region, while families from the northern coast (Piura) more often migrated
to Picota. Despite differing migration histories, “native” inhabitants in all four provinces often had
parents or grandparents who emigrated from the same northern regions of Peru, thus all communities
were “mestizo” (migrant) and held similar cultural practices. None of the ~50 indigenous communities
in San Martín were included in this study to avoid introducing additional variability.
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Figure 3.10: Birth region of interviewed farmers by province of the San Martín Region
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Several characteristics were fairly consistent across the 15 study communities. Families typically had
4-5 members; this was historically much higher, however families now practice increased family
planning to manage growing costs. Most families (90%) interviewed had both male and female
household heads. Men were five years older on average than women (45 versus 40 years) and had one
more year of education. Approximately half of all respondents completed primary school, though
younger farmers were often more highly educated. Families held a mean of 5.8 hectares of primary
forest, though larger areas were concentrated in the hands of relatively few (median = 1 hectare). Most
farmers were smallholders, holding a mean of 2.9 hectares of cash crops and 0.5 hectares of staple
crops, and no secure property rights to their land (70%). Only 12% of farmers contained property titles
for all landholdings, as titling processes are expensive to undertake. Income was mostly obtained from
farming activities (mean of 7,168 PEN/year; 1 PEN = $0.31 USD), but also from daily wage labour on
other farmers’ land (mean of 1,418 PEN/year) and from off farm sources such as through
transportation, owning a small shop or commercial business, and renting or selling property (mean of
2,140 PEN/year). Consistent with the rest of Peru, Catholicism was the most common religion
practiced (46%), through many did not practice a religion (24%), and several minority Christian
denominations were present, including Seventh-day Adventist, Evangelical and Pentecostal.
Table 3.4: Summary household characteristics across all sites
Continuous variable
Altitude (m.a.s.l.)
Distance to market (hours)
Family size (number of members)
Dependency ratio (# dependants/workers)
Male household head age
Female household head age
Male household head education (years)
Female household head education (years)
Date of migration to San Martín
Total area of landholdings (hectares)
Primary forest across landholdings (hectares)
Secondary forest across landholdings (hectares)
Cash crop area across landholdings (hectares)
Staple crop area across landholdings (hectares)
Annual income (PEN/year)
On farm income (PEN/year)
Farm labour income (PEN/year)
Forest product income (PEN/year)
Off farm income (PEN/year)
Categorical variable
Structure of household heads (HHs)
Birth region in Peru
Land tenure situation
Practiced religion

Range
Mean
Median
Std. Dev.
181 – 1669
869
911
396
0.2 – 4.2
1.1
0.8
0.9
1 – 12
5
4
2
0.2 – 7.0
1.3
1.0
0.9
21 – 78
45
44
12
16 – 72
40
39
12
0 – 16
6
6
3
0 – 16
5
5
3
1960 – 2015
1993
1997
14
0.0 – 184.0
14.8
8.0
20.7
0.0 – 98.3
5.8
1.0
13.7
0.0 – 30.5
1.3
0.0
3.5
0.0 – 22.0
2.9
2.5
2.5
0.0 – 15.0
0.5
0.0
1.3
350 – 72,650
10,892
7,895
10,733
-4,300 – 72,650 7,168
4,433
9,982
0 – 18,000
1,418
368
2,589
0 – 7,200
167
0
626
0 – 28,000
2,140
424
4,196
Description of distribution
90% both HHs; 7% only male HH; 3% only female HH
29.0% San Martín; 46.3% Cajamarca; 12.5% Piura;
8.4% Amazonas; 3.2% Lambayeque; 0.5% Huánuco
70% no land titles; 18% partly titled; 12% all land titled
46% Catholic; 24% No practiced religion; 11% Seventhday Adventist; 9% Evangelical Christian; 3%
Pentecostal; 6% Other religion

Source: All data obtained from household surveys conducted 2014 – 2016 (methods presented in Chapter 5).
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3.6.

Conclusion

This chapter has provided a rough overview of the landscape context in which this investigation takes
place. The emergence of a diverse range of “win-win” strategies throughout San Martín provides an
ideal setting to explore the implications of distinct approaches to pursuing joint improvements for
local people and nature. These interventions were in place for a mean of six years prior to this study,
allowing for the examination of the social and ecological outcomes after several years of intervention.
The examination of similar strategies implemented by different organisations in multiple local
contexts throughout the region – in particular, focusing on the areas where interventions point to
successful implementation – provides a fascinating opportunity to explore the extent to which
interventions can achieve their intended outcomes in practice. The next part of this thesis (II) provides
an overview of the data collection and methodologies employed to examine the implication of these
distinct approaches to pursuing “win-win” outcomes in the region of San Martín.
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PART II: DATA COLLECTION
AND METHODOLOGIES
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Chapter 4. Interpreting local meanings:
participatory workshops
4.1.

Introduction

The choice of what to measure and how to measure it often occurs in a top-down manner, where
indicators and methodologies established at broader scales are applied in local contexts. However,
adopting a particular way of knowing has a limiting effect on what sort of understanding is possible.
This research drew from a wide body of literature to identify potentially relevant social and ecological
outcomes and possible drivers (as discussed in Chapter 2). However, instead of imposing a top-down
framework for measuring concepts of interest, I sought to first better understand how subjective
concepts such as well-being, wealth, motivations and capacities are conceptualised by men and
women living in these communities to then inform attempts to measure and understand how these
outcomes are produced. Participatory workshops were therefore designed and implemented with
groups of men and women in nine communities during October 29 – November 28, 2014 in the areas
of influence of the interventions outlined in Table 3.2.
The overall aims of the participatory workshops were to: 1) better understand local perspectives to
inform the development of household-scale methodologies designed to examine how varying
outcomes among households are produced and sustained, 2) develop positive relationships with
community members and project managers to facilitate the subsequent more in-depth fieldwork, and
3) better understand the experiences and capacities of my research assistants and potential challenges
in our ability to independently collect consistent and comparable data. Each participatory workshop
lasted ~3-4 hours and explored one of three main themes critical to understanding how social and
ecological outcomes are produced. Each theme was explored in groups of men and women
(separately) in three communities located in distinct provinces in San Martín to understand the
heterogeneity of responses by gender and place.
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4.2.

Participatory workshop methods

4.2.1. Participatory workshop design
This section outlines the participatory methods used to explore the perspectives of community
members. These methods were designed based on my experience having worked in the region for 1.5
years during 2010 – 2012, as well as the experience of my two research assistants, who were both very
familiar with the context, having been born in the provinces of Rioja and Mariscal Cáceres, and highly
capable socio-environmental professionals, holding undergraduate degrees in environmental science
and having worked with NGOs in the region for five years. My research assistants were also long-term
friends of mine and thus highly trustworthy. Drawing upon our collective expertise and a range of
participatory methods across the literature outlining approaches such as wealth ranking and visioning
exercises (e.g. Grandin 1988; Chambers 1997; Jayanthi et al. 2008), I designed participatory methods
to facilitate our understanding of three themes central to socio-ecological outcomes in the region of
San Martín, including: 1) resource access and management, 2) quality of services, food security and
well-being, and 3) motivations and capacities for actions. Tables 4.1 – 4.3 outline the methods
employed to explore each of these themes in a participatory manner. Table 4.4 describes activities
used at the start, middle and end of each workshop to create a space where participants felt motivated
to participate and comfortable to share their opinions.

4.2.2. Implementation processes
Meetings were arranged with the main proponents of the interventions described in Table 3.2 during
October 2014 to explain the overall research agenda and schedule participatory workshops with 1-2
communities they selected in their zone of influence. All workshops were implemented alongside my
two research assistants. It was not possible to conduct workshops in all intervention areas due to
delayed initial meetings in two cases (Solidaridad and CIMA) and lengthy permissions process in the
case of Alto Mayo Protected Forest (AMPF). We therefore aimed to cover all relevant geographical
areas for each of the three themes and in the case of AMPF, informally visited three communities
alongside project actors on a 5-day trip. Figure 4.1 shows the dates and locations of all participatory
workshops and field visits. As each workshop theme was implemented with groups of men and
women in at least three distinct provinces, workshops were conducted in nine communities. Upon
completion of all workshops, a report was produced in Spanish summarising the key information for
each theme; this informed the household interview development. In a few cases, we did not conduct
household visits in the same community where the workshop was conducted due to the communities
being comparably too small or large in size, or in one case due to a recent violent incident.
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Table 4.1: Participatory workshop 1 methods - resource access and management
Activity

Description

Purpose

1. Mapping of
land use types

Participants identified all major
land use types in the area and
their characteristics, including
distinct types of forest, and
drew a map of their farms and
surrounding area

To identify
relevant land use
categories and
understand their
characteristics

Participants were asked about
typical farm activities, their
seasonality and production
levels (coffee, cacao, plantains,
maize, rice, pasture, other
subsistence crops, and forest
product use)

To understand
how people
typically manage
their land and
forests

Participants made a list of all
sources of income and main
types of expenses for people in
their community on two
separate sheets, and ranked
(1-5) which ones brought in (or
cost) the most, and were asked
to describe the activities

To understand
the most
significant
economic flows
within
communities

Participants were given a pile
of beans equal to the number of
households in their community
and asked to identify the
number of families in distinct
socio-economic levels and
share the characteristics that
distinguish each group

To understand
how people
conceptualise
the notion of
‘wealth’

2. Discussion of
farm activities
and production
levels

3. Identification
and ranking of
main sources of
income and
expense

4. Household
wealth ranking

!
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Table 4.2: Participatory workshop 2 methods - quality of services, food security and
well-being
Activity

Description

Purpose

1. Mapping of
community
social and
ecosystem
services

Participants drew a map of their
community and identified all
social and ecosystem services
they benefit from

To understand
which social
and ecosystem
services people
identify and can
access
!

2. Ranking of
services and
assessment of
quality

Participants ranked (1-5) the
most important social and
ecosystem services mentioned
from each list generated during
activity 1, identified their
perceived quality (bad, regular,
good) and explained the main
reasons why

To understand
how people
perceive the
quality and
importance of
different social
and ecosystem
services

3. Discussion of
food security
issues and
seasonality

Participants discussed what it
means to be food secure and
food insecure and identified key
issues in the community,
seasonal differences, and why
some people can cope better
than others

To understand
what food
(in)security
means, reasons
for (in)security
and seasonality
of issues

4. Presentation
of families with
the best and
worst wellbeing

Participants divided up into two
groups and each group
developed and presented a story
of a family living in the ‘best’ or
‘worst’ possible situation,
outlining the main defining
characteristics, which reality
families in their community live
more and why, and what actions
could improve the situation

To understand
how people
conceptualise
notions of
family ‘wellbeing’ and ‘illbeing’

5. Discussion of
community
quality of life

Participants were asked about
quality of life in the community
in general, exploring social,
political, economic, cultural and
environmental dimensions such
as social conflicts and decisionmaking processes, and then
explained how and why quality
of life across these dimensions
has changed over time

To understand
what factors
play an
important role
in community
well-being

!84

Photo

Table 4.3: Participatory workshop 3 methods - motivations and capacities for actions
Activity

Description

Purpose

1. Discussion
of common
motivations

Participants were divided into
groups and asked about common
motivations for decisions to: 1)
sell/buy land, 2) pursue livelihood
activities, 3) buy/consume items,
4) family planning, 5) do actions
for social or ecological benefit

To understand
how people
express
motivations for
different types of
family decisions

2. Venn
diagram of
control over
decisions

People were also asked to place
cards with decisions from activity
1 on a venn diagram (men,
women, others) to reflect who
primarily has control over making
those decisions for the family and
explain why

To understand
typical gender
control over
various family
decisions

3. Drawing of Participants were asked about how
personal
satisfied they were with particular
future vision family level outcomes and then
were asked to draw a picture and
explain in words the changes they
would like to see for their houses,
farms, personal and family lives in
the future

To understand
how people see
their situation
and express
different values
through their
personal future
visions

4. Drawing of Participants were asked about how
community
satisfied or dissatisfied they are
vision
with various community scale
social and ecological outcomes
and reasons why, and then worked
together to draw a future vision of
their community

To understand
how people see
their situation
and express
different values
through
collective future
visions

5. Ranking of
most
important
outcomes

Participants were given a list of 12
biospheric, altruistic, or egoistic
outcomes identified through prior
activities and were asked to rank
the five most important outcomes
and the three least important
outcomes, and explain rankings

To understand
how people
make trade-offs
between social,
ecological and
materialistic
values

6. Capacities
for achieving
desired
outcomes

Participants were asked to identify
the five most important actions
they must do to achieve their
priority outcomes, and how easy/
difficult it is to achieve them and
reasons why

To understand
how people
perceive their
agency and
enablers/barriers
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Table 4.4: Opening, middle and closing activities for all participatory workshops
Activity

Description

Purpose

1. Opening
ice-breaker:
Marshmallow
challenge

Participants worked in teams to
build a stable tower with
uncooked spaghetti, tape, and
string to place their
marshmallow at the tallest
height possible compared to
other groups in just 10 minutes

To promote higher
energy, openness
and participation
throughout
workshop

2. Middle
energizer:
Numbers
challenge

Participants worked in two
teams to organise numbers in
the correct order to display the
number called out by the
facilitator faster than the other
team

To promote higher
energy, openness
and participation
throughout
workshop

3. Closing:
Feedback on
workshop

Participants were asked through
anonymous forms at the end of
each workshop: 1) how
interesting and fun the event
was, 2) how easy it was to
understand the activities, and 3)
how comfortable they felt to
share their opinion, as well as
their favourite/least favourite
activities and why

To understand the
extent to which
activities were
enjoyable and well
understood and
improve future
workshop design
and
implementation
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Figure 4.1: Location and dates of all participatory workshops and field visits
Note: In two of the nine communities (Ledoy and Pachiza), it was only possible to organise a workshop
with a mixed group of men and women, and in one community only with women (San Vicente).
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4.3.

Participatory workshop results

4.3.1. Key findings
4.3.1.1. Theme 1: Resource access and management
The mapping of farmland and discussion of farming activities and production levels provided insight
into how farmers typically manage their land, and how land use characteristics vary throughout the
region (as already described in Section 3.5). This information helped inform the design of household
interviews by ensuring all relevant land use categories and farming activities were considered. For
example, across provinces people consistently recognised three distinct forest types in their maps,
including: 1) “purma baja”: regrowth that is shorter than 5 meters or is so degraded that it will not
quickly regrow, 2) “purma alta”: regrowth with trees above 5 meters in height and in the process of
becoming secondary forest (if not already), and 3) “monte alto”: forest that has never been cut down
or was cut down so long ago that it appears as primary forest. Understanding these distinctions was
important to structure questions in household interviews related to forest management. In addition,
women were more likely to include vegetable gardens in their maps while men were more likely to
include pasture areas, highlighting the importance of speaking with both male and female heads to
develop a consensus. Finally, the discussion of crop production highlighted commonly used local
terminology which was critical to ensuring more accurate responses.
The identification and ranking of sources of income and expense revealed the most significant
financial flows within communities. Agricultural activities consistently accounted for the majority of
income sources, with coffee, cacao, rice, cattle ranching, and selling livestock particularly important
depending on the province. Some community groups were more organised to produce their own higher
value products (e.g. cocoa paste or powder), typically with the help of NGOs or cooperatives. In some
communities there were stronger traditions of collaborating with neighbours/friends to form working
groups (“choba choba”), while in other areas people worked more independently through hiring and/or
providing daily wage labour depending on available capital. Other activities were especially
significant for a few members of the community, such as owning small shops or working in transport.
People holding non-agricultural jobs such as teaching or healthcare workers typically came from
outside of the community. Poorer families commonly left their community seasonally to find work in
nearby cities. Discussions also identified a few illegal income sources, such as illegal timber
trafficking. The relatively complete list of income sources helped ensure that subsequent household
visits systematically focused on all significant possible sources given recall biases.
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The wealth ranking activity revealed a number of key characteristics which community members
typically associated with better or worse socio-economic status. All communities identified at least
two distinct wealth categories, typically at least one falling under a “poorer” category and one under a
“middle class” category. In some cases, groups decided to split the poorer group into “extremely poor”
and “poor”, and in only one larger community closer to the market was a “richer” level recognised.
Identified characteristics for “poorer” and “middle class” were fairly consistent across all workshops,
with material dimensions most commonly identified such as income levels, house characteristics,
goods and equipment owned, and not having to work daily wage labour. The most consistent
indicators were used to construct a quantitative multi-variable index to determine relative socioeconomic levels among households. Additional features of wealth were also mentioned, such as
educational level, landholding size and cattle ownership. However, cattle ownership was not prevalent
in all communities, and the remaining variables were included independently in analyses due to their
direct importance for informing certain decisions. For example, if landholding size were made internal
to the wealth index, any uncovered link between wealth and deforestation could be due to people
simply owning more land. The multi-variable index helped improve the accuracy of the wealth
measurement by including locally meaningful reported and visible features.
4.3.1.2. Theme 2: Quality of services, food security, and wellbeing
The mapping exercise of collective social and ecosystem services identified a complete list of services
which people perceived to provide important benefits for themselves and their community. Of all
identified services, the ranking exercise revealed that some are consistently more important to people.
For example, the top-ranked social services were: 1) education, 2) drinking water, 3) healthcare, 4)
electricity, 5) communication. Some services were present in some communities but not in others (e.g.
electricity), or people had to travel to access the service (e.g. education, markets). Access also varied
greatly among people within each community, as some had greater financial means to access better
quality services that were farther away (e.g. healthcare) or set them up privately through personal
investment (e.g. electricity via solar panels). While some services were commonly provided by the
government, others were organised/funded by communities themselves (e.g. community building
projects, community fundraisers for families who suffered from major accidents).
The most important ecosystem services identified were: 1) water/rain, 2) clean air, 3) soil nutrients, 4)
medicinal plants, 5) fuelwood. The direct use value of natural forests was very small for most people,
as the majority earned their income through the conversion of forests into agricultural land, and
firewood could commonly be obtained from agroforestry systems. Due to most people’s relatively
recent migration to the area, there was little custom of extracting medicinal plants or forest foods from
natural areas. The most powerful motivation for forest conservation was water conservation; it was
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commonly believed that increased droughts and decreased water flow in streams were due to historical
deforestation. This belief emerged from past experiences with environmental degradation and water
scarcity in birth regions, and environmental organisations commonly emphasised this relationship.
People involved in managing conservation concessions often held stronger values for unique
biodiversity, whereas people involved in agroforestry reforestation projects were generally more
aware of carbon storage benefits. This activity raised the importance of understanding at the individual
household level relative differences in terms of what services people access and value.
Discussions also explored what contributes to a service being perceived as “better” or “worse” to
inform the construction of an index of the general quality of social and ecosystem services a
household can access. People used highly variable criteria to assess the quality of particular services
within and across workshops. For example, when assessing the quality of education, some people said
it was good simply because they had a school whereas others in the same context said it was bad
because the teachers were not doing a very good job. Past experiences also shaped people’s
expectations as to what sort of quality is considered to be acceptable or even possible, and thus their
satisfaction with outcomes. People also held varying needs for different services (e.g. health problems,
children to educate). These findings informed the development of survey questions which allowed
each household to determine the relative importance of services for their family and then guided
people to consider key aspects of access and quality to reduce ambiguity of responses.
While workshops initially focused on services that benefit people, either through social or ecosystem
means, it became apparent that there are many dis-services which generate direct costs for people that
should equally be considered important. The social dis-services identified through discussions
included: violence/insecurity, poor sanitation, social conflicts, alcoholism/drug usage, and pollution of
waterways with crop chemicals and venom used in fishing. Ecosystem dis-services identified
included: crop pests/plagues, flooding, landslides, droughts, and a relatively minor amount of crop
raiding. These dis-services were therefore also included into household-level discussions.
Discussions surrounding the meaning of food (in)security revealed aspects of both quantity (making
sure the plate is always full of staples) and quality (having a well-balanced nutritious diet). Identified
nutritious foods such as vegetables, beans, wheat, fish, meat and dairy can be costly to access during
seasonal periods with no cash crop harvest and income, as they must be purchased outside of
communities. Although very few families per community suffered from food shortage, many people
felt unable to obtain the quality of diet they wanted and felt insecure from time to time. However,
people assessed their own realities in variable ways; for example, some people felt secure with a
sufficient provision of staple foods, whereas others were more concerned with dietary quality. There
also appeared to be an important psychological element, with even wealthier families saying they felt
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food insecure due to the possibility of major loss events. Families varied in their coping strategies;
while some people felt more capable of adapting to potential difficulties by using savings, expanding
other work options, or growing more food, those who struggled most were those who did not own land
or suffered from issues such as alcoholism. Discussions highlighted the importance of exploring
multiple quantitative, qualitative and psychological dimensions of food security.
The family well/ill-being activity revealed several consistent themes across communities, such as the
quality of family communication and respect, progress in terms of achieving education for children
and material dimensions, community solidarity and support, and women’s freedom to make decisions
given societal machismo. Families in the worst possible situation were commonly described as having
frequent illness, no community support, alcoholism, lack of respect, emotional and physical abuse,
insufficient food and resources, and juvenile exploitation and abandonment. Material factors were
sometimes mentioned, such as owning property; however, given specific materials were not consistent
across families, it seemed important to allow people to frame well-being in their preferred terms. For
example, rather than already equating more income or more education as a view of “progress”, to
allow people to decide what “progress” means to them. Precisely because people often had different
rationales for interpreting such concepts, discussions highlighted the importance of recording
qualitative explanations for every response to provide further insight. For both food security and wellbeing discussions, consistent gender differences emerged (to be outlined in Chapter 7), highlighting
the importance of speaking with both female and male household heads of each family.
This discussion of community quality of life considered economic, political, social, natural, and
cultural dimensions. Interestingly, when assessing how the natural dimension had changed, people in
organised conservation groups were more likely to say environmental outcomes were better now due
to their increased effort to raise awareness and perceived declining deforestation rates, even if overall
habitat levels were still in decline and thus worse off from an ecological standpoint. Specific social
conflicts were present in some communities; these often revolved around issues of land and resource
access. Politically, men were much more likely to say that the political system was good and fair,
whereas many women felt unhappy and excluded from the process. Other women felt satisfied and
preferred that men have control over community decision-making procedures. Economically, most
people felt that situations had improved over time; however, they also acknowledged that too much
income could attract outside interests with potential negative social impacts. Culturally, many people
felt they were losing artisanal knowledge and skills from older generations, but that community
festivals and events were now more organised.
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4.3.1.3. Theme 3: Motivations and capacities for actions
Discussions centred on how people are motivated to make decisions in their everyday lives greatly
informed the subsequent interview development. Given the particular socio-ecological focus of this
research, it was essential to understand the types of social and ecological outcomes which people
intentionally sought to produce and the motivations driving their actions. Table 4.5 outlines the main
outcomes and related motivations identified in discussions. Some motivations reflect a more intrinsic
interest in producing the social or ecological result, whereas other motivations are in pursuit of a
linked more personal aim. Some reasons provided can be considered as enablers or barriers to people’s
motivations through influencing the extent to which people felt the action was possible to undertake.
The specific framing of valued outcomes and motivations and the local language used to describe
them was essential for developing household-scale interviews.
The aim of the visioning and ranking exercises was to understand how people express and negotiate
distinct values to identify a consistent method for quantifying the relative strength of particular values.
Three types of values were consistently expressed; these were consistent with the three value
orientations identified by Stern et al. (1993) – egoistic, social-altruistic and biospheric – which have
been widely linked to pro-environmental/social behaviours across cultures (Steg & Vlek 2009; de
Groot & Steg 2008; Schultz & Zelezny 1999). Such values are commonly assessed through the use of
Likert scales and ranking exercises (e.g. Gagnon Thompson & Barton 1994). However, when these
approaches were explored in a participatory setting, the results were highly inconsistent because: 1)
people interpreted statements in diverse ways, often relying on context specific attitudes, and 2)
people avoided making trade-offs by down-ranking certain outcomes which were seen to cover values
of options which were already up-ranked. These exercises demonstrated the complexity of people’s
value systems and how trade-offs are often not explicitly recognised; for example, new highways were
commonly placed next to forests people intended to conserve in their community visions.
To manage these difficulties, I developed methods which used scenarios to put everyone in the same
decision-making context, and then forced people to choose between very specific trade-offs related to
egoistic, social-altruistic and biospheric values. Workshops also uncovered the importance of creating
space for people to express their own values and motivations without too much direct prompting, such
as through visioning exercises and open questions. It was equally important to develop consistent
methods to capture and organise responses to allow for comparability across households. I also
became aware that my research assistants, as previous NGO professionals, were accustomed to trying
to influence people’s values when talking to them, such as by expressing their love of forests. As the
purpose of our household work was not to regurgitate our own values, I explicitly trained my research
assistants to adopt the values expressed by participants to promote more open and honest engagement.
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Table 4.5: Major actions identified for ecological or social benefit and key driving motivations
Action

Motivations expressed

Conserve forests
on private land

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Water conservation, climate regulation, clean air
Enjoyment of the natural environment
Future enjoyment or use by children
Source of seeds to plant trees on farm
Protection of unique wildlife
Social pressure from the community
Obtaining material benefits to conserve
Having economic alternatives so it is not necessary
Threat of jail and fees by the state if deforest

Participate in
community
conservation
association

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Few forests remaining around communities
Water conservation, climate regulation, clean air
Protection of unique wildlife
Enjoyment of the natural environment
Projects and funding obtained due to conserving forests
Sufficient income to have time to participate
Ability to control pressures and invasions
Social recognition of doing good work in the community
Social conflict from those who oppose conservation goals
Opportunities to personally develop and learn new skills

Reforest private land

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Compatible with agroforestry cash crops
Increased land value and future economic value of timber
Improves soil fertility and long-term crop yields
Carbon storage and climate change mitigation
Provision of wildlife habitat
Sufficient material and technical support
Obtaining financial incentives to reforest

Provide voluntary
work for community

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Tangible benefits that the work brings for themselves and others
Enjoyment of helping others in need in the community
Social pressure to chip in since friends and family are
Sufficient income and time to dedicate towards collective goals
Sense of duty to chip into work that will benefit everyone
Experience with worse times in the past and desire to guard against that
Enjoyment of spending time with the people in the group
Better organization brings in more projects and funding from outside
The relationships and capacity to work together
More responsibility to help since a main beneficiary of the work
Desire to be socially recognised as a good person
Threat of being charged a fine by the community if does not participate

Donate to
person in need

•
•
•
•
•

Feel empathy and desire to help people through difficult times
Social pressure to chip in since friends and family are
Desire to be socially recognised as a good person
Desire to build social safety net in case of future need
Sufficient access to economic resources to be able to donate

Hold community
leadership position

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Desire to make the community a better place for all
Importance of being a good role model for others
Confidence and capacity to plan and know what activities are best for people
Sufficient economic salary to support one’s own family
Higher access to economic funds for personal use (corruption)
Enjoyment of power and exerting influence
Desire to be socially recognised as a good person in the community
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Beyond values and motivations, agency beliefs – the extent to which people feel empowered and
capable of bringing about valued outcomes – are critical for understanding actions. However, agency
beliefs are challenging to measure because they must be defined in relation to a specific intended
outcome and include both elements of: 1) control – the ability to make the decision in the first place,
and 2) effective power – the ability to effectively implement actions that are attempted (Alkire 2008).
Across workshops, men were consistently identified as the primary decision-makers for how land is
managed, as well as community-scale governance. In contrast, women were seen as more responsible
for domestic chores such as cooking, childcare, small daily purchases, and caring for small animals
and vegetable gardens. Women also commonly helped on the farm by harvesting and preparing
food/drink for workers. Men said they don’t normally have time to deal with things in the house and
daily purchases. Both men and women agreed that women spend money more economically and are
more likely to invest in the family and household, whereas men spend more on land and equipment.
Although men and women mostly agreed regarding gender control over decision-making realms, there
was one particularly notable difference. Men generally said that the family makes decisions together,
but from women’s perspectives “together” often meant that the man comes up with the ideas and
women simply provide their opinion. Although general decision making patterns emerged across
households, it also became apparent that every household is different and that it is therefore essential
to always determine relevant decision-makers for each household and design the visits to allow for indepth interaction with both male and female household heads separately.
To explore people’s sense of effective power, people assessed their own ability to bring about
different types of outcomes which were identified in the future visioning exercises, such as improving
crop production, family relationships, educational centres and the surrounding forests (using a 1-5
Likert scale). The qualitative explanations for these scores provided insight for how people tend to
assess their own agency. For example, the possibility to envision a different future in itself reflected an
important component of agency beliefs, as some people struggled to identify alternative futures or had
a more limited sense of what they felt was possible. People with more advanced visions therefore
tended to provide similar capacity scores as those with less ambitious visions, as they put forward
more challenging actions. To assess agency beliefs, a certain level of consistency is therefore required
in terms of what outcome or change is being assessed. In addition, people with higher capacities often
had a better understanding of the nature of the challenges and barriers; this knowledge itself was an
important element of their agency beliefs, even though recognition of challenges could produce lower
scores. The challenges with quantitatively measuring agency beliefs necessitate that people are
therefore qualitatively engaged in-depth over their understanding of the challenges involved (pushing
beyond simple explanations such as “lack of money”), and how they see themselves as being able to
contribute within their socio-ecological-political-economic context.
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4.3.2. Process outcomes
The process of the workshops was very important, as we wanted to leave with people more interested
to participate and become involved in the project, rather than exhausted from answering a series of
boring questions. Another important aim of the workshops was to help improve our relationships with
intervention actors. We found that holding an event that people in the communities where they worked
enjoyed and found interesting was a very effective way to gain trust. Overall, feedback from the
workshops was very positive, both through open comments and anonymous feedback forms which
were distributed to hopefully understand their honest opinions and what could be improved. Table 4.6
shows that in all workshops, the level of positive engagement, understanding, and participant
confidence to share opinions was very high (always higher than 4.3 on average on a 5-point scale) and
with averages at 4.7-4.8 across all workshops.
Table 4.6: Mean of feedback scores for workshops in each community
Statement
The
workshop
was fun and
interesting
The
activities
were easy to
understand
I felt
comfortable
to share my
opinion

Ledoy

Pucalpillo

Sol de
Oro

Villa
Nueva

Pachiza

Santa
Rosa

Dos de
Mayo

San José
de A.M.

San
Vicente

Avg.

5.0

5.0

4.7

4.8

4.3

4.8

4.9

5.0

4.9

4.8

5.0

4.5

4.6

4.6

4.3

4.4

4.9

4.9

5.0

4.7

4.8

4.8

4.6

4.8

4.3

4.4

4.8

4.9

4.9

4.7

Note: Participants ranked statements from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree

A few activities were consistently ranked as people’s favourite, including the marshmallow challenge,
future vision drawing, family well/ill-being stories, and wealth ranking. In most cases people didn’t
list a single activity as least favourite, saying they enjoyed all of them. While the purpose of the
workshop was mainly for us to learn from people, participants most commonly said that they learned
about how to think about what they want in the future, prioritise future plans, work in a team, draw a
map, understand different socio-economic levels and share their ideas without feeling nervous. It was
unusual for people to make suggestions for improvement, which could possibly be due to a lack of
custom or discomfort with sharing criticism. Participants frequently commented that they wanted to
learn more through additional workshops. Finally, the participatory workshops played an important
role in fostering trust and provided a strong basis for further collaboration.
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4.4.

Limitations and challenges

Despite my best efforts to use participatory methods to better understand what kinds of social and
ecological outcomes and drivers might be relevant to measure at the household scale and explore
possibilities for how to measure them, there were still several limitations and challenges. First, only a
small portion of the local population (9 – 26 individuals) participated in the workshops in each
community, and participants were very likely more powerful and well-connected individuals. Second,
in my attempt to understand well-established concepts in the literature in local terms, I necessarily
placed people into potentially limiting boxes within which they had to engage. For example, the terms
I used to describe “well-being” and “ill-being” when I asked people to explore what that meant for
people in their community no doubt pushed people in particular directions. Third, some outcomes
which local communities were not concerned with still may be relevant to examine given broader
interests. For example, very few workshop participants were aware of the potential ecological impacts
of consumption patterns, however from a theoretical standpoint these impacts are often overlooked in
developing country contexts. In considering how to develop the household scale work, I therefore
focused on a combination of outcomes – those which local people identified, those which intervention
actors were concerned with, and others which seemed potentially relevant given literature – in all
cases trying to frame them in ways which made sense locally. Finally, I had to make some subjective
judgement calls of which locally identified variables to include and exclude from particular indices
such as wealth or well-being based on my theoretical knowledge of how different variables might be
related and the potential for confounding the effect of certain variables by lumping them together.

4.5.

Conclusion

The participatory workshops provided the groundwork with which to develop methods for exploring
diverse local views at the more in-depth household scale of how social and ecological outcomes are
produced and the role of different “win-win” intervention strategies in shaping them. The methods and
findings presented in this chapter should therefore be seen as a precursor to developing more detailed
and appropriate methodologies to explore the research questions. The next chapter outlines a range of
qualitative and quantitative methods used to rigorously explore and compare the perspectives of
diverse voices within communities and “win-win” intervention proponents regarding processes of
socio-ecological change in San Martín.

96

Chapter 5. Examining the production of
outcomes: actor interviews
5.1.

Introduction
“You cannot study people. You can only get to know them.”
- C.S. Lewis (20th century)

This chapter presents an interpretive methodology for understanding how actors at different scales
make sense of the process by which social and ecological outcomes are produced, as well as strategies
intending to influence them. Rather than seeing people as simply objects of research to extract an
understanding of impacts, this research used semi-ethnographic and collaborative approaches to “get
to know people” personally and establish mutual understanding and trust as a basis for quantitatively
and qualitatively examining the process by which social and ecological outcomes are produced across
diverse local settings in the region of San Martín. The participatory workshops outlined in Chapter 4
informed the development of a semi-ethnographic day-long mixed methods household visit to carry
out with diverse local actors. In order to compare the perspectives of local actors to those of project
proponents, semi-structured interviews were also conducted with project managers. Internal strategic
documents and promotional materials were additionally collected for qualitative analyses. The
combined quantitative, qualitative, participatory and semi-ethnographic methodologies help navigate
the complexity of interpreting how various social and ecological outcomes are produced. The
methodologies outlined in this chapter describe the process by which data were generated which form
the basis for the analyses presented across the empirical chapters of this thesis.
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5.2.

Understanding local perspectives

5.2.1. Sampling plan
One of the most important yet subjective decisions made in any research project is deciding who to
speak to, and thus implicitly who not to speak to. This research sought to achieve a careful balance
between speaking to a broad range of local people interacting with diverse projects and achieving a
sufficient level of depth for each interaction to be meaningful and informative. The focus on 15
different communities provided a comparison of distinct “win-win” strategies across varying contexts
in San Martín. Within each community, my research assistants and I visited 18 households, for a total
of 270 households which form the basis for the local perspectives presented in this thesis. Rather than
sampling representatively, we sought to maximise the diversity of perspectives in each community to
examine how varying social and ecological outcomes are produced (Figure 5.1). For example, equal
attention to households participating in “win-win” intervention and households not participating
provided insight into how participation in interventions was shaped. Similarly, intentionally visiting
equal numbers of families of higher, medium and lower socio-economic status permitted an
examination of how variable resource access shapes the production of socio-ecological outcomes.

15

18

X

communities

households

9

3

households

9

intervention
participants

3

270

=

intervention
non-participants

3

3

3

3

richer middle poorer

richer middle poorer

Figure 5.1: Household sampling plan

5.2.2. Semi-ethnographic household visits
In settings where participatory workshops were conducted, it was possible to follow-up directly with
community members to return for the more in-depth research. In other cases, intervention actors
already working in the communities facilitated our initial introduction to community leaders. In each
community, an introductory meeting was first held with the main community leaders to explain the
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investigation. In all cases, community leaders helped produce a list of households in the community to
identify those who were participating or not participating in the intervention and roughly identify their
relative socio-economic statuses. We used this information to randomly select three households from
each of the six categories described in Figure 5.1. In some cases there were not enough families in
particular categories; thus, in five cases where more than one category could not be filled in a single
community, we expanded the work to include a neighbouring community with a similar historical
context and interaction with the intervention actor. In each community, the leaders organised a
meeting which the entire community was invited to where we explained the purpose, timeline, planned
activities and intended results of the investigation, and asked if they would like to accept the research
(see Table 5.1 for more details). As mentioned in Section 3.5, all communities accepted the research
except for one community in a protected area, meaning we only had to select a substitute community
in one case. All household visits were conducted during March 2015 – January 2016.
Table 5.1: Information provided at community wide meetings to introduce the research
Information
Purpose

Timeline

Planned
activities

Intended
results

Description (translated to English)
This research is led by Josie Chambers, a doctoral student at the University of Cambridge in
the UK. The overall aim is to understand the implications of how organisations try to change
the attitudes and behaviours of people in communities across the region of San Martín to
conserve forests and improve community well-being. There is an especially diverse range of
work in this region to learn from. We are eager to hear both the perspectives of people who
are involved in these projects as well as those who are not involved in order to better
understand both the positive and negative opinions of the effects of the work.
The time planned for community and household visits is 11 months (March 2015 - January
2016), followed by at least a year of analysis. We intend to spend approximately one month
in each community to visit 18 households for an entire day each to better understand diverse
perspectives and opinions.
If the community should accept the work, we have spoken to the community leaders to
randomly select 18 households to receive a visit on a convenient day. No one is obligated to
receive a visit and if you do not wish to receive a visit we will select another family. We
would love to have the opportunity to visit all households but unfortunately we only have a
limited amount of time in each community. During the day-long visit we will spend the day
doing the activities you wish to share, and hope to also complete some interviews with both
male and female household heads about projects in the community, how families manage
their farm and household, and questions related to motivations and family well-being. Some
parts of the interview are conducted together with both male and female household heads
and some parts separately. We expect that the interviews will take around half of the day,
and they can be completed whenever is most convenient for the family. In order to not
economically burden any family with our presence, we would like to contribute with food to
prepare a breakfast, lunch or dinner for each family, according to the family's preference.
We hope that this study helps organise reflections of local people on the projects carried out
in San Martin to help make people more aware of the issues with how work is currently
done and provide a basis for rethinking how these projects can be designed and
implemented. However, it is very important to emphasise that we do not work directly with
any organisation that will provide support, funds or new projects. We are completely
independent from the organisations that work in your community. It is very important to us
to keep the information of each family confidential, so results will only be shared at an
aggregate level with no names attached. Thank you for your time; we would be very grateful
for your participation so we have the opportunity to learn from your perspectives and enjoy
a day with your family.
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In all cases where the research was accepted, we randomly selected the names of the 18 households
and then privately explained further details to each family to see if they would like to receive a visit on
a day of their choosing. The acceptance rate of interviews ranged from 56% in one community to 95%
in four communities, with an average acceptance rate of 81% across all communities. My personal
mean acceptance rate was 89%, while my two research assistants had mean acceptance rates of 70%
and 80%. Families who did not wish to participate were often either wealthier families or extremely
poor families with little time and interest in the research. In all cases where visits were declined, we
sought to select families of similar characteristics. It is unclear why our acceptance rates varied, but as
a foreigner I unexpectedly seemed to have an advantage in terms of attracting interest to host visits, as
people were often curious about my cultural background. The 10% difference between the acceptance
rates of my research assistants appeared to be due to the particularly gregarious nature of one assistant
as compared to the other. We documented the process of selecting families in each community by
filling out a form provided in the Appendix (Figure A1, p. 301) to record the families asked to
participate and any reasons given for declining.
Despite being based in a different household each day, in each community we were housed by the
same family for the entire month-long period. We mostly worked separately in different communities,
however in some cases my two research assistants felt more comfortable staying together in the same
community, and then mostly visited households separately. This was not ideal, however I always
prioritised the concerns and safety of my research assistants, and they also found it to be much more
motivating to work in the same place. I additionally had to hire another research assistant for the last
three months (also a female NGO professional from one of the study provinces in San Martin) due to
personal health issues I developed near the end of my fieldwork; she worked in the same community
as me and I personally trained her. Of all 270 household visits, I conducted 38% while my three
research assistants conducted 27%, 24% and 11%, respectively.
Day-long household visits typically lasted from 7am – 7pm and involved three meals with the family,
a visit to their farm in 86% of cases, and in my case often involved harvesting crops, playing
volleyball, singing and practicing English with children. I sought to construct meaning by building a
relationship based on friendship, mutual understanding and trust (Patton 1999; Kuzmanić 2009).
Debates exist over the relative biases of playing a more distanced vs. trusted role; however I decided
that given the sensitive nature of some questions and the large amount of data I wanted to collect, that
day-long visits would likely be most socially acceptable and produce more honest views. Given the
well-known biases of self-reported data (e.g. Donaldson & Grant-Vallone 2002; van de Mortel 2008),
I triangulated mixed quantitative, qualitative and participant observation data in order to develop an
improved understanding. Despite frequently reaching the end of the day with incomplete parts of the
interview, I was always invited back to finish the remaining sections at another available time. There
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were three cases in which my research assistants did not manage to complete interviews and had to
select another family due to families traveling or lacking time. In 4% of interviews, only the female
household head was interviewed because her partner was unavailable, and in 18% of interviews only
the male household head was interviewed because his partner was unavailable or did not wish to be
interviewed. This was particularly challenging, as the male household heads often set up the visits and
their wives sometimes only wished to interact informally and lacked confidence or interest to formally
participate in the interviews. We of course respected people’s individual right to not complete
interviews even if they had accepted a household visit.

5.2.3. Semi-structured interviews
During the day-long semi-ethnographic visits, approximately 6.5 hours on average of semi-structured
interviews were completed in Spanish with the household heads. The interviews consisted of five parts
which are all provided in their original form (in Spanish) in the Appendix (Figures A2 – A6, p. 303 –
338). The first part (Figure A2) was conducted with the head male and female decision-makers of each
household and focused on their involvement in the conservation and development projects present in
their community, reasons for participating or not participating, details of how they have participated
over time, and their opinion of the project and achieved outcomes. The second part (Figure A3) was
conducted with both household heads and focused on the family structure, access to and quality of
social and ecosystem services, sources of income, consumption patterns with relevant ecological
impacts such as transport, energy, food sources and material purchases, motivations for consumption
decisions and perceived immigration/emigration patterns in their community.
The third part (Figure A4) focused on farm management and was conducted with the main decisionmaker regarding land use in the family – most often with the male household head. This section
focused on their migration to San Martín, historical land use patterns, current farm management
practices and production levels, key farm-related issues, future farm development/conservation plans,
major motivations underlying land management decisions, and perceived origin of those motivations.
In 86% of cases, interviews were conducted during a walking tour of the land. The fourth part (Figure
A5) focused on relative biospheric, altruistic and materialistic values, future family and community
visions, household food security and well-being, and motivations, agency beliefs and actions for
producing social or ecological benefit in the community. This part was conducted twice – once with
the female household head and once with the male household head in order to understand how
perspectives varied by gender, and hopefully obtain more honest perspectives. The interview sections
were not always conducted in this order, but rather sections were opportunistically completed
throughout the day depending on the availability of both household heads.
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After each day-long household visit, each interviewer completed a follow-up reflection form which
attempted to capture the interviewer’s immediate reflections on their qualitative experience of the
entire day (Appendix, Figure A6). This included reviewing data collected on the motivations and
agency beliefs to identify any inconsistencies and highlight overarching perceptions of how people
were motivated based on the full day of interactions. The quality of the interviews was also assessed to
highlight if there was any data that the interviewer believed to be of too poor of quality to include and
therefore should be recorded as missing. Across all household interviews, for each quantitative data
point there was almost always associated qualitative data by asking the follow up question of “why” to
encourage people to explain their response. This was critical for ensuring that the meaning behind
quantitative data were accurately interpreted and to facilitate comparison across households which
may have interpreted questions in slightly different ways.
The forms provided in the Appendix demonstrate the specific questions asked across all interviews,
however just as important were the particular methodologies by which these questions were asked by
myself and research assistants. Prior to beginning the household surveys we visited two communities
together to trial the methods, revise the interviews where issues arose, and establish consistent
methodologies that we felt functioned well. As explained in Chapter 2, this study was concerned with
understanding a broad range of social and ecological outcomes and the processes by which they were
produced. As a result of the literature review and participatory workshops, a number of key social and
ecological outcomes of interest were identified as important (Table 5.2). Chapters 6 – 8 provide
further information regarding the key outcomes examined and their modes of measurement.
The most difficult methodology to implement entailed the examination of the diverse motivations of
individual subjects. During pilot interviews, we trialled a methodology where participants ranked the
extent to which different motivations for forest management were representative of their personal
motivations. However, we found that people responded very positively to most motivations when they
were explicitly presented with them and found it confusing to have to compare and prioritise them. A
more effective approach turned out to be asking people a series of open questions about how they
manage their land and forests, and then coding their explanations to highlight the motivations that
were mentioned and the relative strength they were expressed. This required practice and coordination
amongst all interviewers to ensure we coded statements in similar ways. Still, it was admittedly
difficult to classify particular expressed motivations as being more extrinsic or intrinsic. For example,
if people used expressions such as “forests are essential for life and future generations” it was labelled
as an “intrinsic” motivation, and if people used expressions like “I’m worried I won’t have water in
my stream” it was labelled as an “extrinsic use” motivation. This methodology of coding motivations
was used to explore motivations across several behavioural realms, based on the complete list of
possible motivations developed through the participatory workshops.
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Table 5.2: Household scale social and ecological outcomes
Outcome

Description

Scale*

Justification

Household food
security

Locally defined as containing
G
three key components: 1)
Sufficient quantity of food, 2)
Nutritious dietary quality, and 3)
Psychological security of access to
food

Participatory workshop findings with
communities in the study region; access to
sufficient quantity and quality of food is
widely established as central to fulfilling
basic human needs (Godfray et al. 2010;
Maslow 1954); more detailed connections
to literature are provided in Chapter 7

Household
subjective wellbeing

Locally defined as containing
G
several components: 1) quality of
family relationships, 2) quality of
other social relationships, 3) sense
of freedom, 4) sense of selfefficacy, 5) sense of progress, 6)
current life satisfaction, 7) future
possibilities for life satisfaction,
and 8) presence of significant
problems that hinder well-being

Participatory workshop findings with
communities in the study region; similar
measures of subjective well-being are wellestablished in the literature (Diener 1994;
Kahneman 2011); more detailed
connections to literature are provided in
Chapter 7

Collective
action for
community
benefit

Description of activities and time G
dedicated to benefiting the broader
community during the past year
including participation in
community work and meetings as
well as leadership roles

Widely regarded by workshop participants
as essential for community well-being;
civic engagement and social cohesion is
known to provide important benefits to
community well-being and personal wellbeing (Helliwell & Putnam 2004; Albanesi
et al 2007)

Collective
action for
conservation
benefit

Description of activities and time
dedicated to conserving forests
surrounding their community
during the past year

G

Typically mentioned as the most important
conservation activity; well-established that
local participation in forest governance is
associated with better ecological outcomes
(Agrawal et al. 2008; Persha et al. 2011;
Pretty, 2003)

Historical
deforestation
patterns

Total area and type of forest
cleared each year since land
acquisition

H

Mentioned as important by local people;
well established link between forests and
biodiversity habitat, carbon storage,
nutrient cycling, climate regulation, and
resource provision (Bonan, 2008; Daily &
America, 1997; MEA, 2005)

Percentage
of forest
designated for
conservation

Total area and type of forest
intended for long-term
conservation, based on locally
recognised forest types

H

Same reason as above

Future
deforestation
plans

Total area and type of forest
intended for crop expansion in the
future, based on locally
recognised forest types

H

Same reason as above

Household
ecological
footprint

Relative ecological impact of
material consumption patterns,
focusing on relevant behaviours
given local context (note: see the
Appendix, Figure A10 for more
details on how it was constructed)

H

Approach has been applied widely to
understand relative ecological impacts of
people’s consumption patterns
(Wackernagel & Rees, 1998; Srinivasan et
al 2008)

* Indicates if the indicator is measured at the scale of the household (H) or separately with each gender (G)
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Several portions of the interview were designed to better understand people’s more deeply held values
which were not specifically attached to any particular behaviour. For example, in the future scenario
exercise whereby people were given the situation of living in a community with 20 families of varying
socio-economic status, poor road access and declining forests. Respondents were instructed to select
the type of project they felt would best improve the situation. In the first scenario, people chose
between constructing a road versus protecting the forests. In the second independent scenario, people
chose between protecting the forest versus helping the five poorest families. Respondents were also
given 20 beans representing available support, and were asked to distribute them among families of
varying socio-economic status (see Appendix, Figure A7). Finally, people were asked to determine
what they considered a reasonable amount for each socio-economic group to contribute on a monthly
basis to help fund collective projects given the absence of external funding. This game, combined with
coding of people’s future family and community visions as more biospheric, altruistic or materialistic
provided a solid basis for comparing relative values across household heads.
Several parts of the interviews asked questions to understand people’s agency beliefs for bringing
about various types of family outcomes such as well-being, and community scale outcomes, such as
improved community well-being and conservation of the surrounding forests. While the motivation
questions focused on individual concern for these outcomes, the additional focus on agency beliefs
provided insight into people’s perceived ability to undertake useful actions and address particular
identified challenges. Our approach to measuring agency beliefs therefore required active reflection by
the interviewer on the individual’s capacities immediately following the interview given the range of
quantitative and qualitative information provided by the respondent. This approach helped overcome
the major limitations uncovered in the participatory workshops with simply asking people to select
numbers on a 5-point scale regarding people’s abilities for certain actions or outcomes.
Other important methodologies involved the approach to measuring access to and quality of particular
resources and services. For example, while some measures of the wealth index were explicitly asked
about such as various income sources and levels, other indicators were visually obtained during the
visit, such as the house infrastructure and presence of particular goods and equipment. The inclusion
of visual cues helped adjust for biases from people potentially not wanting to share economic details
or inaccurate recall. Exploration of access to and quality of social and ecosystem services involved
respondents ranking the services of most importance to them using cards with pictures of each service
(see Appendix, Figure A8). For each service, people were asked about the details of the service they
accessed, and quantitative and qualitative data were recorded regarding how easily they could access
the service and their perception of its quality. In summary, my research took a novel approach in
placing rigorous quantitative and qualitative methodologies within the context of semi-ethnographic
household visits designed to foster mutual trust and improved understanding.
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5.2.4. Field journals
During our stays in each community, my research assistants and I each kept a journal to record general
reflections about the community and intervention work. This included interesting contextual
information regarding the history of the community which was often learned through interviews with
older community members, as well as reflections on particular perspectives which appeared to be
present in the community but which we felt our sampling plan was not capturing. We also each
collected general background information about the community, such as the date of community
establishment, total number of households, types of social services available, governance structures
and cultural events. We each wrote a report in Spanish for each community, outlining the intervention
history, timeline of major activities, interesting reflections from the field and any important notes
regarding the process by which the interviews were set up and conducted. These reports provided a
useful background context given our concentration on many sites.

5.2.5. Data entry and organisation
Data entry and organisation was a challenging and arduous process given the implementation of 270
full-day interviews. All data were written by hand on data sheets and thus had to be entered into a preformatted excel structure, which when filled out, automatically populated a single row on the last sheet
with all quantitative and qualitative data for a single household. Each interviewer entered their own
data for each household visit, which required approximately five hours per household. I read through
all of my research assistants’ excel documents shortly after they entered them, highlighted confusing
points, and they reviewed them to clarify the points, sometimes referring to raw data sheets, which
were electronically scanned and uploaded to Dropbox following each visit to town. This ensured that
no data were lost. We attempted to electronically enter data soon after completing interviews but
admittedly fell behind at certain points and had to spend week-long periods during the fieldwork
catching up on data entry, as well as two months following the final interviews. As a result, a single
excel file was produced with 270 rows, each row representing a different household, and 1,218
columns, each column representing a different quantitative or qualitative response. As a result, the
analyses that follow understandably only draw on particular elements of the full data set, as it was not
possible to fully analyse all of the data obtained from the interviews in the scope of this thesis.
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5.2.6. Preliminary analyses
The data cleaning process lasted several months, as despite our best efforts to remain consistent, data
were sometimes entered in slightly different formats. For each variable used in subsequent analyses,
the statistical distribution was examined to identify any outliers and determine the extent to which they
were accurate data or errors from the data entry process. I also sorted by quantitative values to check
that qualitative descriptions were consistent for particular numbers and to interpret the meaning of
relative differences in quantitative values across households. In cases where inconsistencies were
uncovered, raw data sheets and/or conversations with my research assistants resolved these issues.
To prepare the data for quantitative analyses, in some cases it was necessary to use principal
component analysis (PCA) to combine several independent measures representative of a single
concept to obtain a more robust overall measure. For example, in the case of wealth, several different
potential measures of wealth were identified through the participatory wealth ranking exercise (as
described in Chapter 4). PCA is a data reduction method which groups variables into components that
are correlated across input variables but independent among components (Tabachnick & Fidell 1996).
Thus, to construct an overall wealth index, seven relevant variables were included in a PCA,
conducted using the ‘prcomp’ function (R Stats Package version 3.4.0), to produce a single more
robust measure of wealth. A similar procedure was applied to construct indices for other variables,
including value orientations, food security and well-being. The results of food security and well-being
PCAs are presented in Chapter 7, while the results of the other PCAs are in the Appendix (Figure A9).
In other cases, multiple measures were combined by first standardising each measure and then taking
the average. For example, constructing the relative ecological footprint score required combining data
from multiple indicators which were not necessarily correlated, including the portion of food not
locally produced, purchase of meat and dairy products, transport patterns, consumption of electricity,
gas and fuelwood, and material purchases, by standardising the scores and then averaging them (a
more detailed account can be found in the Appendix, Figure A10). In addition, qualitative analyses
were sometimes used to make quantitative analyses more robust. For example, it became apparent
from reviewing the family well-being data that respondents varied in the extent to which they focused
on more or less material dimensions when discussing concepts such as family “progress” and “life
satisfaction”. I therefore quantified the extent to which people described their family well-being in
material versus immaterial terms for all male and female interview respondents to feed that
information into subsequent quantitative analyses. More detailed analytical methods which pertain to
specific empirical chapters will be shared in each chapter.
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5.3.

Understanding intervention actor perspectives

5.3.1. Semi-structured interviews
The main project manager of each “win-win” intervention was interviewed both before and after the
household scale fieldwork. The initial semi-structured interviews in 2013 – 2014 were conducted with
a broader range of actors undertaking joint conservation and development work throughout San Martín
(25 interviews in total). These interviews focused on the following intervention information: 1) origin
story, 2) history and scope, 3) main objectives, 3) theory of change, 4) collaborators/donors, 5)
participant selection, and 6) monitoring effort and results. Following the fieldwork in 2015 – 2016, 11
actors intervening in one or more of the study communities were interviewed about: 1) key definitions
of “success”, 2) interpretation of outcomes achieved, 3) methodologies used to understand outcomes,
4) specific challenges experienced or unintended impacts, 5) efforts to address challenges, and 6)
efforts to report outcomes, including particular donor requirements. I also asked how the communities
where the research was conducted compared to other communities in which they work. I conducted all
36 semi-structured interviews in Spanish and they lasted on average 1.1 hours, ranging from 0.7 – 2
hours. The audio was recorded and then transcribed for analysis in NVivo.

5.3.1. Collection of documents
In order to understand how intervention actors communicate about their intervention throughout
processes of design, implementation and promotion, I also asked all intervention actors for any major
strategic planning documents, presentations, donor reports, project videos or other project materials
they were willing to share. In some cases, many documents were shared, in other cases few documents
were obtained. For the larger internationally funded interventions I was able to supplement these
documents by searching on project websites, google and youtube to collect additional promotional
materials. In total 103 relevant documents were collected across the different projects. These
documents were analysed in NVivo and further analytical methods are outlined in Chapter 9.
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5.4.

Constructive engagement among perspectives

Given the substantial gap which was uncovered between the perspectives of intervention actors and
community members in project areas, with the support of an Antipode Foundation International
Workshop Award and the collaboration of fellow researchers and NGOs in the region of San Martín,
we organised a dialogue event which brought together 70 conservation leaders from communities,
NGOs, cooperatives, universities, and environment and development focused branches of the regional
government of San Martín to discuss key challenges and opportunities to obtain better results for
conservation initiatives and the wellbeing of communities in the region. The two-day dialogue event in
Moyobamba, Peru in March 2017 included presentations, panel discussions and small dialogue groups
centred around four main themes: 1) Strengthening engagement: how can participation be broadened
and trust enhanced among actors? 2) Understanding motivations: what is the best way to motivate
people for conservation? 3) Improving monitoring: how should conservation projects be monitored
and evaluated? 4) Balancing power: how can communities and conservation issues be given more
political power? A summary report was released and circulated among participants a few months
following the workshop.

5.5.

Limitations and challenges

There were numerous challenges with implementing the methodologies outlined in this chapter. The
most substantial challenge involved the coordination across myself and three research assistants to
ensure that everyone felt safe and motivated to undertake the arduous work, and that we were applying
the methodologies as consistently as possible. The rich qualitative information was essential to
ensuring that our data were comparable and for understanding the limitations of the quantitative data.
A critical challenge, however, is that all data were self-reported by farmers, as there are notable biases
which emerge from people self-reporting their behaviour. For example, we faced a few instances
where we discovered people had not been truthful about the full extent of their landholdings. We
attempted to reduce this type of bias as much as possible by fostering mutual trust and allowing time
to understand in-depth rationales, as well as taking a walking tour of people’s land in most cases. In
addition, some people were more accurate at recalling particular information, such as crop yields, or
felt more open to share personal information, such as about their family’s well-being. As this study is
only concerned with relative comparisons among households, as long as biases were fairly consistent
across the sample, uncovered statistical findings should still hold in the presence of biases.
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Another challenge which should not be overlooked is the positionality of myself and research
assistants. As a white foreign woman, people no doubt responded to me in particular ways as a result
of how they viewed me. In some ways, this worked towards my advantage, in terms of more easily
securing visits with families and having unique information about my family, culture and background
to share, which they often found interesting. In contrast, my Peruvian research assistants found that
people were generally less enthusiastic to accept visits. I was also typically seen by respondents as
being more trustworthy than my research assistants, as they saw me as more independent from the
Peruvian context. In contrast, my Peruvian research assistants struggled to assure people that they
were not collecting information for a Peruvian NGO or government agency. In other cases, my
positionality may have worked to my disadvantage. For example, people may have presented me with
information they felt aligned with how they perceived my interests, and while I am fully fluent in
Spanish, I nevertheless hold a less subtle understanding of the language and culture as compared to my
three research assistants who were born in the region. Finally, all interviewers were female; this
allowed us much better access to women, as we could spend hours of the day alone with them.
Women also generally felt much less confident than men to respond to interview questions, and likely
felt more comfortable sharing their feelings with fellow women. For example, in multiple instances,
women were very open about infidelity and abusive spouses. That being said, male respondents may
have felt less comfortable opening up to us about more sensitive topics due to our gender.
The methodologies employed in this study required careful ethical consideration; indeed, ethical
clearance was obtained from the University of Cambridge in 2013 and 2014. Through the interview
work, I found that for people to feel happy to have accepted a visit, it was most important that I
allowed enough time to build a meaningful relationship – that I earnestly wanted to understand their
perspectives, had enjoyed spending a full day with them, and was equally eager to share bits of my
own culture with them. As long as the first few visits went well in a community, word-of-mouth
would quickly travel and I would experience very few declined visits or cancellations as a result.
There were still families, however, who understandably did not want to participate. It was always
particularly challenging to distance ourselves from the intervention actors, and this often required
further explanation to potential respondents. However, once people understood our purpose, those who
were extremely unhappy with the intervention work often became very willing participants. People
who were more ambivalent about interventions and very constrained regarding their time and/or
economic resources proved to be the most challenging people to engage.
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5.6.

Conclusion

The data gathered as a result of the methodologies outlined in this chapter provided a rich basis with
which to comparatively explore the process by which conservation, well-being and other relevant
outcomes are produced in several locations across the region of San Martín, as well as the apparent
role of “win-win” interventions in shaping those outcomes (Part III). Access to the perspectives of
intervention actors and materials highlighting how results are typically interpreted and communicated
allowed for an in-depth exploration of the nature of the gap between “win-win” intentions/narratives
and local realities (Part IV). These findings are drawn together in the concluding chapter, which
presents an alternative vision for “win-win” conservation and development work in the region of San
Martín, Peru.
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PART III: THE REALITY OF
“WIN-WIN” INTERVENTIONS
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Chapter 6. Governing deforestation:
strategies and implications
6.1.

Introduction

A common goal of conservation projects is to reduce the deforestation activities of farmers in a
particular area of ecological interest. As outlined in Section 1.3, there are three non-mutually exclusive
motivations which projects typically try to foster in individuals to create environmental subjects.
These include the desire to reduce deforestation because: 1) linked economic or material benefits can
be obtained, 2) it is illegal and potentially risky due to enforced penalties, and 3) forests are viewed as
intrinsically important (see Table 1.1). These distinct approaches rely on divergent assumptions about
farmers’ forest management behaviours and how they can be changed. For example, a payments
scheme assumes that people are “rational” self-interested actors who deforest because it is the most
profitable option and potentially need to in order to support their family, while an approach to shift
community values and norms sees people as capable of being empowered to conserve for moral
reasons. Despite the recent expansion of the multiple environmentalities literature, the implications of
these distinct approaches to creating environmental subjects have not yet been systematically explored
(Fletcher 2017). For example, it remains unclear in what cases material incentives result in
motivational crowding in as opposed to crowding out (Rode et al. 2015), and in what cases creating
laws can strengthen local governance roles rather than alienating local people (Adams & Hutton
2007). The widespread recognition of conservation projects failing to achieve intended aims
(McShane & Wells 2004; Sunderland et al. 2008; Salafsky 2011) calls for a more in-depth
examination of the processes by which a heterogeneous range of local subjects respond to particular
attempts to motivate them for conservation.
The effectiveness of different approaches to reducing deforestation is typically assessed through indepth case studies of individual interventions, or large-scale participant versus non-participant
quantitative comparisons seeking to isolate the extent of change due to the intervention “treatment”.
The analysis presented in this chapter attempts to bridge this gap by focusing in-depth on individual
families’ motivations, circumstances and perspectives, whilst allowing for broader-scale comparisons
by focusing on families living in several areas subjected to diverse approaches to shaping their
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motivations. Instead of framing the statistical analysis as a “treated” versus “untreated” comparison to
ascertain impact, this study recognises that outcomes do not result from a unidirectional theory of
change homogenously applied, but are very much co-constructed by local actors in practice (Long
2001; Mosse 2005). For example, people may participate in conservation projects that provide
material benefits for diverse motives and actively construct different meanings related to their
involvement. In addition, factors outside of the intervention sphere may be just as important, if not
more so, in shaping farmers’ decisions; thus, it is important to recognise how influences from another
time and place can still linger in people’s present day actions (Latour 2005). For example, nonparticipants in a project area could still be motivated to conserve because of alternative reasons and
experiences, whereas participants could be “sidetracking” the intervention purpose for other aims
(Büscher & de Beer 2011).
This chapter therefore provides an in-depth analysis of how deforestation and conservation outcomes
are produced in the region of San Martín by examining the perspectives of farming families living
across 15 communities interacting with various forms of conservation intervention. In the first half of
the chapter, I outline the methods and use a quantitative modelling approach to examine the role of
numerous factors which may influence people’s desire and capacity to expand their farm at the
expense of conserving forests. Rather than focusing on a single measure of deforestation, this analysis
examines the implications of framing this measure in different ways, including both measures of past
behaviour and future plans. In the second half of the chapter, I explore the implications of distinct
“win-win” intervention strategies within the context of how deforestation outcomes are produced by
examining the ability of interventions to produce their intended shifts in motivation and behaviour,
and the role of other more systemic forces. The joint focus on the opinions and motivations of both
those who are involved as well as not involved with these interventions helps elucidate how political
processes can influence participation in these projects and the distribution of benefits and effects.
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6.2.

Analysing deforestation patterns

6.2.1. Theorising outcomes and relationships
Outcomes are often conceived of as static, but they are dynamic. In the case of deforestation, a
household which deforested a lot in the past five years, may plan to deforest relatively little during the
next five years. Due to the danger of relying on any single measurement, this analysis examines the
implications of framing “deforestation” in distinct ways. First, I examine farmers’ plans for future
expansion into forested areas on both already owned land and through the intended purchase of new
landholdings (n=270). Second, I compare these results to the percentage of forest farmers have
explicitly designated for conservation long-term (among farmers who still have forest; n=230). Third,
I compare these results to recent reported deforestation activities (2010 – 2014) of all farmers who
began farming before 2010 and reported holding present motivations for conservation since 2010
(n=203). Finally, I examine total reported historical deforestation to place the analyses of present day
activities within a broader context (among those farming since 2010; n=230). The use of multiple
framings and models to interpret the production of deforestation helps provide a more robust picture
given the reliance on self-reported data, and reduces the risk of type I errors (false positives) given the
many predictor variables and models. A full list of outcome variables used to construct models is
provided in Table 6.1. The construction of both binomial and continuous models helped investigate
the role of different predictors in choosing to deforest at all versus how much to deforest.
Another difficulty with interpreting deforestation outcomes is the challenge of comparing the
ecological value of primary forest loss as compared to secondary forest loss or sold forest. Given the
potential differences in biodiversity value of the major forest types identified, for both forest access
predictors and the range of deforestation/conservation response variables, different forest types were
weighted to devise a composite score which reflected relative biodiversity values of the forest types.
These relative weights were determined from the results of a large-scale study in the Amazon
attempting to quantify the relative biodiversity value of primary, secondary and plantation forests
(Barlow et al. 2007). However, as Barlow et al. (2007) point out, these relative values are highly
variable by taxa, and the analysis does not incorporate additional benefits such as watershed health or
carbon storage. It was therefore necessary to conduct a sensitivity analysis for each model by adjusting
the relative forest values to determine how robust the model was to these changes. Thus, for each
model, multiple versions were constructed: 1) using estimates based roughly on Barlow’s findings, 2)
weighting primary forests more heavily, and 3) weighing primary and secondary forest equally. For
models of past behaviour, where sold forest was potentially relevant, models were constructed with
and without incorporating the area of sold forest.
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Table 6.1: Outcome variables for deforestation activities
Variable

Definition

N

Range

Mean

S.D.

Intention to deforest during next 10 years (0=no
intention, 1=has intention)
Weighted sum of planned conversion of forest
types (primary = 1, secondary = 0.6, new
regrowth = 0.3, purchased cultivated = 0.1)

270

0–1

0.7

0.5

196

0.1 – 24.4

1.8

3.0

Intention to conserve forests (0=intend to
conserve none, 1=intend to conserve some or all)

230

0–1

0.70

0.46

127

0.08 – 0.99

0.61

0.25

Model 5. Plans to conserve
all forest (binomial)

Percentage of forest intend to conserve given
weightings (primary = 1, secondary = 0.6, new
regrowth = 0.6, reforested = 0.5)
Intention to conserve forests (0=intend to
conserve none or some, 1=intend to conserve all)

230

0–1

0.17

0.37

Deforestation 2010 - 2014
Model 6. Recent past
deforestation (binomial)
Model 7. Recent past
deforestation (continuous)

Whether reported deforesting during the period
2010 – 2014 (0=no, 1=yes)
Sum of primary and secondary forest reported
deforesting during the period 2010 – 2014

203

0–1

0.5

0.5

93

0.3 – 12

2.6

2.4

230

0.15 – 88

8.4

11.4

Future planned deforestation
Model 1. Plans to deforest
(binomial)
Model 2. Plans to deforest
(continuous)
Forest conservation plans
Model 3. Plans to conserve
some forest (binomial)
Model 4. Plans to conserve
forest (continuous)

Total historical deforestation
Model 8. Total past
Weighted sum of total area historically
deforestation (continuous)
deforested or sold (primary = 1, secondary = 0.6,
primary sold = 0.5, secondary sold = 0.3)

To theorise how deforestation outcomes are produced, several potentially important influences are
examined: 1) forest access, 2) economic factors such as farming profitability, capacity to expand, and
motivations to expand, 3) motivations to conserve forests, and 4) value orientations. Forest access was
defined by informal ownership of forest types since most families lack legal property rights. However,
this measure does not include the power which a farmer has to gain access to more forested land and
develop it in certain ways (Ribot & Peluso 2003). Thus, a host of economic factors additionally
informed the extent to which a household’s farming opportunities are profitable, and identified
motivations and capacities to further expand farms into forested areas. Motivations to not expand (and
thus unintentionally conserve) due to economic reasons were also included, such as land being too
steep to farm or feeling too old or busy to manage more farmland. To incorporate the role of
interventions, rather than using participation in different types of intervention as a predictor variable,
the strength of the distinct types of motivations they aim to foster (as measured with farm managers)
were included, to account for variable ways in which participation may shape motivations. Finally,
given the importance of deep-seated differences in value orientations in shaping pro-environmental
behaviours (Stern & Dietz 1994; de Groot & Steg 2008), the effects of two major value orientation
axes – “materialistic” and “social versus ecological” – were examined. These value orientations were
identified through a PCA of the quantitative data reflecting how respondents expressed and negotiated
between egoistic, altruistic and biospheric values (see the Appendix, Figure A9). Characteristics for all
explanatory variables used in the deforestation analyses are listed in Table 6.2.
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Table 6.2: Explanatory variables for deforestation activities
Variable
Forest access
Total forest area
Area primary forest
Area secondary forest
Area new regrowth
Altitude
Economic factors
Market distance
Year began farming
Total farmed area
Area cash crops
Area pasture
Area staples
Cash crop production
Cash crop efficiency
Staple production
Wealth PC
Economic pressure
PC
On farm income
Farm labour income
Forest income
Off farm income
Education level
Need to expand
Food security PC

Definition

Range

Mean

S.D.

Total area (hectares) of all forest types across landholdings
Total area (hectares) of primary forest across landholdings
Total area (hectares) of secondary forest (> 5 meters in height)
Total area (hectares) of new regrowth (< 5 meters in height)
Meters above sea level (m.a.s.l.) of farm land

0 – 142.5
0 – 98.3
0 – 30.5
0 – 49.5
181 – 1669

8.6
5.8
1.3
1.5
869.4

16.6
13.7
3.5
3.7
396.3

Travel time (minutes) to reach nearest town with large market
Year obtained first land holding in the San Martín Region
Total area (hectares) of farmed land, including cash crops,
pasture and staples
Area (hectares) of cash crops (coffee, cacao, coconut, orange)
Area (hectares) of pasture
Area (hectares) of staple crops (rice, maize, plantain)
Annual production (kg) of all cash crops last year
Annual yield (kg) per hectare of cash crop last year
Annual production (kg) of all staple crops last year
First principal component score of wealth ranking variables,
reflecting generally higher scores across all wealth ranking
variables (explains 37% of total variance)
Second principal component score of wealth ranking variables,
reflecting higher dependency ratio and recent large economic
loss events (explains 16% of total variance)
Total income earned during past year from farming activities,
including effects from any intervention support (in Peruvian
Soles; 1 PEN = $0.31 USD)
Total income (PEN) earned from labour on farms last year
Total income (PEN) earned from forest products last year (e.g.
forest fruits, bush meat, wood, medicinal plants)
Total income (PEN) earned during past year from non-farming
activities (e.g. commercial, leasing property, transportation)
Number of years of education completed by main farm
manager (e.g. 0 = none, 16 = completed university degree)

10 – 250
1965 – 2015
0 – 41.5

64.1
1997
6.2

50.9
9.9
6.7

0 – 22
0 – 35
0 – 15
0 – 22600
0 – 3650
0 – 39328
-3.3 – 5.6

2.9
2.7
0.5
1241
382.1
831.6
0

2.5
5.2
1.3
2186.5
523.5
3517.5
1.6

-2.1 – 5.4

0

1.1

-4300 –
72650

7168

9982.4

0 – 18000
0 – 7200

1414
167

2590.5
626.7

0 – 28000

2140

4195.6

0 – 16

6

3.1

Extent to which perceive need to expand farm to obtain
sufficient resources (0-3 scale; 0=do not need to expand at all,
3=situation is grave if cannot expand)
First principal component score of food security dimensions
reflecting less food shortage, higher perceived nutrient quality
and psychological security (explains 56% of total variance)
Total number of people living in the household

0–3

1.1

0.6

-4.6 – 3.2

0

1.3

1 – 12

4.5

1.9

1-5

2.7

1.1

1-5

3.4

1.1

1-4

1.5

0.9

1-5

1.8

1.2

0-1

0.3

0.5

-2.8 – 5.8

-0.1

1.1

-3.7 – 2.4

-0.1

1.1

Household size
Motivations to conserve
Intrinsic
Extent to which values forests for more intrinsic reasons (e.g.
animals, beauty, responsibility) (1-5 scale, where 1=no
expression, 3=medium expression, 5=very strong expression)
Extrinsic resource
Extent to which values forests for resource use values (e.g.
use
water, forest products, fertile soil) (1-5 scale; same as above)
Extrinsic material
Extent to which values forests for material gain (e.g. direct
payments or project benefits) (1-5 scale; same as above)
Extrinsic law
Extent to which doesn’t deforest because it is illegal and could
receive penalties (1-5 scale; same as above)
Not profitable to
Presence of economic reasons for not expanding (e.g. too old,
expand
no time, no capital, poor land, risky) (binomial variable)
Value orientations
Materialistic PC
Social-over-eco PC

First principal component score of value orientation variables,
reflecting the extent which prefer materialistic outcomes over
social/ecological outcomes (explains 23% of total variance)
Second principal component score of value orientation
variables, reflecting the extent which prefer social outcomes
over ecological outcomes (explains 21% of total variance)

Note: variables were selected through a literature review of potentially influential factors (e.g. Angelsen &
Kaimowitz 1999; Almeyda Zambrano et al. 2010; Calkins & Thant 2011; Sassen et al. 2013; Meijer et al. 2016)
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6.2.2. Statistical analyses
The software R version 3.3.2 (R Development Core Team 2016) was used to conduct all statistical
analyses and produce all graphical figures. The main aim of the analyses was to construct robust
models to best explain variance in the deforestation/conservation outcomes. Linear mixed models
(LMMs) were selected as the most suitable tool to identify independent predictors of the response
variables, given the necessity of specifying random effects to account for potential variation
introduced from data being collected across 15 communities and by four interviewers. In the case of
non-normal response distributions, generalized linear mixed models (GLMMs) provide a flexible
approach to modelling (Bolker et al. 2009). Complex GLMMs/LMMs can however be challenging to
fit, validate and interpret; thus, the following procedure, which also takes advantage of the strengths of
boosted regression trees (BRTs), was applied in creating all models to improve model accuracy.
1. Examining explanatory variable relationships: A matrix of Spearman’s rank correlation
coefficients was produced using the “corrplot” function with hierarchical clustering (R library
corrplot version 0.77) to examine relationships between explanatory variables. No two variables
had a correlation higher than |0.7| and variance inflation factors (VIFs) were additionally calculated
using the “vifstep” function (R library usdm 1.1-15) to ensure that no collinearity problems existed
for the complete set of explanatory variables used for each model.
2. Identifying response variable distributions: The distribution of response variables was explored
using several functions in the fitdistrplus package (R library fitdistrplus 1.0-8). Each distribution
was visualized using the function “plotdist” and potential candidate distributions were identified
using the function “descdist”. Possible distributions were compared using the “fitdistr” function,
which estimates distribution parameters by maximizing the likelihood function, and produces a
graph showing how well the variable matches values theoretically predicted by that distribution
with the same estimated parameters. The function “gofstat” (D’Agostino & Stephens 1986) was
used to compare the goodness of fit between model options. Most models fit a linear or binomial
distribution; however, for the percentage of forest planning to conserve (model 3), a beta regression
model was constructed given its 0 – 1 range and near uniform distribution (R package betareg
version 3.1-0).
3. Identifying key variables and potential interactions: For each model, a Boosted Regression Tree
(BRT) was constructed to identify the most independently influential predictors for each outcome
variable and potentially important interaction effects (see Friedman 2001). BRTs can overcome
many weaknesses of linear regression approaches, since they make no assumptions about variable
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distributions, can identify the presence of non-linear relationships, and can handle a relatively large
number of moderately correlated predictor variables. The boosted approach overcomes the
drawback of single tree models, which are highly unstable and susceptible to over-fitting (Elith et
al. 2008). BRTs were fitted using the “gbm.step” function; variables that explained relatively little
variation were eliminated through “gbm.simplify” (R package dismo version 1.1-4). Key BRT
model outputs, including the relative influence of each variable, partial dependence plots for each
variable showing non-linear relationships to the response variable, and pairwise interaction values,
all helped identify important variables and potential interactions to test in the regression models,
which are capable of determining which effects and interactions together explain the most
variation, given random effects.
4. Identifying statistically significant relationships: Following all preliminary analytical techniques
above, regression models were constructed (R package lme4 version 1.1-14; Bates et al. 2015).
Linear mixed models (LMMs) or generalized linear mixed models (GLMMs) were fitted,
depending on the response variable distribution. However, in all cases the variance explained by
the random effects interviewer and community became essentially zero during the model
simplification procedure. More straightforward linear models (LMs) or generalized linear models
(GLMs) were therefore constructed instead. Prior to constructing all models, predictor variables
were standardized with a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. The procedure for fitting the
final models involved first including the most important variables determined through the BRTs,
and then testing the significance of adding additional variables as well as potential interactions
identified through the BRTs or of theoretical interest one at a time. Variables and interactions were
only retained when the more complex model resulted in a lower AIC estimate.
5. Checking model assumptions: Diagnostic plots were created to check the validity of model
assumptions. The residual versus fitted values were plotted to check the assumption that the error
terms have a mean of zero and constant variance. Distributional assumptions were tested by
creating Q-Q plots to compute the theoretically expected value for each data point depending on the
distribution specified in the model. Due to the potential of extreme outliers to influence model
results, all models were re-run excluding all values which were > 2.5*IQR (interquartile range), to
confirm that all significant effects remained so. Model results were only accepted if all of the above
assumptions were validated.
6. Visualising model results: To visually interpret model results, Boosted Regression Trees (BRTs)
containing the final set of significant variables were created to produce partial dependence plots for
each variable to clearly show effect sizes and nonlinear relationships. Interactions were interpreted
by graphing the shifts in slope estimates due to the interaction sign in the linear regression models
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and by viewing the BRT three-dimensional partial dependence plots. As BRT models were only
used to improve and validate the linear regression modeling process, the statistical results are not
included. As the statistical results only indicated correlation and not causation, qualitative
descriptions assisted the causal interpretations.
In addition to regression modeling, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were performed to
examine differences between deforestation outcomes and key predictors of deforestation for
participant and non-participant groups across all intervention categories. This was not conducted as a
means of determining intervention impact due to participant self-selection biases, but rather to
understand the comparative characteristics of people who are participating versus not participating in
these interventions. Qualitative data on why and how people came to participate or were not
participating helped inform the extent to which these quantitative differences were at least to some
extent already present prior to intervention participation.

6.2.3. Qualitative analyses
Quantitative analyses were essential for more precisely identifying the role of particular economic and
motivational factors in the production of deforestation outcomes; however, qualitative data were more
informative for understanding the meaning behind these statistical patterns to theorise about potential
causal relationships. Qualitative analyses were informative in three main ways:
1. Further quantifying motivations: The quantitative scores of the strength of distinct motivations to
conserve forest and accompanying in-depth qualitative explanations were examined for each
household to produce a single quantitative score (scale of 1-5) indicating the strength of each major
type of motivation, including: 1) intrinsic – for animals, nature and moral duty, 2) extrinsic
resource use – to use natural resources in the future such as water and forest products, 3) extrinsic
material – to obtain linked material/financial benefits, and 4) extrinsic law – because it is illegal
and penalties could be incurred. For example, households sometimes mentioned different reasons
which fell under the same motivation category and therefore needed to be combined. Descriptions
indicative of each of these types of motivations were stored. Motivation data was reviewed in
isolation of any defining household features or outcomes to reduce biases in the scoring process.
2. Analysing the role of “win-win” strategies: Qualitative analyses were necessary to link the
motivations examined in the statistical analyses to different forms of intervention. For each
household, if they were motivated to conserve their forests, the interview solicited a personal
narrative of how they became motivated, including any relevant interactions with people or
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organisations. In order to examine the role of “win-win” intervention strategies, 20 participants
were randomly selected for in-depth qualitative analysis for each of the four main intervention
types examined in this research: 1) material incentives, 2) regulatory compliance, 3) collective
governance, and 4) moral incentives. Key storylines regarding the role of “win-win” interventions
in shaping personal motivations were identified across all narratives and their prevalence was
quantified.
3. Examining major influences: The qualitative information associated with the key statistical
predictors of deforestation outcomes was analysed to better understand how predictors were
shaped. For example, farmers’ accounts of how and why they shifted among regions of Peru to
access new lands were examined. In addition, personal accounts of how and why people became
intrinsically motivated for conservation (for the 67 people strongly motivated in this way) were
analysed, as well as the conservation perspectives of those who were least motivated for intrinsic
reasons (39 people).

6.2.4. Production of deforestation outcomes
The Spearman’s rank correlation matrix demonstrated some major trends among the explanatory
variables (Figure 6.1). First, highly correlated indicators were often part of similar constructs (e.g.
cash crop production and cash crop efficiency; farmed area and cash crop area); thus, in these cases
variables were only independently included in models to determine which resulted in a better fit.
Correlations between forest types were eliminated through constructing the forest access index, as
described in Section 6.2.1. Another identified correlation cluster involved people with higher altitude
land generally being further from the market, having entered farming more recently, and with a higher
likelihood of facing deforestation restrictions. This is due to the “frontier” effect of newer migrants
obtaining less accessible lands more likely to be located in protected area zones. For all models,
calculated variance inflation factors confirmed that no included variables had collinearity problems.
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Figure 6.1: Significant correlations among explanatory variables
Note: all unlisted correlations are not significant to p < 0.1

Although initial modelling with boosted regression trees (BRTs) suggested that notable differences
exist between communities regarding deforestation behaviours, as GLMMs and LMMs were fit, these
random effects disappeared to essentially zero when examining deforestation at the household level;
therefore their inclusion was not justified. This is likely because the communities vary in their altitude,
market access, percentage forest cover and average wealth (as demonstrated in Table 3.3) – all factors
which proved to be important predictors of forest management activities. The random effect
“interviewers” also explained none of the variance in any of the models, indicating that the
interviewers were not introducing significant variation in how they may have unintentionally asked
questions in slightly different ways. All of the final models in this section were therefore fit using
linear models or generalized linear models.
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Table 6.3 outlines the relationship between each explanatory variable and the eight outcome variables
of interest (introduced in Table 6.1). Figure 6.2 shows the more specific relationships between the four
top predictors and each outcome. The overall explanatory power of the LM and GLM models ranged
from (pseudo) R2 = 0.29 – 0.68, with a mean explanatory power of 0.47 (Table 6.3 – last row), while
the BRT models fit using all significant variables ranged from pseudo R2 = 0.50 – 0.88, with a mean
explanatory power of 0.63 (Table 6.4). These values are considered very good for an analysis of
human behaviour because it indicates that on average around half of the variance is being explained by
the predictors; however, the significance of specific predictors is of much greater interest. It is
apparent from Table 6.3 that the relationships between particular fixed effects and deforestation
behavioural outcomes are for the most part consistent across models, but that notable differences also
are present. The sensitivity analyses for each model furthermore demonstrated that significance levels
were generally robust to shifting the relative values of forest types or excluding sold forest.
Across all models, the most significant variable for increasing deforestation was, unsurprisingly, direct
access to forest. This effect, however, was mediated by motivations; for example, holding stronger
intrinsic motivation for conservation significantly reduced the impact of having more forest on both
recent past and planned deforestation (interaction F). For conservation plans, the effects of forest
access were more variable; those with greater access to forests were more likely to plan to conserve at
least some of their forests, but also less likely to conserve all of their forests. Having incorporated
forest access into all models, the economic factor with the strongest explanatory power, which
exhibited similar effects across four out of the five deforestation models, was overall wealth. The
richer the household, the larger the area they were planning to deforest over the next 10 years, and the
larger the area they had deforested in the past five years, as well as in total historically. For the models
of past behaviour, it is possible those who deforested more may also now be richer; however, a
feedback mechanism likely exists where wealthier individuals can expand more, thus facilitating
additional capital accumulation and expansion (see Angelsen & Kaimowitz 2001).
Wealth also exhibited interactive effects on deforestation; for example, people who have less access to
forest or lower cash crop efficiency are even less likely to plan to deforest if they are also poorer
(interactions A and D). In addition, the effects of wealth can be synergistic, with richer farmers even
more likely to have recently deforested a larger area if they were both newer to farming in the region
and had higher levels of cash crop efficiency (though with a slight decline for the top 25%; interaction
Y). It is interesting to also note that there is no significant correlation between wealth and holding
intrinsic motivation for conservation; thus, this data contradicts theories such as new modernization
theory (Inglehart & Welzel 2005) and Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Maslow 1954), which argue for a
necessary economic developmental pathway to foster more immaterial concerns.

123

124

Table 6.3: Regression coefficients for deforestation and conservation models
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Notes: All regression coefficients and (standard errors) are reported; p-levels: *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, + p < 0.1; Variables and coefficient estimates not
included were not significant to p < 0.10; Interactions terms are indicated by A-Z labels (term details in the Appendix, Table A1); Only the most significant interaction
terms (p < 0.001 or remained in sensitivity tests) are included in descriptions; Colours denote: red = variable linked to worse conservation outcomes, green = variable
linked to better conservation outcomes, yellow = non-linear relationship; For LMs: R2 = 1 – SSres/SStot ; for GLMs (binomial and beta): ML pseudo R2 = 1 – exp(-LR/n)

Table 6.3: Continued

Area plan to deforest 2016-2026
Model 1. Plan to deforest (1) or not deforest (0) (binomial)

Forest access (18.6%)

Need to expand (14.2%)

Materialistic PC (11.8%)

Social-over-eco PC (8.4%)

Model 2. Area plan to deforest

Forest access (24.1%)

Wealth PC (14.2%)

Intrinsic motivation (9.7%)

Market distance (6.9%)

Percentage forest plan to conserve long-term
Model 3. Plan to conserve at least part of forest (1) or none of forest (0)

Forest access (36.1%)

Extrinsic use motivation (32.5%)

Social-over-eco (14.4%)

Need to expand (8.7%)

Model 4. Percentage of forest planning to conserve

Forest access (34.1%)

Intrinsic motivation (18%)

Social-over-eco (14%)

Need to expand (7.6%)

Figure 6.2: Partial dependence plots for the four strongest predictors of deforestation models using
Boosted Regression Trees
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Percentage forest plan to conserve long-term (continued)
Model 5. Plan to conserve none or part of forest (0) or all of forest (1)

Forest access (21%)

Altitude (13.4%)

Need to expand (13.1%)

Materialistic (12.5%)

Area deforested 2010 - 2014
Model 6. Deforested during 2010 - 2014 (1) or did not deforest (0)

Forest access (27.5%)

Area farmed in 2010 (13.6%)

Materialistic PC (12.8%)

Market distance (6.5%)

Altitude (15.4%)

Materialistic PC (10.4%)

Model 7. Area deforested during 2010 - 2014

Wealth PC (21.3%)

Area forest in 2010 (16.6%)

Total area deforested historically
Model 8. Total area deforested

Original forest access (21.3%)

Year began farming (8.3%)

Figure 6.2: Continued
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Economic pressure PC (2.8%)

Wealth PC (2.7%)

Table 6.4: Performance of Boosted Regression Trees using variables in final LM/GLM models
Model
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
Model 6
Model 7
Model 8

Tree
complex.
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
3

Learn.
rate
0.001
0.0005
0.001
0.0005
0.001
0.0005
0.0005
0.001

Bag
fract.
0.5
0.6
0.6
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.5
0.7

No.
trees
5,100
7,950
2,800
5,450
2,900
9,550
5,500
5,250

Mean
tot. dev.
1.18
1.40
1.21
0.06
0.90
1.39
0.79
1.51

CV
dev.
0.94
1.11
0.67
0.04
0.77
1.05
0.63
0.34

SE
0.06
0.09
0.06
0.01
0.05
0.08
0.09
0.04

Training
data corr.
0.87
0.88
0.84
0.84
0.83
0.86
0.79
0.94

Pseudo
R2
0.59
0.66
0.61
0.64
0.50
0.59
0.55
0.88

CV
AUC
0.80
----0.93
----0.76
0.82
---------

Notes: Pseudo R2: 1 - (mean residual deviance / mean total deviance); CV AUC is only provided for BRTs with a
binomial distribution

When the outcome variable was framed as percentage of remaining forest area to conserve (models 3
– 5), however, wealth became insignificant, and was actually positively associated with planning to
conserve all remaining forest. This seemingly contradictory result is explained by the fact that many
poorer households may not necessarily explicitly intend to conserve their forest, but due to economic
constraints ultimately end up deforesting less and thereby conserving more. In addition, the measure
only focuses on currently held forests, and doesn’t account for how people continue to access and sell
new lands. This distinction has important implications for how conservation outcomes are measured,
as organisations in this region often track success through the forest area committed to conservation
(e.g. “Thanks to this initiative… a total of eight agreements have been signed and approximately
318.94 hectares are protected” – PES-GERA website6). Simply tracking private commitments to
conservation may therefore underplay the importance of economic factors in driving deforestation.
Another relevant economic factor is the year which the farmer began farming in the region, as newer
farmers are often in earlier stages of land development, linked to higher levels of farm expansion. This
trend was consistent across all models, except for in the model of total historical deforestation, where
newer farmers had deforested significantly less. Since the models accounted for differential forest
access, this effect is caused by the vast expansion of pasture and cropland during 1970-1990 due to the
government promoting farmer settlement and expansion. Despite the frequent link between improved
market access and deforestation, people at further away market distances were actually more likely to
deforest; this effect was even stronger when primary forests were more heavily weighted. This
unexpected effect is likely due to the “frontier” effect, whereby people can more easily expand farms
in further away areas with little governance (see Agrawal & Chhatre 2006). In contrast, people were
actually more likely to conserve a higher percentage of their land the further they lived from markets,
potentially due to the economic effect of expansion plans being less profitable.

6

Project website: http://ampaperu.info/projects/iniciativa-madre-gera/ - last viewed 15 December 2017.
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Current income sources were only significant for future plans, with higher farm labour income linked
to more deforestation, possibly since the ability to earn money on others’ farms is linked to the ability
to develop one’s own farm. Consistent with this finding, larger households were significantly more
likely to have deforested recently. In contrast, higher levels of off-farm income were linked to both
less deforestation and more conservation plans, with the strongest effect occurring as off-farm income
sources increased from 0 – 5,000 PEN annually (determined from BRTs). This effect may be the result
of decoupling time and income from farm-related activities (see Angelsen & Kaimowitz 2001).
Indeed, higher cash crop efficiency was associated with greater plans to deforest and more recent
deforestation, especially for wealthier individuals who were newer to the area (interaction Y), and
individuals with a larger cash crop extension (interaction J). The area of cash crops was linked to less
deforestation for some measures, such as not deforesting at all, but for other measures was linked to
more deforestation, particularly when production was more efficient (interaction J).
Education level had an interesting effect, as it did not fit the dominant narrative of education being
essential for people learning the importance of doing beneficial actions for their environment
(Ehrhardt-Martinez 1998; Godoy et al. 1998). In contrast, education level was generally linked to
higher levels of deforestation and less conservation. People of intermediate education were most likely
to have recently deforested, perhaps because education level increases farming capacity to some
extent, and completing higher levels of education may possibly instil some knowledge and values
related to conservation. The question of what kind of education is received and for what purpose
seems to be essential in how values may possibly shift as a result. The primary school education that
the majority of these farmers received likely did not include environmental components; however, this
is changing with the current young generation.
Particular factors may also shape farmers’ motivations to expand their farm. While it was impossible
to capture farmers’ perceived need to expand in 2010, farmers’ current perceived need to expand was
strongly linked to both more planned deforestation and less planned conservation. Given the negative
correlation between “food security” and “need to expand” (ρ = -0.48), it is likely that perceived need
to expand captured both those who felt they needed to expand for food security reasons and those
wealthier actors who felt they needed to expand to pursue other aspirations. The surprisingly positive
relationship between greater food security and more deforestation plans seems to indicate that some
families with very low food security may have lacked the capacity to expand their farms. In contrast,
some people held economic reasons to not expand their farms, which made them somewhat less likely
to plan future expansion. For example, farmers mentioned reasons such as land being bad for farming
because it was too steep or flooded seasonally, or due to not having time, being too old, or it being too
risky amidst crop diseases. Coffee rust (“la roya”) has devastated plantations across the region since
2011, and was commonly cited as a key reason why farmers had emigrated from the area.
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Across all models, by far the strongest and most consistent type of motivation linked to reduced
deforestation and increased conservation was holding intrinsic motivation – the desire to conserve
forests because it was valued for its biodiversity, beauty and/or peaceful properties. Intrinsic
motivation also played a key role in mediating the effect of several economic factors on deforestation
outcomes. For example, the link between increased forest access and more deforestation was
consistently reduced in the presence of stronger intrinsic motivation (interactions F and Z); intrinsic
motivation similarly mediated the negative effects of farmers’ perceived to expand (interaction C) and
access to wealth (interaction X) on deforestation. Similarly, the effect of accessing more off farm
income was strongest in reducing deforestation for people with higher intrinsic motivation (interaction
E). In all cases, the largest reduction in deforestation occurred for people with strong or very strong
intrinsic motivation for conservation (score of 4-5 out of 5; 25% of farmers). Intrinsic motivation is
also more significant amidst fewer economic trade-offs; for example, effects are strongest for those
who feel they needed to expand less (interaction C), have farmed in the region for longer (interaction
P), have smaller household sizes (interaction K) and have more off farm income (interaction E). These
findings suggest that intrinsic motivation has large direct and indirect effects, and that competing
motivations matter for how they may influence behaviour (Lindenberg & Steg 2007).
Value orientations also consistently influenced deforestation and conservation outcomes across
models. People who expressed lower ecological values relative to social values (social-over-eco PC)
exhibited higher deforestation and less conservation across seven of eight models. In addition, more
materialistic values (materialistic PC) were consistently linked to higher levels of both planned and
recent past deforestation. Beyond their individual effects, both of these values also acted in a
synergistic fashion, whereby those people who were more materialistic and strongly preferred social
over ecological outcomes were especially likely to have deforested recently and plan to deforest more
in the future (interaction I). These findings suggest that deeply held values and particularly the tradeoffs inherent to embracing certain values and not others play an important role in shaping forest
management behaviours (Ives & Kendal 2014).
In addition to the more internalised values and motivations discussed above, projects often attempt to
construct other more extrinsic motivations to shift deforestation activities, such as via creating and
enforcing deforestation restrictions or fostering notions that forests are valuable for human livelihoods,
either because they provide important natural resources or generate income through projects such as
PES or “sustainable” intensification. There is often an assumption that as long as these strategies are
successfully implemented and the intended motivations fostered, then participants will decrease their
deforestation. The next section reviews the implications of these contrasting approaches to shaping
people into environmental subjects who conserve their forests.
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6.3.

Examining the role of “win-win” strategies

Interventions framed as “win-win” solutions for deforestation and poverty are underpinned by theories
of change – notions of how people are motivated to act and can therefore be governed to change their
behaviour. These theories of change are both justified by and continue to propagate particular
assumptions and discourses. This section probes the three dominant discourses which underpin the
distinct approaches to “win-win” conservation outlined in Section 1.3.1, and in turn explores: 1) the
behavioural implications of these approaches – how successfully do interventions generate intended
motivations, and how are these motivations linked to conservation action? and 2) the politics of
engagement – who is allowed to and chooses to engage (or not) in these projects and what are the
implications for conservation? The first question is examined using a mixture of the statistical
modelling results presented in Section 6.2.4, which link specific motivations to a range of
deforestation behavioural outcomes, alongside qualitative data on how people understand their
interaction with interventions and how it has influenced their motivations. Discussion of the second
question explores differences between participant and non-participant perspectives, drawing upon
qualitative data regarding their opinion of interventions and why they chose to participate or were
unable or uninterested to participate, as well as quantitative comparisons of their characteristics.

6.3.1. Discourse 1: Conservation is best incentivised by creating linked benefits
Conservation projects that offer material incentives seek to immediately reduce people’s deforestation
by providing a profitable alternative. A central underlying assumption is that if farmers can obtain
higher crop yields and income then they will not need to deforest to achieve a better standard of living.
Yet, the regression analysis (Table 6.3) shows how greater wealth is actually linked to increased
deforestation since people are more capable of expanding their farms and rarely have a cap to their
development aspirations. “Need” is indeed a constructed concept shaped by capitalist norms which
can easily be expanded (Wilk 2002); while poorer farming households stated their need to deforest a
small area to feed their family, richer households stated their need to deforest to send their children to
university. All projects we examined sought to increase income primarily through cash crop
intensification despite the link between higher cash crop efficiency and more planned deforestation
(Table 6.3; model 2; p<0.05). Only higher off-farm income was linked to reduced deforestation plans
(p<0.01). Strategies which focus primarily on increasing income via agricultural intensification to
automatically conserve forests therefore risk facilitating the tools for further expansion (also see
Angelsen & Kaimowitz 2001).
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These conservation projects also seek to shape people’s motivations; for example, by helping people
realize that they can materially benefit from conservation and therefore should conserve their forest.
The regression analysis showed that farmers who felt motivated to conserve forest due to obtaining
material benefits (i.e. “extrinsic material” motivation) planned to deforest a smaller area (Table 6.3;
model 2; p<0.05), especially among those with lower intrinsic motivation for conservation (interaction
H; p<0.05). However, the effect of this extrinsic form of motivation became insignificant when
primary and secondary forests were given equal weight. In addition, this motivation was only
significantly linked to recent past behavior among more educated farmers (interaction L; p<0.001) and
farmers also affected by deforestation restrictions (interaction P; p<0.01). These findings suggest that
fostering extrinsic material motivation for conservation can have a small direct effect on the
conservation of primary forests for specific groups, but that their overall effect on behavior is
somewhat limited.
Efforts to develop extrinsic material motivation for conservation were complicated by the fact that
across all of the projects examined, only 10% of participants felt motivated to conserve their forest due
to material benefits (Figure 6.3). This was largely due to the fact that most people felt the amount of
support was relatively minimal compared to the opportunity cost of not expanding. These projects did
not require farmers to demonstrate conservation outcomes to receive support (“decoupled incentives” Blomley et al. 2010), thus farmers could decide whether or not to convert any potential farming
efficiency gains into conservation benefits. Many beneficiaries were primarily interested in improving
cash crop production and were not interested in generating conservation benefits on their private land,
even if they were aware of broader conservation issues. The poor link between benefits and
conservation motivations was also partly due to project actors being most concerned with ensuring the
project functioned technically (i.e. yields increased) and encouraging participation by promoting the
economic benefits. In all cases, extension officers only occasionally appeared in communities to
deliver specific trainings. As a result, a substantial portion of participants (45%) felt dissatisfied due to
feeling that more support should be provided and general mistrust that organizations were generating
false promises and benefiting themselves more than farmers.
Another argument of the material incentive approach is that material benefits may help “crowd in”
increased awareness and intrinsic motivation for conservation. Among the projects examined, roughly
one-third of participants expressed some degree of “crowding in” conservation values; however,
people rarely developed strong intrinsic motivation (only 5% of participants; Figure 6.3). Participants
who internalized conservation values most commonly cited friendships with project actors as having
played an important role in shifting their values, thus the specific role of the material benefits remains
unclear. Finally, this approach gains discursive power from promising to jointly alleviate poverty
while conserving forests. However, the major reason farmers cited for not participating was their
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inability to join due to the requirements being too steep through membership fees, frequent meetings
and more time and resource-intensive agricultural practices. The poorest and least food secure families
were therefore often excluded from project benefits (see Svarstad & Benjaminsen 2017 for similar
results in Tanzania). As a result, participants in these projects were typically wealthier and more
materialistically oriented (Figure 6.4) – both a product of people with those characteristics selfselecting in and those characteristics being reinforced by the intervention form.

Figure 6.3: Breakdown of how motivations were shaped by distinct intervention strategies

In contrast, moral incentive projects more explicitly seek to use material benefits to promote
conservation values and behaviors. This approach was driven by the assumption that the increased
benefits would allow poorer people to engage in conservation and help “crowd in” intrinsic values
over time. In this study, we examined a voluntary payment for ecosystem services (PES) program and
three community conservation associations that received support to increase their crop yields and
develop alternative livelihood activities, such as ecotourism and beekeeping. In the case of the PES
program, where farmers were required to sign a conservation agreement to receive benefits (i.e.
“coupled incentives” – Blomley et al. 2010), those who participated often enrolled areas they were
already not planning to develop – either due to economic reasons or preexisting intrinsic motivations
for conservation. Those who avoided participating typically did not want to sign an agreement to
conserve their forest area since in most cases they felt the support would not substitute for the cost of
not expanding, and were generally mistrustful of the conservation organizations. Incentive programs
that require commitments prior to receiving support therefore risk limited additionality in practice.
They were also more likely to result in backlash or “moral crowding out”. Among participants in the
PES program, 10% were disillusioned by not receiving the level of support they expected and stated
future plans to deforest even though they said they were initially conserving due to intrinsic reasons.
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key variables. Means compared using pairwise t-tests, allowing for unequal
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In the case of the community conservation associations, the additional focus on generating profitable
opportunities for individual members appeared to shift the focus away from conservation for the
purpose of ecological and collective well-being. For example, in all three cases, the community
projects actively excluded more marginalized actors, as the desire to capture personal benefits not only
attracted participants less intrinsically motivated for conservation (Figure 3), but also shaped the rules
by which people could engage. For example, as one non-participant stated:
“The association is very interesting but they are only 13 people and they are always deceiving
the community. Only the 13 benefit because they are protecting forests, but everyone should
benefit from protecting the forests. But they say that if you want to join you have to pay 1,000
Soles. I wouldn’t want to be in the association anyways though because they are managing
things poorly and lack transparency. Everyone else feels like second class, whereas the “bees”
get all of the support that should be going to the rest of the community”.

Non-participants felt it was hypocritical that participants were benefiting in the name of conservation
but were continuing to destroy or had already destroyed much of their private forests (as evidenced by
no significant difference in recent deforestation; Figure 6.4). As a result, half of non-participants were
upset by the unfair distribution of benefits. In addition, significant conflict and disillusionment was
present within these associations, with only one-quarter of participants satisfied with the work.
Participants were primarily frustrated with poor organization and leadership, unfair distribution of
benefits and lack of sufficient support. As a result, one-third of participants mentioned that
participation in their associations was declining. These situations were not simply a product of values
becoming corrupted by possibilities for capital accumulation, but conservation associations are also
cropping up in San Martin with the explicit aim of generating livelihood benefits and using
conservation discourse to facilitate that aim. As a result of these dynamics, despite the explicit focus
on crowding in intrinsic motivation for conservation, this approach overall ironically resulted in less
crowding in than the three other approaches (Figure 6.3).

6.3.2. Discourse 2: Conservation requires top-down control
Conservation projects that provide material incentives within protected areas rely on the assumption
that people will follow laws due to fear of punishment and can over time be convinced of the merits of
the laws through receiving linked tangible benefits. Our results demonstrate that people who were
motivated to conserve forests due to the restrictions (i.e. “extrinsic law” motivation) deforested
slightly less during recent years, but not to a level considered statistically significant (Table 6.3;
p<0.10). The effect became significant when people also had higher “extrinsic material” motivation
(interaction P; p<0.01), suggesting a possible synergy of being more amenable to the law when
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benefits are received. The qualitative analysis, however, revealed that those who chose to participate
in these support schemes often did so because they were already more in agreement with the law. The
majority of farmers who did not want to sign an agreement to receive support felt alienated by the
imposed restrictions and did not want to participate in something they felt would “line the pockets” of
the organizations responsible, offered very little benefit relative to the restrictions and unfairly
distributed benefits. In one-third of cases, however, people acknowledged that they couldn’t deforest
and pragmatically chose to receive some benefits, but were unable to sign up because no more
agreements we being signed due to project budget constraints.
Among beneficiaries of this type of intervention, satisfaction levels were fairly high at 70%. The
biggest complaint was that 65% of participants felt they needed support to continue or increase to
remain satisfied, highlighting the dependence of many farmers’ motivations on benefit levels over
time, and thus inherent long-term financial unsustainability of this approach. Despite relatively high
participant satisfaction with benefits, the narrative presented by project proponents – the deforester
turned intrinsically motivated ally for conservation – was only present in 20% of cases (Figure 6.3),
where people explicitly described the support as causing them to fully embrace the intrinsic value of
forests. In 25% of cases, participants had partially internalized some values for forest conservation, but
still cited the law as a more influential reason for not deforesting. In 40% of cases, people primarily
participated to receive economic support, had not internalized conservation values over time, and
stated being almost entirely influenced by the restrictions (Figure 6.3). People also rarely expressed
feeling motivated for conservation due to both intrinsic reasons and restrictions (ρ = -0.49), suggesting
potential tensions between these forms of motivation.
It is also notable that families not participating in incentive schemes but still subject to deforestation
restrictions reported very little recent deforestation (Figure 6.4). This appears to be due to this group
being the poorest on average, less able to obtain land elsewhere and possibly more afraid of the law;
thus, they appeared most limited by the restrictions. It is also possible, however, that these groups, due
to their poor relationship with conservation actors, did not fully disclose their recent deforestation
activities. Among all respondents, farmers living within legally enforced rules would have been most
likely to misreport their recent activities. Yet, despite the potential for this to inflate the significance of
this predictor, it was still only weakly significant across models (Table 6.3). The weak effect of
restrictions was mostly due to two leakage effects (see interaction E): 1) wealthier individuals subject
to restrictions were able to circumvent the law by purchasing land elsewhere or deforesting more
between learning of the law and actual enforcement, and 2) people who held mid-range extrinsic law
motivations (i.e. knew the law existed but that it was not enforced) were most likely to state plans to
deforest in the near future. As a result, poorer families faced the heaviest burden of the restrictions
despite often planning relatively little expansion (West et al. 2006; Adams & Hutton 2007).
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6.3.3. Discourse 3: Conservation depends on people caring about forests
The strongest and most consistent type of motivation linked to reduced deforestation and increased
conservation was holding intrinsic motivation – the desire to conserve forests because it was valued
for its biodiversity, beauty and/or peaceful properties (Table 6.3). Intrinsic motivation also played a
key role in mediating the effect of several economic factors on deforestation outcomes. For example,
the link between increased forest access and more deforestation was reduced in the presence of
stronger intrinsic motivation (Table 6.3; interaction B; p<0.01). Similarly, the effect of accessing more
off farm income was strongest in reducing deforestation for people with higher intrinsic motivation
(interaction F; p<0.01). Intrinsic motivation was also more significant amidst fewer economic tradeoffs; for example, effects were strongest for those who had smaller household sizes (interaction N;
p<0.001), felt less of a need to expand their farms (interaction G; p<0.05), and had farmed for longer
(interaction K; p<0.01). These findings suggest that intrinsic motivation has large direct and indirect
effects on conservation behavior, and that competing development-oriented motivations matter.
Intrinsically held value orientations also consistently influenced deforestation and conservation
outcomes across models. People who expressed lower ecological values relative to social values
(social-over-eco PC) and more materialistic values (materialistic PC) generated worse conservation
outcomes across multiple models (Table 6.3). Beyond their individual effects, both of these values
also acted in a synergistic fashion, whereby those people who were more materialistic and strongly
preferred social over ecological outcomes were especially likely to have deforested recently and plan
to deforest more in the future (Table 6.3; interaction I; p<0.05). These findings suggest that deeply
held values and particularly the trade-offs inherent to embracing certain values and not others play an
important role in shaping forest management behaviors.
Efforts that are effective in fostering intrinsic motivation for conservation, biospheric values and less
materialistic values therefore should theoretically play a positive role in generating conservation
outcomes. An analysis of the stories explaining how people came to feel intrinsically motivated for
conservation revealed that the motivation shift was awareness and experience driven in most cases.
People most frequently mentioned learning about the importance of forests through community
settings (37% of respondents), experiencing water shortages or climate changes thought to be due to
forest loss (30%), and learning about the importance of forests on the news, radio or television (16%).
While people never explicitly mentioned becoming intrinsically motivated due to receiving material
support, in some cases they mentioned how their friendships and memorable interactions with project
actor had shaped their values (21% of people receiving benefits). In contrast, farmers who expressed
no intrinsic motivation for private forest conservation mentioned only economic considerations when
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discussing their private forest management or discussed being upset with protected area restrictions.
Wealthier farmers were no more likely to hold intrinsic motivation for conservation than poorer
farmers, thus contradicting theories such as new modernization theory (Inglehart & Welzel 2005) and
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Maslow 1954), which argue for a necessary economic developmental
pathway to foster more immaterial concerns.
The more anthropocentric motivation to conserve forests because of seeing them as important for
well-being through the provision of water, a good climate and/or natural resources (Table 6.3;
“extrinsic resource use” motivation) was highly complementary with intrinsic motivation (ρ = 0.61).
However, extrinsic resource use motivation alone guaranteed the conservation of only a small portion
of forests that were considered to be especially important for use, such as the 0.5 hectares around the
stream, or the small area with hardwood species left. Based on personal stories of how conservation
motivations developed, the view that forests are essential for people’s well-being seemed to bolster
intrinsic values as well, and vice versa, suggesting potential synergistic effects.
Despite the explicit focus of this intervention form on conserving collective areas, this was the only
case where participants deforested significantly less on private land during recent years as compared
with non-participants (Figure 6.4; p<0.01) and also planned less future deforestation (p<0.05). This
result was partly due to participants’ significantly higher intrinsic motivation, lower materialistic
motivation, and poorer socio-economic status on average. This difference is just as much a product of
the self-selection of already intrinsically motivated people into this type of intervention (see Figure
6.3), as the intervention additionally fostering and reinforcing intrinsic motivation. As a result, 95% of
participants in this type of association held medium-strong intrinsic motivation for conservation, as
compared to just 35-50% of other intervention types. Despite participants being poorer and potentially
sacrificing economic opportunities, 90% of participants felt satisfied, with weak government support
in conflict situations cited as the most significant problem faced (20% of respondents).
Despite the successful results for participants, non-participants of collective governance projects held
significantly lower intrinsic motivation for conservation and reported having recently deforested the
most of any intervention category (Figure 6.4). This finding highlights the potential danger of
promoting a community group which does not effectively engage with people who do not share their
values. One-quarter of non-participants were upset with the work of associations because their
development plans were affected, while the remaining non-participants were not necessarily opposed
to the conservation activities, but were either not interested due to prioritizing other activities, knew
little about the work, or felt they had not been invited to participate. The deforestation among nonparticipants was partly due to these projects overlooking the role of strong economic developmental
pathways in shaping deforestation. Even amongst farmers with strong intrinsic motivation, people
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with greater capital were prone to selectively interpreting values in their most convenient sense to
produce seemingly contradictory behaviors (see moral disengagement; Bandura 2002). For example,
one farmer commented: “I need to plant 10 more hectares for my cattle, but I plan to conserve the
other 10 hectares of my primary forest for the little animals and because it is important for water”.
Migration pathways were also shaped by economic interests; for example, communities experiencing
outbreaks of coffee rust disease and reduced yields and profitability reported significantly higher outmigration, while communities with highly profitable cacao reported higher in-migration (ANOVA
tests, p<0.001). Despite the attempt of some community members to govern their forests amidst these
pressures, they often struggled to enforce norms and rules.

6.4. Conclusion
The discursive power of these dominant approaches to conservation lies in the partial truth of their
assumptions. It is easy to agree that human behavior can be shaped by all of these intervention forms.
Indeed, the presence of these multiple motivations for conservation – authority, benefits, values and
norms – in a local setting, when working synergistically, could potentially produce powerful
conservation results. However, the problem seems to arise with how intervention actors often embrace
one particular story above all others about how people can become motivated for conservation and
then employ top-down technical efforts to implement the strategy. This occurs when actors assume
they know best the particular law (e.g. risk of 8 years in jail), incentive (e.g. increased coffee yields)
and message (e.g. the importance of endangered species) that will most appeal to people and thus
further their effort. In this way, the contradictory effects were not simply due to poor implementation
of a project, but rather were fundamentally linked to the top-down discourse driving the approach.
Such approaches are divorced from the realities of local contexts and can lead project managers and
donors to believe that joint protected area formation, livelihood improvement and community-based
initiatives are naturally synergistic to produce “ideal” conservation-productive landscapes. Yet, this
analysis demonstrated how strategies to produce single or multiple motivations for conservation often
generated competing motivations and conflicts that were potentially detrimental to long-term
conservation outcomes. For example, imposing protected area laws top-down alienated local people,
generated social conflict, and inhibited the development of autonomous motivation for conservation.
Similarly, donors intending to further strengthen community conservation associations by providing
individual economic benefits paradoxically weakened them by encouraging exclusive practices,
generating social conflict, and inhibiting the development of more inclusive processes driven by
collective concerns. The findings of this study also pose challenges to the equitability of these
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approaches to conservation. If the richest farmers are generally planning on deforesting more, but the
poorest farmers are disproportionately affected by protected area laws, it becomes very difficult to use
stick and carrot-based approaches in ways which do not exacerbate existing social inequalities,
especially given the political process by which project benefits are typically accessed (Corbera et al.
2007).
These common approaches to conservation experienced limited success in northern Peru due to
overlooking the importance of the process by which benefits are framed, distributed and meaning is
generated. They overlooked the process by which laws and norms are socially constructed and given
meaning in their process of being defined, developed, and interpreted. Finally, they overlooked the
process by which new values may become integrated with existing values in potentially unexpected
ways within individual subjects and communal spaces. In thinking about shifting conservation
outcomes in local settings, it is therefore critical to not simply compare the efficacy of various
approaches to motivating conservation behavior, but rather consider the processes by which multiple
types of motivations for conservation are constructed. It is necessary to create sufficient space for
local and external actors to explicitly negotiate between their competing discourses and values for and
against conservation to establish governance arrangements (see “constitutionality” – Haller et al. 2016;
“co-productive governance” – Wyborn 2015; “social learning" – Ison et al. 2015;

“agonistic

pluralism” – Matulis & Moyer 2017). This is essential for driving processes of social change that
extend beyond the largely top-down creation of individual “environmental subjects” based on a partial
understanding of human motivation and respect the self determination and agency of local people.
It is therefore important to more broadly recognize some of the tensions that can arise between efforts
to foster different types of motivations. A project approach which puts laws in place and does a little
bit of environmental education and offers benefits does not necessarily work best. Instead, the
legitimacy of the political process by which interventions are pursued may be critical to developing
multiple pathways to long-term motivations for conservation in local settings. Such political processes
may not depend upon massive financial inputs over short time periods, such as increasingly is being
provided through the rapidly expanding conservation funding landscape, but perhaps require more
long-term human investment which is culturally sensitive to local power dynamics, broader resource
distribution processes and social inequalities.
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Chapter 7. Governing development:
strategies and implications
7.1.

Introduction

The presumption of “win-win” approaches to conservation is that they manage to bring about a
“better” way of living for local people. However, projects intending to improve outcomes for local
people by necessity have to decide what exactly a “better” outcome means. As a result, the approach
by which well-being outcomes are pursued in conservation projects throughout San Martín is
integrally rooted in different conceptions about what it means to live well, and thus how that aim can
best be advanced – both as an end itself and a means to conservation. Some projects take a more
individualistic approach, focusing on constructing value primarily in economic terms for specific
families, such as through higher crop yields and new income sources. Other projects take a more
collective approach by attempting to empower communities to enact their own solutions to community
wide issues such as by leveraging funds and community volunteer work to improve basic social
services such as healthcare, education, and water infrastructure. Finally, some projects take a more
environmental approach, where the perceived link between the natural environment and people’s wellbeing is strengthened so that people equate degradation of the environment with a loss of well-being
and thus are more motivated to protect it. These approaches are not mutually exclusive, and may vary
in the extent to which they explicitly aim to improve well-being versus simply maintain levels under
increased constraints or pressures.
Given the subjective nature of exactly what value is created, for whom, and how useful it is in practice,
this chapter is primarily concerned with the implications of framing household outcomes in different
ways in the exploration of how they are produced. Rather than adopting pre-defined concepts and
modes of measurement, the chapter begins by providing a more in-depth background to the subjective
measures of well-being which were identified in participatory workshops as important to families and
form the basis for this analysis. The rest of the chapter focuses on two main questions: 1) how do
different ways of framing and measuring a “better” life create distinct and partial understandings of
the process by which “better” outcomes are produced? and 2) what are the implications of more
individualistic, collective and environmental approaches to improving local well-being, and how does
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this interpretation depend on how well-being is subjectively framed? I explore the first question by
constructing quantitative models of these diverse outcomes, using associated qualitative information to
understand emerging patterns. Particular emphasis is placed on the difference between male and
female perspectives of family well-being. Building on this understanding of how various household
outcomes are produced in the region of San Martín, the second half of this chapter uses these
empirical findings to identify some important implications for the distinct ways in which “win-win”
conservation projects seek “improvements” in the well-being of local people.

7.2.

Analysing food security and well-being

7.2.1. Theorising outcomes and relationships
As discussed in part II of this thesis, the participatory exploration of concepts such as the ability to
fulfil basic physical necessities through “food security” and achieve more immaterial notions of “wellbeing” (see Section 4.3.1.2) led to the identification of several subjective measures valued by local
people (see Table 5.2 and questionnaires in the Appendix, Figure A5 p. 323 – 334). In this section, I
provide a more in-depth introduction to these concepts by first outlining linkages to relevant literature
and then exploring how they are produced among households in the region of San Martín.
7.2.1.1. Household food security
This chapter explores the implications of framing food security in three different ways, including: 1)
reported extent of experienced food shortage during the past year, 2) perception of dietary quality, and
3) psychological feeling of food security. These approaches to measuring food security are consistent
with the finding of Coates et al. (2006) that “insufficient food quantity, inadequate food quality, and
uncertainty and worry about food” are key components of how food insecurity is experienced across
cultures. Additional qualitative data collected on perceived barriers, seasonal difficulties and coping
strategies heed calls to give more weight to subjective rather than objective measures, in particular,
perceptions of vulnerability and risk (Maxwell 1996; National Research Council 2005; Webb et al.
2006). In addition, equal attention to both female and male perspectives of multiple aspects of food
security, as well as their heterogeneous impacts within the household, recognises how household
members may vary in their subjective experience of food security (e.g. Maxwell & Frankenberger
1992; Hadley et al. 2008; Carter et al. 2010). The multi-faceted and locally defined framings used in
this study are consistent with a move away from imposed technical definitions of “food security” and
towards locally driven notions of “food sovereignty” (Windfuhr & Jonsén 2005).
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These distinct framings were joined together by averaging male and female responses and then using a
principal component analysis (PCA) to construct a more robust household food security index for
examining how food security outcomes are produced. The first component of the PCA explained 60%
of the variance, reflecting less food shortage, higher psychological security and higher dietary quality,
as these variables were significantly correlated (Figure 7.1). The weakest correlation existed between
psychological sense of food security and food shortage (-0.29) because many families not
experiencing food shortages still felt psychologically insecure. The overall first principal component
(PC) of food security was therefore used as the overall measure of household food security (Table 7.1;
model 1). This overall construct (food security PC) was substantiated by checking that it was highly
correlated to all component measures (in all cases ρ > |0.63|) as well as summary scores on a 1 (very
insecure) – 10 (very secure) scale given by interviewers following each visit (ρ = 0.88). Models were
also constructed for each subcomponent of the overall indicator (Table 7.1; models 2-6). Food
shortage was converted into a binomial variable (0 = no shortage during the past year reported by
either household head and 1 = some shortage during the past year reported) since the majority of
households (67%) had not experienced any food shortage issues. Gender differences were explored for
perceived dietary quality (model 5 versus 6).

Figure 7.1: Significant correlations among food security measures
Note: all unlisted correlations are not significant to p < 0.1
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7.2.1.2. Household well-being
The exploration of household well-being in this chapter is rooted in the diverse framings which were
measured with both male and female household heads, including: quality of family relationships,
quality of other social relationships, sense of freedom, sense of self-efficacy, sense of progress, current
life satisfaction, future possibilities for life satisfaction, and the presence of significant problems that
hinder well-being. These framings of well-being are consistent with a move away from frameworks
which focus primarily on income and commodities (e.g. Ravallion 1996), and towards frameworks
which see material assets important only insofar as they influence people’s capability and freedom to
achieve the outcomes they value, or their “agency freedom” (Sen 1985, 1999). Several frameworks
highlight the importance of relying on how people perceive their own situation to identify these
important constituents of well-being (Doyal & Gough 1991; Narayan et al. 2000; Alkire 2002).
Common features important to pursuing desired outcomes and experiencing mental health and wellbeing include high quality social relationships and sense of autonomy and self-efficacy (e.g.
Nussbaum’s capability approach – Nussbaum 2001; Self-Determination Theory – Ryan & Deci 2000;
Theory of Human Needs – Doyal & Gough 1991; Ryff’s Model of Psychological Well-being – Ryff
1989; Voices of the Poor – Narayan et al. 2000; also see Sheldon et al. 1996; Reis et al. 2000; Gough
et al. 2007; Diener & Biswas-Diener 2008; Camfield et al. 2009 for positive impacts on subjective
well-being). Studies also commonly highlight the importance of holding a sense of hope about
possibilities to experience personal growth, fulfil potential and pursue purpose in life (Ryff 1989;
Emmons 1996; Ryan & Deci 2001; Clark 2009).
The measure of “life satisfaction” used in this study is a well-accepted measure based on an
individual’s cognitive appraisal of the extent to which they feel satisfied given positive and negative
aspects of their life (Diener 1984). The emphasis is on a eudaimonic rather than hedonic conception of
well-being, based on informed reflective fulfilment rather than immediate pleasure (Ryan & Deci
2001). Such measures have been found to be fairly consistent over time and exhibit reasonable
convergence with non-self-reported measures (Sandvik et al. 1993; Diener 1994). Still, given the
subjective nature of any particular approach to measuring views, people were also asked about their
agency beliefs with respect to their well-being, or extent to which they felt they had the capability to
achieve a good family life they were satisfied with in the future to add a temporal dimension to the
question. This subjective approach recognises that poorer families may experience more stressors, but
may not necessarily feel extremely unhappy despite lacking basic resources (Gough & McGregor
2007; Conceicao & Bandura 2008).
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Despite the advantages to understanding people’s perceptions, such approaches have also been
criticised due to people’s propensity to adapt to difficult life circumstances. Subjective perceptions can
be a poor guide to objective situations, and people may not realise that they could be much better off
in a different state. This results from people’s practice of comparing their actual condition to a
particular standard, which is heavily influenced by social comparisons, past experiences and present
expectations (Campbell et al. 1976; Brickman et al. 1978; Sen 1984; Michalos 2005). Recognition of
this has led to debate over what the “true” measure really is; for example, do people develop a state of
depression because of objective external triggers or because they interpret relatively normal events in
a particular way (Diener et al. 2000)? The approach of this study recognises that there is no one “true”
experience of events, and that people’s interpretations are no doubt a combination of objective
experiences and their interpretations given their particular standards. For example, two people can
obtain the same amount of income, but what really matters most is their subjective interpretation of
what that income means; in some cases, people may perceive income to be unsatisfactory because of
lofty material aspirations (Diener & Biswas-Diener 2002). This study prioritises the subjective
experience by which people can find multiple pathways to well-being as a result of key differences in
what they value (Rojas 2005; Alkire 2007). As a result, the materiality of having access to certain
resources or services was left out of the measure, and instead their significance is examined through
their influence on people’s perception of their ability to bring about the outcomes they value.
Nevertheless, any attempt to measure an aspect of well-being is susceptible to on-the-spot judgements
and context effects (Pavot & Diener 1993; Schwarz & Strack 1999). The multiple interpretations of
well-being and rich accompanying qualitative information of this research therefore strengthen
understanding rather than taking any single measure as objective truth (Bevan 2007; Gasper 2010). In
order to combine all measures into a more robust index of overall family well-being, a PCA was
conducted across all household heads. The first component reflected generally higher well-being
scores across the board, explaining 35% of the variance. The overall well-being measures for female
and male heads of the same household were then averaged to determine the overall household score;
these measures were significantly correlated (ρ = 0.4). As evident in Figure 7.2, all of the measures of
well-being were significantly correlated, although quality of social relations was more weakly linked –
possibly because the focus of most questions was specifically on family dynamics. The overall
construct (well-being PC) was highly correlated with all components (ρ > |0.47| except for quality of
social relations – ρ = 0.26), and additionally verified through its strong correlation with an interviewer
qualitative assessment of household well-being (on a 1-5 scale, where 1 = very low and 5 = very high),
based on all of the information provided during the day-long visit (Figure 7.2; ρ = 0.83).
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Figure 7.2: Significant correlations among well-being measures
Note: all unlisted correlations are not significant to p < 0.1

Models were constructed to explore the predictors of this overall measure of family well-being as well
as major subcomponents which were more influential to the overall construct, such as “sense of
progress” and “quality of family relationships”. In two cases, very closely related constructs were
combined: 1) “sense of freedom” and “self-efficacy” were combined into “sense of autonomy” due to
their high correlation (ρ = 0.71), 2) “current life satisfaction” and “agency belief for future life
satisfaction” were combined into “life satisfaction” given their overlapping constructs and significant
correlation (ρ = 0.52). For women, the four components of family relationships, autonomy, progress
and life satisfaction were all relatively equally correlated to their overall sense of well-being, while for
men, family relationships and autonomy were much less important as compared with progress and life
satisfaction. The well-being of women seemed to be particularly negatively affected when quality of
family relationships was poor and they felt more powerless to make decisions about family life. Due to
the differences between constructs of living “poorly” and living “well”, two additional binomial
models were constructed based on interviewers’ qualitative assessments to separately model greatest
reported ill-being (score 1-2) and greatest reported well-being (score 4-5).
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Table 7.1: Outcome variables for household food security and well-being
Variable
Definition
Household food security
Model 1. Food
First principal component of PCA with average food
security PC
shortage, dietary quality, and psychological food security
scores for both male and female household heads
(explaining 60.1% of variance)
Model 2. Food
Binomial response variable (0=neither household head
shortage (binomial)
identified food shortage during past year; 1=at least one
household head identified food shortage during past year)
Model 3.
Average female and male household head response to
Psychological food
question: “How secure do you feel about your ability to feed
security
your family?” (1-5 scale; 1=very insecure, 5=very secure)
Model 4. Dietary
Average male and female household head response to
quality (average)
question: “How healthy and nutritious do you feel your
family’s diet is?” on a 1-4 scale (1=very unhealthy and
nutrient poor, 4=very healthy and nutritious)
Model 5. Dietary
Male household head response to question: “How healthy
quality (male view)
and nutritious do you feel your family’s diet is?” (1-4 scale,
same as above)
Model 6. Dietary
Female household head response to question: “How healthy
quality (female view) and nutritious do you feel your family’s diet is?” (1-4 scale,
same as above)
Household well-being
Model 7. Well-being
Average of female and male principal component scores of
PC (average)
well-being data (explained 35.4% of total variance)
Model 8. Well-being
First principal component of well-being data (only males)
PC (male view)
Model 9. Well-being
First principal component of well-being data (only females)
PC (female view)
Model 10. Ill-being
Binomial response variable modelling households with the
worst well-being (0) and mediocre wellbeing (1) based on
interviewers’ qualitative score
Model 11. High well- Binomial response variable modelling households with
being
mediocre wellbeing (0) and highest well-being (1) based on
interviewers’ qualitative score
Model 12. Family
Average response of male and female household heads in
relationships
response to question: “How good is the respect and
communication between family members?”, using a 1-5
scale (1=very bad, 5=very good)
Model 13. Sense of
Average response of male and female household heads in
autonomy
response to the two questions: “How free do you feel to
make the decisions you want to for your family?” and “How
confident do you feel in doing what you need to do for your
family?” (1-5 scale; 1=very bad, 5=very good)
Model 14. Sense of
Average response of male and female household heads in
progress
response to the question: “How well do you feel your family
is progressing with your goals and have good opportunities
for the future?” (1-5 scale; 1=very bad, 5=very good)
Model 15. Life
Average response of male and female household heads in
satisfaction
response to the two questions: “How content do you feel
with how your family is living?” and “How likely do you
think your family will live well in the future?” (1-5 scale;
1=very bad/unlikely, 5=very good/likely)
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N

Range

Mean

S.D.

270

-4.6 –
3.2

0.00

1.34

270

0–1

0.33

0.47

270

1–5

2.58

0.94

270

1–4

2.36

0.71

252

1–4

2.46

0.79

210

1–4

2.24

0.77

270

0.02

1.46

0.42

1.48

-0.50

1.75

166

-5.1 –
3.1
-5.0 –
4.0
-5.5 –
3.1
0–1

0.68

0.47

217

0–1

0.48

0.50

270

1–5

4.02

0.88

270

1.5 – 5

3.89

0.68

270

1.3 – 5

3.19

0.69

270

1–5

3.25

0.77

250
209

7.2.1.3. Variables linked to household food security and well-being
To explore how the various subcomponents of food security and well-being are produced in San
Martín, hundreds of indicators could potentially be important. However, I specifically focused on
variables which interventions were explicitly trying to shape as a pathway to improving well-being,
such as cash crop yield efficiency and income and the quality of particular ecosystem or social
services. As mentioned in Chapter 5, a wealth index was constructed using a PCA on household level
data, based on measures identified through the participatory wealth ranking exercise. An index was
also constructed for quality of social services, based on the average perceived quality and access
scores for each of the five most important social services identified by each family, weighted by their
relative identified importance. The top five social services were selected through a ranking exercise of
major social services, as outlined in Section 5.2.3). This flexible approach to understanding the quality
of social services allowed for families to prioritise the specific services they value most and accounted
for variable access of families to particular services within and outside of each community.
A similar approach was used to construct an index for quality of ecosystem services, based on
people’s perceived difficulty of accessing particular natural resources and their perceived quality of
services which are not directly used. Quality scores for non-use services were consistently higher than
access scores for direct use services; thus, to construct the index, ecosystem service scores were
weighted based on average importance across households to not bias comparisons. Two sub-indices
including only use or non-use value components were also constructed. Across all models, all
variables and sub-indices were tested for significance to check whether they (rather than the broader
indices) were driving the statistical patterns. A water index, including dimensions of both quality and
access, was developed separately due to spanning both human constructed and ecosystem dimensions.
It was not possible to obtain non-perception based measures for these services given the wide range
people used; however, across all communities, higher reported healthcare quality was associated with
higher quality education (ρ = 0.67) and reported ecosystem service quality was significantly linked to
average forest cover across landholdings (ρ = 0.46) and market distance (ρ = 0.69).
Given the potential importance of locally grown food for family food security, different categories of
food production were measured, including staples (e.g. maize, plantain, rice, yucca), livestock
products (e.g. eggs, dairy, and meat from guinea pig, chicken, fish and cattle farming) and particularly
nutritious plants (e.g. vegetables, fruits, legumes, beans, soy, nuts). In addition, due to participatory
workshops highlighting involvement in communal activities as an important aspect of well-being,
participation and value orientations were included as predictors of well-being models. The overall
measure of food security was also used as a predictor in well-being models, given its likely influential
role. In addition, the extent to which people focused more on material versus immaterial aspects when
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they spoke of concepts like “progress” and “life satisfaction” was quantified into a “well-being
framing” indicator (scale of 1-5; 1 = mentioned only material aspects, 5 = mentioned only immaterial
aspects). Finally, the motivation to not deforest because of legal restrictions (“extrinsic law”) was
included due to common concerns that such restrictions may limit people’s food security and wellbeing (though effects could also be indirect via indicators such as wealth). All explanatory variables
used in some or all models, and their specific modes of measurement, are outlined in Table 7.2.
Table 7.2: Explanatory variables for food security and well-being outcomes
Variable
Quality of services
Social services
quality
Education quality
Health quality
Water quality
Ecosystem
services quality
Ecosystem
services quality
(use values)
Ecosystem
services quality
(non-use values)
Community
support network
Economic factors
Altitude
Market distance
Wealth PC
Economic
pressure PC
Cash crop
efficiency
Cash crop income
On farm income
Off farm income
Total farmed area
Total forest area
Staple production
Dependency ratio
Household size
Average age
Education level
Education (male)
Education
(female)
Food security PC
Year migrated

Definition

Range

Mean

S.D.

Average quality and access scores for 5 most important social
services, weighted by their relative importance to each household
Average quality and access score (assessed on a 1-5 scale; 1=very
poor, 5=very good)
Average quality and access score (same 1-5 scale as above)
Average quality and access score (same 1-5 scale as above)
Average quality/access score for 9 ecosystem services (same 1-5
scale as above), weighted by avg. importance across households
Access score for 5 ecosystem services, including fuelwood,
hardwood, medicinal plants, forest food and income from tourism,
weighted by their relative importance to each household
Quality score for 4 ecosystem services, including climate, air,
enjoyment, and wildlife, weighted by their relative importance to
each household
Extent to which perceive that people in their community would
help support them during difficult times (same 1-5 scale as above)

1.9 – 4.6

3.2

0.49

1–5

3.1

0.81

1–5
1–5
1.6 – 4.8

3.1
3.3
3.2

0.81
0.86
0.51

1 – 4.9

3.0

0.75

1.7 – 5.0

3.5

0.69

1–5

2.9

1.3

Meters above sea level of farmland
Travel time (minutes) to reach nearest town with a large market
First principal component score of wealth ranking variables
(signifies generally higher scores for all variables)
Second principal component score of wealth ranking variables
(signifies more economic loss events and higher dependency ratio)
Reported annual yield (kg) per cash crop hectare during past year

181 – 1669
10 - 250
-3.3 – 5.6

869.4
64.1
0

396.3
50.9
1.6

-2.1 – 5.4

0

1.1

0 - 3650

382.1

523.5

Total income earned during past year from cash crop farming
activities (in Peruvian Soles; 1 PEN = $0.31 USD)
Total reported income (PEN) earned during past year from all
farming activities (1 PEN = $0.31 USD)
Total reported income (PEN) earned during past year from nonfarming activities (e.g. leasing property, transport, commercial)
Total area (hectares) of farmed land, including cash crops, pasture
and staples
Total area (hectares) of all forest types on land
Reported production (kg) of all staple crops during past year
Number of dependants / number of productive household
members (higher ratio = more dependent)
Total number of people living in the household
Average age of household heads
Average number of years of education completed by both
household heads (e.g. 0 = none, 16 = completed university degree)
Number of years of education completed by male household head
Number of years of education completed by female household
head
First principal component score of food security dimensions: less
food shortage, higher perceived psychological security and
nutrient quality (note: only used in well-being models)
Year household migrated to live in their current district (or birth
date if born in the region)

-5500 68500
-4300 72650
0 - 28000

5378

8236.9

7168

9982.4

2140

4195.6

0 – 41.5

6.2

6.7

0 – 142.5
0 - 39328
0-6

8.6
831.6
1.0

16.6
3517.5
0.8

1 - 12
18 - 78
0 - 16

4.5
43.2
5.4

1.9
11.9
2.6

0 - 16
0 - 16

6.1
4.8

3.1
3.1

-4.6 – 3.2

0

1.3

1945 2015

1993

14.3
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Table 7.2: Continued
Variable
Food production
Total food
production

Plant food
production
Animal food
production
Staple food
production

Definition

Range

Mean

S.D.

Sum of estimated number of days per year (extrapolated from a
typical week) eat own production of vegetables, fruit, beans, soy,
nuts, fungus, livestock, eggs, dairy, fish, crab, ants, rice, plantain,
maize, yucca and pituca (note: total exceeds 365 because number
of days for each category were then added together)
Sum of estimated number of days per year eat own production of
vegetables, fruit, beans, soy, nuts and fungus
Sum of estimated number of days per year eat own
production/extraction of livestock, eggs, dairy, guinea pig,
chicken, duck, fish, crab and ants
Sum of estimated number of days per year eat own production of
rice, plantains, maize, yucca, and pituca

0 – 2436

889

420.2

0 - 806

176

158.4

0 - 923

195

163.2

0 - 1317

511

241.7

1-5

2.7

1.1

1-5

1.8

1.2

-2.8 – 5.8

-0.1

1.1

-2.8 – 5.8

-0.14

1.1

-2.73 –
5.17

0.16

1.2

-3.7 – 2.4

-0.1

1.1

-3.7 – 2.4

-0.1

1.1

-4.0 – 2.5

0.1

1.1

1–5

3.1

0.9

1–5

3.1

1.0

1–5

3.2

1.0

0 – 54.3

8.7

7.0

0 – 69.7

12.9

10.5

0 – 26.7

3.7

4.2

0–4

0.9

1.0

Motivations and values
Intrinsic
Extent to which values forests for more intrinsic reasons (e.g.
motivation
animals, beauty, responsibility) (1-5 scale, where 1=no expression,
3=medium expression, 5=very strong expression)
Extrinsic law
Extent to which doesn’t deforest because it is illegal and could
motivation
receive penalties (due to protected areas) (1-5 scale, where 1=no
expression, 3=medium expression, 5=very strong expression)
Materialistic PC
Average of male and female first principal component score of
(average)
value orientation variables, indicating the extent to which prefer
materialistic outcomes over social and ecological outcomes
Materialistic PC
First principal component score of value orientation variables for
(male)
male household heads, indicating the extent to which prefer
materialistic outcomes over social and ecological outcomes
Materialistic PC
First principal component score of value orientation variables for
(female)
female household heads, indicating the extent to which prefer
materialistic outcomes over social and ecological outcomes
Social-over-eco
Average of male and female second principal component score of
PC (average)
value orientation variables, indicating the extent to which prefer
social outcomes over ecological outcomes
Social-over-eco
Second principal component score of value orientation variables
PC (male)
for male household heads, representing the extent to which prefer
social outcomes over ecological outcomes
Social-over-eco
Second principal component score of value orientation variables
(female)
for female household heads, representing extent to which prefer
social over ecological outcomes
Well-being
Average qualitative score for male and female household heads
framing (average) based on the relative number of times well-being was framed in
material vs. immaterial terms (on a 1-5 scale; 1 = only mentioned
material elements, 3 = mentioned material and immaterial aspects
equally, 5 = only mentioned immaterial elements)
Well-being
Qualitative score for male household head based on the relative
framing (male)
number of times well-being was framed in material vs. nonmaterial terms (same 1-5 scale as above)
Well-being
Qualitative score for female household head based on the relative
framing (female)
number of times well-being was framed in material vs. nonmaterial terms (same 1-5 scale as above)
Participation in activities
Social
Average reported number of hours per typical month during the
participation
past year male and female household heads have dedicated to
(average)
communal activities for benefit of the community
Social
Average reported number of hours per typical month during the
participation
past year male household head has dedicated to communal
(male)
activities for benefit of the community
Social
Average reported number of hours per typical month during the
participation
past year female household head has dedicated to communal
(female)
activities for benefit of the community
Conservation
Average qualitative score of the extent to which household heads
participation
reported involvement in conservation activities during the past
(average)
year (0-4 scale; 0 = not involved at all, 4 = 20+ hours per month
dedicated plus has leadership role)
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The results of the Spearman’s rank correlation matrix (Figure 7.3) indicated that relatively few pairs of
variables were highly correlated and that potential collinearity problems were only present for directly
related variables. For example, those families with a higher dependency ratio typically have larger
household sizes (ρ = 0.70). In the case of totals (e.g. total food production) or averages (e.g. mean
materialistic PC of both household heads), either the total/average or the more detailed scores were
independently included in each model to compare significance without introducing collinearity
problems. Some notable correlations include: people living at higher altitudes generally felt they had a
higher community support network (ρ = 0.36), older people generally had less education (ρ = -0.35),
and perceived quality of social services, perceived quality of ecosystem services and food security
were all somewhat inter-correlated (ρ ranging from 0.2 – 0.35). In contrast, no link existed between
people’s wealth and the extent to which they frame their well-being in material terms, although more
food secure women did tend to frame their well-being in less material terms (ρ = -0.45).

Figure 7.3: Significant correlations among explanatory variables
Note: all unlisted correlations are not significant to p < 0.1

151

7.2.2.

Statistical and qualitative analyses

Similar to the analyses presented in Chapter 6, the software R version 3.3.2 (R Development Core
Team 2016) was used to construct linear mixed models (LMMs) and generalized linear mixed models
(GLMMs) to explore the relationship between food security and well-being variables and the wide
range of potentially influential predictors. The same procedure was followed as provided in Section
6.2.2 to create all statistical models. The use of Boosted Regression Trees was particularly useful in
this analysis to narrow down the wide list of possibly influential variables. The construction of
regression models was relatively straightforward, as most response variables were close enough to the
normal distribution. Binomial models were used to examine the presence of food shortage and the
effects of ill-being versus well-being. The crossed random effects of community and interviewer were
insignificant in most models, but interviewer had a significant effect in two models. In the case of
predicting higher levels of well-being (model 11), one of the four interviewers was very slightly less
likely to mark a 4 or 5 for families (pseudo R2 was only 0.04 higher with the random effect). The other
case involved predicting the presence of food shortage during the past year (model 2; binomial).
Among the four interviewers, two were more likely to have detected very small amount of food
shortage (just a few days per year; which fell into the binomial category of 1), whereas the other two
interviewers generally only picked up on food shortage if it was more substantial. This effect is likely
due to subtle difference in terms of how the questions were asked and interpreted. In both of these
cases, a GLMM was therefore constructed with interviewer included as a random effect.
In addition to statistical modelling, the qualitative information associated with the 30 families who
reported the lowest food security and 30 families who reported the highest food security across all
communities was analysed by coding and quantifying the most common themes to search for key
differences in terms of what food security means and differences in perspective by gender. Identified
coping strategies were coded for all households to determine the most important pathways to ensuring
food security amidst challenges. Similarly, for the qualitative well-being data, information associated
with the 30 families who reported the lowest and highest well-being across communities was analysed
to identify common themes and gender differences. In both cases, qualitative information was
informative to further interpret the potential causality behind the statistical patterns which emerged
through the regression analyses. Finally, ANOVA tests were conducted to identify any significant
differences between female and male perspectives of food security and well-being measures.
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7.2.3.

Production of value for families

The results of the statistical analyses are broken up across two sections; Section 7.2.3.1 contains the
food security model results and Section 7.2.3.2 contains the well-being model results. The statistical
exploration of the implications of framing food security and well-being in diverse ways provides
insight into the process by which these outcomes are produced in the region of San Martín. All food
security models presented in this section had a mean explanatory power of 0.32, while well-being
models had a mean explanatory power of 0.43; this is fairly good for an analysis of human behaviour.
The specific (pseudo) R2 values for all linear or mixed-effects models can be found in the last row of
each table of results (Table 7.3 – food security; Table 7.4 – well-being). Some BRT model results,
which visualise the relationship between main predictor variables and outcomes, are provided
throughout the discussion. The full BRT model results and performance measures are available in the
Appendix (Figure A11, p. 344 and Table A3, p. 350)
7.2.3.1. Household food security
Across all of the food security models (Table 7.3 and Appendix, Figure A11), wealth, perceived
quality of social services, and perceived quality of ecosystem services featured most prominently. This
is no surprise given the demonstrated important role of these factors across the food security literature
(Anand & Ravallion 1993; Rose 1999; Barrett 2002; Martin et al. 2004; Reynolds et al. 2007;
Sunderland et al. 2013). Food security was also consistently lowest at mid-range altitudes, possibly
related to the limited profitability of the major cash crops cacao and coffee at this range, which grow
best at lower and higher altitudes, respectively. Additional factors can compound the impact of having
less wealth on lower food security; for example, families with a higher dependency ratio (i.e.
relatively more dependants) (interaction A) and living at higher altitudes (interaction B) were
especially negatively affected by less wealth. Household production of vegetables, fruits, beans,
legumes, and soy (“plant food production”) were particularly important for families who perceived
their quality of social services to be worse (interaction G). These findings suggest that the possibilities
by which households have opportunities to acquire important resources through diverse sources,
whether through private means or from nearby social or ecosystem services, are essential to achieving
better access to preferred food sources. Certain factors appear to increase pressure on food security,
such as having more dependants, and thus make it even more important that particular safety nets
exist, such as higher household production of foods rich in nutrients and protein.
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Table 7.3: Regression coefficients for household food security models
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Notes: Variables or coefficient estimates not included were not significant to p < 0.10; all reported regression coefficients and (standard errors) are for fixed effects: *** p
< 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, + p < 0.1; Interactions terms are indicated by A-L labels (term details in the Appendix, Table A2); Only the most significant interaction
terms (p < 0.05 for overall model or p < 0.01 for subcomponent models) are included in descriptions; Colours denote: red = variable linked to worse conservation
outcomes, green = variable linked to better conservation outcomes, yellow = non-linear relationship; For lm: R2 = 1 – SSres/SStot ; for binomial glm: ML pseudo R2 = 1 –
exp(-LR/n); for glmer: pseudo R2 includes marginal (not including random effects) and conditional values following Nakagawa and Shielzeth 2013

Table 7.3: Continued

The side-by-side analysis of multiple framings of food security helped elucidate the potential role of
certain variables in producing food security outcomes, and the dependency of these links on how food
security is framed. For example, the chance of experiencing food shortage during the past year (model
2) was most strongly linked to higher perceived quality of social services and to a lesser extent higher
wealth. Higher off farm income and animal-based food production were linked to less food shortage,
while larger families experienced greater food shortage. Alternatively, the model predicting
psychological sense of security (model 3) identified wealth, quality of ecosystem services and
community support network as playing key roles, possibly because these features provide important
safety nets. Psychological sense of food security was also generally lower at higher altitudes, perhaps
because of the increased difficulty of farming and accessing markets. This effect was amplified for
farmers who were poorer and were experiencing deforestation restrictions (interactions B, J and I), as
wealthier families could more easily overcome these constraints. Finally, higher perceived dietary
quality (model 4) was directly linked to higher perceived quality of social services and ecosystem
services, as well as higher education levels. Wealth was only linked to higher dietary quality for
families with a higher dependency ratio (interaction A) or living at higher altitudes (interaction B).
Living closer to the market was also associated with higher perceived dietary quality, as families could
more easily access nutritious food sources not present in communities.
For both men and women, perceived quality of social services most significantly defined perceived
dietary quality, though gender differences emerged for other variables (model 5 versus 6). While
perceived quality of ecosystem services only featured in the female perspective, distance to market
only featured in the male perspective. This difference may arise because women are more responsible
for gathering resources from the natural environment such as firewood, water and medicinal plants,
whereas men more often travel to larger markets in cities. Wealth featured more prominently in female
perspectives, likely because they often mentioned critical resources that they could only purchase in
cities, such as vegetables, beans, wheat and fresh fish. In contrast, men were more concerned with
total food production and staple production to feel secure, with wealth only influential in cases of
higher dependency ratio or at higher altitudes (interactions A and B). The surprisingly negative link
between staple food production and food security reflects the use of producing more staple crops as a
coping strategy for being resource poor. Male education level was linked to higher perceived dietary
quality, whereas women often learned about nutrition from alternative sources such as local women’s
clubs, health centres, churches and organisations.
Despite the apparently strong role of social and ecological services in shaping food security outcomes,
the qualitative analysis showed that when farmers consider their own food insecurity they primarily
think in economic terms. For example, among the 30 most food secure families, one-third still cited
that they lacked sufficient money to achieve a healthy diet. Other barriers to accessing health food
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were the distance to market and lack of custom to eat vegetables. Alternatively, among the 30 least
food secure families, the majority felt that lack of income was the central reason why they could not
obtain sufficient quantity or acceptable quality of diet. The most common problems mentioned were
cash crop diseases, difficulty with planting and maintaining gardens, difficulty of finding paid work,
distance to market, and high prices. These problems were seasonal, with most families in coffee
production areas experiencing some degree of difficulties during the few months leading up to the start
of the harvest (October – January). Several coping strategies were particularly important for helping
families during this period, though families had differential access to particular coping mechanisms.
The most food secure families generally had more stable income from working in transport,
construction and/or commercial activities, whereas less food secure families relied more on their own
food production (87%), opportunistic sources of additional income (80%), obtaining advanced credit
from food stores (23%), and in some cases harvesting forest products (13%).
Across the entire sample, there were significant differences in how women and men viewed food
security. In general women were significantly more likely to report higher food shortage (ANOVA,
p<0.05), lower dietary quality (ANOVA, p<0.01) and lower psychological food security (ANOVA,
p<0.01) than men. It is unclear the extent to which female perception is lower because they are more
aware of the effects of food difficulties on the family due to generally being more responsible for meal
preparation or are actually more burdened by the ensuing difficulties. Male and female household
heads most commonly thought that children suffered most from food shortages because they did not
understand why they could not have more of their preferred foods. If men did not think children
suffered more, they tended to think everyone suffered equally in the family; whereas, one-fifth of all
women felt that women suffered the most because they were responsible for preparing the meals with
few resources and often put their kids and husband ahead of themselves. Since men in food insecure
households often work daily wage labour, where they receive their meals during the day as part of
their payment, it is possible that their actual lived experience of food shortage differs from the rest of
their family. Other research similarly shows how despite the central role women play in ensuring
family food security, they often disproportionally suffer worse access to resources and decisionmaking power surrounding their use (e.g. Blumberg 1988; Kennedy & Peters 1992; Quisumbing et al.
1995; Haddad et al. 1996; Hadley et al. 2008; Ajani 2009).
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7.2.3.2. Household well-being
The findings of the overall household well-being model (model 7 in Table 7.4 and the Appendix,
Figure A11) indicate that food security, well-being framing, altitude, wealth, market distance, male
education level, and perceived access to natural resources are all associated with greater well-being for
local people. The role of food security and wealth points to the importance of achieving sufficient
resources to provide material security. However, the additional positive influence of framing wellbeing in less material terms points to the importance of orienting people’s well-being towards
immaterial aspects of life to achieve higher levels of well-being – a well documented phenomenon in
the literature (see Diener & Biswas-Diener 2002). The comparison between avoiding ill-being (model
10) and achieving higher levels of well-being (model 11) confirms that material factors such as
wealth, cash crop income, and perceived access to natural resources in the surrounding environment
are more important for avoiding ill-being than achieving higher well-being. In contrast, higher levels
of well-being are linked to greater participation in activities for community benefit, less material
framing of well-being, stronger pro-social values and higher food security. This is consistent with
evidence that being more pro-social and engrained in society affords well-being advantages; although
the causality could also be reverse – people experiencing higher well-being may also be more socially
oriented (Diener & Biswas-Diener 2008; Tov & Diener 2009).
Interestingly, both GLM and BRT models of avoiding ill-being (model 10) show that materialistic
orientations of both household heads play a central role (Table 7.4 and Figure 7.4). In the case of men,
a more materialistic orientation is strongly linked to more family ill-being; this effect is even stronger
when their partner is also more materialistic (interaction C1). In the literature, more materialistic
values are consistently linked to reduced well-being and increased anxiety and depression (Richins &
Dawson 1992; Kasser 2002), although it is also possible that people with lower psychological wellbeing may develop overly strong expectations regarding more extrinsic goals (Deci & Ryan 1995).
Others have argued that material aspirations are not necessarily detrimental to well-being if they are
framed as a means to self-expression and growth rather than an end in themselves (Brdar et al. 2009).
This perspective is more compatible with the role of women in this study, where women holding a
more materialistic value orientation was linked to less family ill-being; this effect is strongest when
their partners are less materialistic (interaction C1). Experience from the day-long visits suggests that
while materialistic values in men are associated with being busier and less attentive towards family
relationships, in women it seems to be linked to a stronger drive to ensure that resources are secured so
that everyone in the family can progress. This is supported by the significant negative relationship
between materialistic values in men and quality of family relationships (Table 7.4; model 12). The
interactive effect indicates that the values of both partners matter in terms of how they interact to
shape priorities within the family.
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Table 7.4: Regression coefficients for household well-being (WB) models
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Notes: Variables or coefficient estimates not included were not significant to p < 0.10; all reported regression coefficients and (standard errors) are for fixed effects: *** p
< 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, + p < 0.1; Interactions terms are indicated by M-Q1 labels (term details in the Appendix, Table A2); Male, female and average tags
specify whether the male, female or average measure was used for that indicator; Only the most significant interaction terms (p < 0.05 for overall model or p < 0.01 for
subcomponent models) are included in descriptions; Colours denote: red = variable linked to worse conservation outcomes, green = variable linked to better conservation
outcomes, yellow = non-linear relationship; For lm: R2 = 1 – SSres/SStot ; for binomial glm: ML pseudo R2 = 1 – exp(-LR/n); for glmer: pseudo R2 includes marginal (not
including random effects) and conditional values following Nakagawa and Shielzeth 2013

Table 7.4: Continued

Figure 7.4: Partial dependence plots for the four strongest predictors of ill-being and well-being

The significant interactions between wealth, materialistic value orientation, and well-being framing
confirm that the relative subjective importance given to material advances matters very much in
defining how wealth is related to well-being for each family. For example, wealth is only an important
predictor of overall family well-being when both heads hold stronger materialistic value orientations
(interaction O). Similarly, the effect of wealth on life satisfaction is greater for families with a more
material framing of well-being (interaction O1). This finding is consistent with the theory that there
can be multiple pathways to well-being, and thus people’s particular values are essential in shaping
how experiences are perceived and thus how they may influence well-being (Oishi et al. 1999; Rojas
2005; Alkire 2007). Particular values may also be generally deleterious to well-being; for example,
values that cause people to work against other deeper values they may hold and thus produce goal
conflicts (Diener & Ryan 2009). Across households, both male materialistic values and framing wellbeing in more material terms were linked to lower reported well-being, even though their mode of
measurement was distinct. The literature shows a strong link between feeling self-motivated to pursue
intrinsic goals which give life meaning and higher levels of well-being (Emmons 1996; Oishi et al.
1999; Kasser 2002; Rijavec et al. 2006; Dittmar et al. 2014).
Several other features were also significantly linked to overall wellbeing. The education level of the
male (as opposed to female) household head featured more prominently in models, especially in
predicting a higher sense of autonomy. This effect was greatest for poorer families (interaction M1),
suggesting that richer families could increase their sense of autonomy through other means. The
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findings also suggest that among women with a more materialistic value orientation, their perception
of family well-being was more influenced by the education level of their husband, possibly related to
their ability to advance material aims (interaction W). Evidence in the literature similarly points to the
positive influence of education on well-being, rather than the misguided hypothesis that “ignorance is
bliss” (Witter et al. 1984). The effects of where people lived across the landscape (altitude and market
distance) were mixed, as this entailed a burden on well-being due to associated difficulties with
transporting essential goods, but also provided cleaner air and a more relaxing lifestyle according to
local people. Beyond these influences, there are clearly many additional complex interactions that
occur in the process by which “better” outcomes for local people are produced, of which this analysis
only scratches the surface.
The influence of ecosystem services on well-being was challenging to interpret. Higher perceived
access to natural resources (ecosystem services – use values) was generally linked to higher wellbeing. However, women in wealthier families who reported higher quality non-use ecosystem services
(i.e. quality of forest, climate, air and species habitat) generally reported lower well-being. To
understand this finding, it is necessary to reflect on the subjective process by which people perceive
the quality of non-use ecosystem services. Across communities, the average perception of non-use
ecosystem services is most significantly correlated to further market distance (ρ = 0.69), higher water
access/quality (ρ = 0.62), higher forest cover across landholdings (ρ = 0.46), and the presence of forest
restrictions (ρ = 0.55). The presence of laws could lead people to think that more forest exists than
necessary, while more environmentally concerned people may be more critical of forest quality. It is
still unclear why this negative link exists more strongly among women, but perhaps may be related to
the weak inclusion of female voices in community conservation discussions.
Important differences exist regarding how men and women interpret family well-being (models 8 and
9; Table 7.4 and the Appendix, Figure A11). The trends consistently show that economic factors such
as wealth and food security are much more important in defining a male sense of well-being, though
the causality remains unclear, as happy people may also earn higher incomes (Lyubomirsky et al.
2005). For women, the only influential economic factor was food security, though this was more
strongly the case for women with a materialistic value orientation (interaction Y). Social participation
appeared to play a positive role in the well-being of both men and women, although female
participation was negative linked to family sense of progress. This difference reflects contrasting
expectations by gender, both in the household and community. Men are more expected to contribute to
communal goals, whereas women can face protest from their partners if they are seen as neglecting
their domestic duties. As a result, women’s participation in communal activities tends to centre around
obtaining material benefits through support programmes.
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In addition, women consistently reported lower quality of family relationships than men (ANOVA,
p<0.01), lower sense of autonomy than men (ANOVA, p<0.001), and lower life satisfaction than men
(ANOVA, p<0.001). The only subcomponent for which there was no gender difference was sense of
progress. Women living in families with overall lower reported well-being had especially low reported
measures relative to men (Figure 7.5). Men were also much more focused on material aspects of wellbeing on average in terms of how they spoke about the concept of well-being in the interviews
(ANOVA, p<0.001). Still, well-being framings of male and female perspectives within the same
household were significantly correlated (ρ = 0.28), suggesting some degree of consistency for how
people frame well-being within families. Gender differences in terms of how well-being is
experienced appear to be strongly influenced by cultural norms; for example, in some cultures there
are no differences and in other cultures women report worse experiences (Graham & Pettinato 2002;
Diener & Ryan 2009).

Figure 7.5: Male and female perspectives of well-being subcomponents in families reporting
higher and lower well-being
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The subcomponents of the overall well-being score – quality of family relationships, sense of
autonomy, sense of progress and life satisfaction – also varied substantially in terms of their main
predictors. Wealth was positively linked to sense of progress, sense of autonomy and life satisfaction,
but was negatively linked to quality of family relationships, especially among families less involved in
collective social activities (interaction E1). Families with older household heads enjoyed higher quality
family relationships but a lower sense of progress; perhaps because they had more time to adapt to
family dynamics but felt less optimistic about future opportunities. When people spoke about their
well-being in less material terms, they were more likely to report higher life satisfaction and sense of
progress, but also reported lower quality family relationships. It is unclear why this negative link
exists, but perhaps those with good quality family relationships were less likely to explicitly mention
them and instead focused on other more material dimensions. Finally, participation in communal
conservation activities is only linked to higher sense of autonomy, likely because those who
participate already feel more self-empowered and the process of pursuing and achieving goals further
increases this feeling.
Despite the in-depth models and diverse framings shedding light on how “better” outcomes from the
perspective of local people seem to be produced across this region, people held their own subjective
interpretations for why their well-being was particularly high or low. For example, families with the
lowest well-being most frequently mentioned issues such as economic insecurity (90% of cases),
ongoing health issues (70%), poor relationships with their partners (67%) – with infidelity mentioned
in 13% of cases, alcoholism (27%), difficult behaviour of children (20%), loneliness (17%) and social
conflicts (13%). In certain circumstances, a particular recent event was mentioned as being highly
influential, such as an extreme flooding event (7%) or losing a loved one (3%). The 30 families with
the highest reported well-being still cited economic issues (37% of cases) and health problems (20%).
Alternatively, the most common cited reasons for their positive responses were good family relations
(93%), feeling able to do what they want (63%), children advancing well in their studies (23%) and
good social relations in the community (13%). Given the highly complex processes by which different
“better” outcomes appear to be constructed for local actors, the next section explores the implications
of these findings for dominant conservation strategies intending to improve outcomes for local people.
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7.3.

Examining the role of “win-win” interventions

This section builds on the exploration of how certain outcomes important to local people appear to be
produced to explore the extent to which different “win-win” strategies are likely to “work” – not just
as a means for conservation (as discussed in the Chapter 6) – but rather as an end in themselves for
local families. I focus on three common discourses which underpin contrasting approaches by which
conservation projects seek to improve well-being throughout San Martín; these include: 1)
individualistic – higher crop yields for the improved security and prosperity of individual families, 2)
collective – improved capacity of communities to access basic resources and social services, and 3)
environmental – strengthened sense of dependency between people and nature. These alternate
framings were identified through an analysis of the 25 interviews conducted with project actors in
2013 – 2014, which outlined their distinct theory of change and underpinning rationales for producing
“win-win” outcomes. In this section, I explore the extent to which each of these distinct approaches to
pursuing local well-being appear to “work” for families is contingent upon how “better” outcomes are
framed and measured. These distinct conservation approaches to enhancing well-being are therefore
inherently linked to discourses which define the problems underlying human ill-being and linked
solutions in particular ways, with important implications for the local changes for people and nature
they engender.

7.3.1. Discourse 1: Individualistic – higher crop yields for individual prosperity
Across San Martín, incentive-based approaches to conservation typically aim to increase farmers’ cash
crop yields as a pathway to higher income sources to improve family well-being and reduce the need
to further expand farms in forested areas. The discursive power of this approach lies in its perceived
ability to develop the long-term technical capacity of individual families to continue to generate “winwin” outcomes for themselves and their environment long-term. In this case, the well-being benefit is
framed in terms of a specific end in itself – higher sustainable income for families, with the
assumption that this will allow them to escape poverty traps and better pursue the goals they value.
This claim therefore must be considered with respect to the analysis presented above, which revealed a
more complex picture of how wealth may play a role in certain types of outcomes which households
might have reason to value.
The extent to which wealth appears to be positively linked to “better” household outcomes depends
very much on how “better” is framed. For example, although wealth is significantly linked to
household food security, it is not directly linked to higher overall household well-being, largely due to
its negative linkage to quality of family relationships, despite positive linkages to other aspects of
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well-being. In addition, while women only valued wealth insofar as it led to higher food security, men
valued being wealthier as an important direct contributor to well-being and correspondingly viewed
well-being in more material terms. Even though a more material-driven framing for well-being was
linked to lower overall family well-being, women on average still reported lower levels of food
security, autonomy, quality of family relationships and life satisfaction than men. This appears to be
largely a product of the insidious effects of a machismo society on women, as male perspectives are
prioritised at all levels of decision-making, from household to government.
Wealth also matters more for the well-being of households with more materialistic values,
highlighting the importance of individual and cultural values in defining the significance of wealth.
Yet at the same time, people who see well-being in more material terms generally experience lower
family well-being. As discussed previously, the causality of this relationship is unclear – do people
who are less materially focused feel better about their lives, or do more content people look less to
material aspects to fulfil psychological and emotional needs? Two-directional feedbacks are likely,
whereby certain values and habitual thought patterns trigger daily experiences, which can serve to
reinforce them. There are important implications for how interventions may therefore reinforce and
promote particular values and conceptions of well-being. In particular, interventions focused on
working mainly with men to accumulate increased production and wealth may reinforce more
materialistic values and a framing of well-being more focused on materialism, which according to this
analysis could contribute to worse quality family relationships and greater family ill-being. The focus
of these interventions on agricultural management capacity therefore has resulted in prioritising male
views of well-being and has largely excluded both the perspectives and participation of women.
The analyses indicate that wealth plays a much stronger role for households in avoiding ill-being than
obtaining higher levels of well-being. While remote communities in Peru are often homogeneously
branded as poor peasants in need of economic development, the absence of a link between wealth and
higher well-being clearly shows that a significant portion of the population is already experiencing
marginal to no well-being gains at higher income levels. Access to money is clearly very important up
to a point, particularly in the face of other stressors such as a higher number of dependants and a
weaker social support network, but once a certain level of wealth is achieved, it appears to actually be
more beneficial to then frame well-being in less material terms and pursue higher purposes such as
pro-social values and actions. The argument can be made, however, that an economic focus is justified
because avoiding suffering is more important than pursuing higher levels of well-being. Such an
argument would require that household-level material incentives are the most effective strategy to
avoid ill-being among the poorest, and that poorer families can benefit from these schemes. The
poorest families were indeed most concerned with economic insecurity, but also to almost an
equivalent extent, health issues and poor quality family relationships. Thus, as shown by many others,
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to reduce poverty to economic terms oversimplifies the problem and overestimates the potential of
economic intervention to provide a solution (Sen 2001; Hulme et al. 2001).
In addition, participants of material incentive programs were consistently richer on average than nonparticipants of all intervention types (Chapter 6, Figure 6.4). Conversations with non-participants
suggest that this is due to richer individuals self-selecting into these programs, as well as gaining
additional economic advantages through their participation. Organisations providing material
incentives in San Martín often generated additional value beyond market prices for farmers by gaining
price premiums through international fair trade and organic/ecological certifications. These
certifications mandate strict farming practices to adhere with certification requirements and meet
quality standards. The poorest households in communities often found it very difficult to participate in
such programs because it was too difficult to invest the time and resources necessary to produce high
quality products. Cooperatives also required monthly inputs in the form of fees and meetings, which
poorer families, who often had land farther away from the community and participated in timeintensive daily wage labour, found difficult to fulfil. In protected areas, those who most felt they
needed to expand and therefore were most upset with the imposed restrictions, often were the most
suspicious of conservation organisations and government actors, and did not want to engage at all with
their attempts to provide material support.
As apparent from the discussion above, the extent to which material incentives appear to generate
valued outcomes for local families depends very much on the view of well-being put forward. This
strategy looks like an effective way to improve local outcomes only when a more instrumental view of
well-being is adopted (for example, food security instead of quality of family relationships), the focus
is on reducing ill-being instead of improving well-being, the male perspective is prioritised over the
female perspective, and families hold more materialistic values. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the most
common indicator for monitoring success in projects using material incentives to pursue conservation
is to demonstrate increased income among project participants (McKinnon et al. 2016). Income is a
measure which can be easily quantified, but which potentially hides the politics of who benefits (and
who does not) from these projects, as well as the much larger diversity of outcomes which families
may have reason to value. However, interveners may have little desire to probe beyond such a simple
measure. For example, in the case of cooperatives with ecological certification schemes, a focus on
income as a “win-win” strategy means that interventions essentially pay for themselves, as
investments in technical support return in the form of higher production and quality for sale to
international markets and increased profits.
It is important to note, however, that many conservation projects even struggle to generate their
intended economic benefits. Despite having already excluded some clear project failures in my effort
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to select study sites across this region, as the aim was to understand the implications of those projects
successful at providing material incentives for conservation, there were still many people who had
stopped participating or did not want to join incentive schemes in the first place due to mistrust and
disillusionment. The low coffee prices and widespread coffee rust outbreak characteristic of recent
years, in particular has challenged many schemes attempting to improve yield and income levels. For
example, an annual project report in this region by Conservation International explains how
participants’ yields decreased by 40% as compared with the previous year despite improved technical
support provided through conservation agreements due to heavy rains and extensive coffee rust
outbreaks (Conservation International 2012). Cash crops are often influenced by highly unstable
dynamics which cause booms and busts in the value they can generate for local farmers. Interestingly,
despite organisations often prioritising yields and profit, participant satisfaction appeared to be more
heavily influenced by people’s social relationships with technical assistants, interpretation of their
intentions and their linked expectations.
A final consideration is the extent to which interventions actively promoting a more individualistic
notion of well-being may work in conflict with competing perspectives of well-being. For example, if
someone has to be given a material benefit in order to be convinced to conserve an area of forest, this
may foster the notion that it is not automatically in people’s interest to conserve their forest, thus
working against a more environmental notion of well-being. Similarly, schemes targeted to individual
families often gain power by eliciting comparisons between improved higher-yielding participants to
non-participants, who can be painted as backward, inefficient and unsophisticated. Interveners needed
to stabilise the boundary of who their beneficiaries are in order to capture value back in the form of
increased production (in the case of cooperatives) and “sale” of success stories to donors (Büscher
2014). However, when local people see interventions as mostly about making money, perceptions of
unfair benefit distribution can breed dissatisfaction and mistrust among community members,
exacerbating social divisions. The promoted notion of well-being as being equivalent to individual
economic gain can also foster more individualistic and materialistic sentiments. This mindset can
work against a more collective notion of well-being which sees people as willing to accept personal
sacrifice in the name of a common good – whether for society or the environment. Such intervention
approaches to well-being may therefore have broader long-lasting implications beyond their simple
intention to provide rapid benefits to poor people. The analysis leaves no room for doubt that wealth is
an important dimension of gaining access to critical resources for local people; however, what remains
in grave doubt is whether the attempt to increase crop yields and income is the most effective
approach to increase community well-being and pursue conservation goals.
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7.3.2. Discourse 2: Collective – improved capacity to access basic social services
Other conservation approaches in the San Martín Region focus on increasing local people’s direct
access to important resources or social services that enable a good healthy life instead of trying to
increase income. This approach is justified by the idea that increased income may not necessarily be
invested in ways which benefit all members of the family or community, depending on who controls it
and what their immediate interests are. Instead, the aim is to increase the means by which a broader
range of people can directly access critical resources and services. At the household scale, common
examples include establishing vegetable gardens or installing small livestock such as chickens or
guinea pigs to provide families with a sustainable source of nutritious food. Improved cook stoves are
also commonly installed to reduce the arduous work of gathering firewood and negative health effects
of smoke pollution, in addition to environmental reasons. These resource-generating capacities are
sometimes developed alongside agricultural assistance programmes.
At the community scale, typical examples include improving the infrastructure and quality of water,
education and healthcare. This can be achieved through projects brought by conservation actors, or by
improving the organisational capacity of communities to obtain government projects or pool their own
resources (money and labour) to pursue collective goals. For example, communities in this region of
Peru are often already organised to varying extents via community-led institutions which enforce rules
and order (“Rondas Campesinas”), manage education related issues (APAFA – Association of
Parents) and distribute government-aid to needy individuals (e.g. “Vaso de leche” – Glass of milk,
“Club de madres” – Club of mothers). Interventions some times work directly with these groups to
strengthen their capacities to generate long-term community benefits. Community conservation
associations are sometimes exclusive and inward looking, focused on pursuing individual benefits for
their select members (i.e. individualistic discourse), but in other cases can be more inclusive and
outward looking, focused on generating collective social benefits alongside conservation aims. The
application of this more collectivist oriented discourse therefore varies greatly, depending on whether
the focus is on individual families or the entire community, but in all cases seeks to improve the means
by which a wider range of people can access important social benefits.
The analyses of Section 7.2.3 demonstrated how local perceptions of basic social services such as
health and education are strongly linked to overall household food security (p<0.001). No direct link
exists to overall household well-being, although social services still play an indirect role through food
security – the strongest predictor of overall family well-being. When considering different aspects of
food security, psychological security was the only measure which was more strongly linked to wealth
than social services access/quality. This is because people often defined food security challenges in
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economic terms and only felt psychologically food secure when they had substantial and stable
income flows due to the potential for major unexpected losses and weak social support. This socially
constructed notion of “insecurity” is partly a product of an individualistic notion of responsibility for
personal welfare, as well as weak investment in social institutions which help manage and share social
problems. For example, people who felt they had a stronger community support network felt more
psychologically food secure, and thus efforts to strengthen the capacities of communities to produce
their own nutritious food and support one another could play an important role in enhancing food
security. Similarly, development efforts to foster individual gain may further risk diminishing this
shared sense of collective responsibility and overlook the potential role of social and ecosystem
services in shaping community well-being.
The quality of various social services and their impact on well-being should not simply be considered
as a unidirectional material provision, but rather interpretations are highly heterogeneous, heavily
shaped by specific needs, differential access and expectations. Attention to the process by which the
benefits of social services are generated is therefore key to understanding how people perceive them
and how it may influence their well-being. For example, attempts to intervene to improve collective
services can be patriarchal and mistrusting of local people if the intervener assumes to know best what
is needed. In fact, in several cases these projects failed due to unforeseen technical and cultural
challenges; for example, several vegetable garden and guinea pig projects disappeared over time due
to issues with plagues/diseases and time/resource inputs amidst busy lives. Similarly, approaches
which bypassed the community level to develop capacities among individual households eliminated
the community’s stake in deciding what is needed, who should benefit and how, according to their
rationale. Alternatively, efforts to shape the means by which communities access important resources
and services can be empowering if local people are at the centre of the decision-making process.
People are most likely to internalise new values, embrace decisions, value the results, and thrive
mentally and physically when they feel they have a voice to influence the process, the capacities to
implement plans, and a real connection to others involved (Ryan & Deci 2000). Such a process
requires local leadership which is driven by collective rather than personal interests and helps
empower people to sustain the process over time. External actors can help facilitate particular
capacities and negotiation among values, but can be counterproductive when perceived as controlling
or involved for their own financial or reputational benefit.
In practice, however, it is dangerous to overly romanticise the power of local governance, as these
structures can be complex and uneven in terms of who has power and what interests are represented
(Ribot 2009). There is no single homogeneous unit of “community” (Agrawal & Gibson 1999). Thus,
implementing projects through local governance structures is strongly influenced by the quality of
governance. For example, across the communities examined in this landscape, decision-making
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processes were heavily male dominated. Only men held major community governance positions and
typically only men participated in community-wide monthly meetings to make decisions. In some
communities, women were even banned from attending such meetings to prevent men from sending
their wives to avoid paying the fee if they did not participate. The expectation that women should stay
at home to assume domestic responsibilities during meetings also inhibited their ability to participate.
While some women were frustrated with being pushed out of decision-making, others did not wish to
participate. Yet, as mentioned above, an important result of this social exclusion was that women
consistently reported lower subjective experiences of food security and well-being, and were also
much less intrinsically motivated to contribute to projects of common good in the community. It is
therefore particularly important to develop safe leadership spaces for women.
Attempts to shape community governance structures and develop long-term capacities for improved
communal resource management cannot be pursued through short-term project models. Long-term
presence is required to build the mutual understanding and trust necessary to carry processes forward,
build engagement and negotiate barriers (Ribot 2009; Brooks et al. 2012). In San Martín, communities
have faced many barriers during such efforts. For example, some communities living inside protected
areas or buffer zones lack formal recognition by the government and thus are not permitted
development projects. The government argues that by improving social services, more people would
be attracted to live in the area. In these cases, organisations had to develop benefits on a more
individual household scale. It is unclear the extent to which this claim might be true depending on the
type of social service developed (e.g. improved water infrastructure or new school versus road
development) and the process by which it is generated. However, the poor relationships which have
been exacerbated by such constraints also inhibited environmental governance of these areas.
This collective approach to well-being therefore appears to be capable of generating a range of
different types of benefits for local people; however, process is essential and clear governance
challenges can arise. The common practice of tracking success through simple measures such as
whether the new capacity was implemented and for how many people (e.g. number of improved cook
stoves installed) took a relatively instrumentalist view which overlooked the importance of the how
changes are pursued, and their potential role of strengthening collectively-oriented motivations and
capacities among leaders. It is also important to consider the extent to which this approach to wellbeing may generate synergies or conflicts with other approaches to increasing well-being. For
example, in societies where collective outcomes are more highly valued, people pursuing their own
private well-being to the exclusion of others may receive social scorn rather than evoking admiration
or jealousy. Collective approaches to well-being can potentially be compatible with environmental
perspectives, depending on how they are framed – a point which will be further outlined below.
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7.3.3. Discourse 3: Environmental – strengthened dependency on nature
Environmental approaches to well-being see aspects of the surrounding natural environment as
playing a important role in human well-being. However, there are several ways in which this
relationship can be portrayed. For example, the quality of the environment can be seen an internal to
the construct of well-being or an external driver of well-being (Schleicher et al. 2017). Perspectives
focusing on the role of more intrinsic, spiritual or cultural values for conservation, such as those
reflected in traditional ecological and indigenous knowledge, see nature as a more deeply engrained
part of well-being (Gadgil et al. 1993; Berkes 2004). A more instrumental approach is to see forests as
playing a critical role in ensuring the food security and nutrition of poorer families living near them,
such as through the provision of wild food (e.g. Sunderland et al. 2013; Ickowitz et al. 2014). These
narratives can be broadened to also include many additional “ecosystem services” that forests provide
to sustain human well-being such as water, a healthy climate, and protection against soil erosion (e.g.
MEA 2005). These diverse narratives are often used to argue for the role local people should play in
protecting their environment and as an argument to incorporate environmental considerations into
development agendas. An even more instrumental approach is the idea that people are not (or can’t
easily be) motivated to conserve their forests as is, and therefore need concrete forest revenue streams
to become motivated, such as through ecotourism, non-timber forest product (NTFP) markets, and
Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES) (e.g. Wollenberg & Ingles 1998; Pagiola & Platais 2002;
Krüger 2005).
These different environmental approaches to well-being are non-mutually exclusive and can jointly be
applied in any given area. However, they each make different assumptions about the extent to which a
particular relationship can be developed and will contribute to long-term conservation and well-being
outcomes. As a result, these approaches align more or less closely with the different “win-win”
strategies examined in this research. For example, collective governance “win-win” projects primarily
seek to strengthen intrinsic motivation for conservation, as well as people’s perception of the
instrumental importance of forests for water, climate, crop productivity, and ultimately the well-being
of people, their kids and future generations. In contrast, incentive-based approaches, either at the
collective or individual level, primarily aim to increase people’s perception that forest conservation
can provide tangible economic benefits, and some times offer additional instrumental and intrinsic
reasons. Within protected areas, a combination of incentive-based programs and environmental
awareness activities were often provided to try to motivate people to conserve for multiple reasons.
The rest of this section reflects on local perceptions of environment-well-being linkages as a basis for
outlining the potential implications of these different approaches to linking local well-being to the
environment.
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7.3.3.1. Fostering care for the environment
This approach aims to strengthen or maintain an intrinsic interest in conservation among local people.
This could involve protecting certain environmental cultural traditions, or endowing people with new
reasons why their environment is important to protect. This study focused on “mestizo” (migrants of
mixed origin) rather than indigenous communities, but several people living in these areas had still
developed strong intrinsic feelings about the critical importance of protecting forests and the many
species that depend on it. Across the models presented in this chapter, no direct link was uncovered
between being more intrinsically motivated for conservation and the food security and well-being
outcomes examined. However, in the literature, a significant connection exists between people having
a stronger sense of purpose and being more motivated by what they intrinsically value and well-being
(Emmons 1996; Ryan & Deci 2000). Thus a potential link between intrinsic values for conservation
and well-being by its very nature depends on whether people value nature and whether cultural norms
are socially supportive of those values. For example, some leaders of conservation associations in San
Martín had to deal with social conflicts and significant investment of personal time, effort and
resources, yet still felt empowered to undertake their work. Such perspectives held a sense of purpose
for conservation as fundamental to their well-being which may not be easily captured in a “one-sizefits-all” approach to well-being that does not specifically attempt to incorporate such values.
This environmental approach to well-being may be synergistic or conflicting with other approaches to
well-being. For example, valuing the well-being of the environment as a pathway to personal wellbeing may be more synergistic with caring about the well-being of other people; in both cases,
dimensions of life external to the self are valued. Alternatively, a more inward individualistic and
materialistic value orientation is more naturally opposed to a concern for things such as nature, which
lie outside of that domain. It has indeed been shown in other contexts that biospheric and altruistic
value orientations tend to be more closely related and stand in opposition to egoistic value orientations
(de Groot & Steg 2008). A highly individualistic cultural context could therefore provide a much more
challenging context to foster this form of environment-well-being perception due to standing in direct
opposition to those values. Certain conservation strategies may also work against this notion of an
intrinsic environment-well-being connection. For example, as shown in Chapter 6, top-down
protectionist approaches tended to alienate people and inhibit any potential autonomous interest in
conservation. In addition, material incentives for conservation can work against collectively-oriented
notions of well-being if those who are empowered are interested in conservation mainly for person
gain (individualistic well-being orientation) or incentives “crowd out” values associated with
collective and/or intrinsic environmental well-being orientations (Rode et al. 2013).
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7.3.3.2. Avoiding future threats to well-being
This environmental approach to well-being aims to mobilise people into conservation action by
increasing their perception that they will face future threats to their well-being if they do not protect
their environment. This is attempted by helping people to recognise the diverse ways in which the
environment supports their opportunities to live a good and healthy life. In the region of San Martín,
the most dominant narrative used by conservation actors and local people alike to mobilise
conservation action is the idea that if people don’t protect the remaining forests, water will dry up,
crops will not grow well, and local people will suffer the consequences. As shown in Table 7.5,
regulating services such as water, air, soil and climate quality were consistently ranked as the most
important ecosystem services. This perspective is often justified by stories that people have heard of
other places within or outside of Peru where forest loss has led to desert-like conditions, and in San
Martín, many were concerned about recent declines in fluvial water provisions and changes in climate.
This narrative is more powerful than narratives around protecting forests for future use of natural
resources or recreational enjoyment because people living in this area do not have strong traditions
linked to forests, and can often obtain fuelwood and medicinal plants from farmed areas.
Efforts to place environmental considerations within development agendas often appeal to the
importance of local people’s access to forest resources to reduce poverty (e.g. Sunderland et al. 2013).
While people’s level of use of these resources in San Martín was generally low, an examination of
who is using these forest resources seems to support the idea that they play a more important role for
poorer families. Figure 7.6 displays the variables most strongly associated with higher overall use of
forest resources – including forest food, medicinal plants, fuelwood and timber. In general, families
living at higher altitudes, with lower perceived access to social services and with very low food
security were accessing more natural resources. The model findings presented in this chapter also
show that greater perceived quality of ecosystem services is linked to higher household food security
(p<0.001) and higher perceived access to natural resource is linked to higher family well-being.

Figure 7.6: Partial dependence plots for the strongest predictors of level of natural resource use
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Table 7.5: Average household perspective on the relative importance, access/quality, and direct use of different ecosystem services

An unexpected finding was that a perception of higher quality ecosystem services was actually linked
to less direct use. This may be due to the fact that many of the resources which people extracted were
often from “purmas” (regrowth) or agroforestry areas of their farm rather than primary forest, making
them more accessible in more developed landscapes. It is also possible that those who are more
dependent on using natural resources were more critical of their quality/access than those who are
more disconnected. However, a reliance on individual household’s interpretations rather than one
broad measure of forest cover for each community, allowed for a much more fine-grained approach to
understanding differential access. For example, some households have their farms right next to their
house, while others have to hike over an hour to collect basic resources such as fuelwood. Similarly,
some may be accustomed to the journey and perceive access to be easy. Despite the negative
relationship between level of natural resource use and perceived quality of ecosystem services, both
variables were positively linked to a higher motivation to conserve forests for resource use purposes.
As discussed in Section 7.2.3.2, the relationship between the perceived quality of regulating ecosystem
services such as the quality of climate, air, soil and animal habitat and well-being was less
straightforward, and was likely a result of the subjective nature of how people perceived the quality of
regulating services. For example, wealthier people and women may have felt less dependent on
regulating services and felt that having larger areas of forest and associated regulating ecosystem
services was more of a burden than a help to pursue their goals. Given wealth is a major driver of
deforestation, it is important to consider that richer families appear to be less likely to buy into the
argument that ecosystem services are essential to their well-being, as they appear to interpret
regulating ecosystem services in a more negative light, and are less dependent on provisioning
services due to being able to substitute firewood for gas and forest food for purchased food, and can
afford to purchase timber and medicinal plants as necessary.
The analysis therefore uncovered a stronger and weaker position with respect to the discourse of
protecting nature to avoid future threats to well-being. The stronger position is that protecting the
environment is fundamentally essential to a good future life, while the weaker position is that the
environment can provide certain material benefits that are occasionally useful. While the latter appears
to be more extrinsically oriented, the former seems to combine perspectives of both instrumental and
intrinsic values for conservation. An important implication of this distinction is that seeing forests as
valuable for their use was only linked to a slight reduction in private deforestation, whereas intrinsic
motivation was much more strongly linked (see Chapter 6). This has important implications for wellbeing, because the data show that quality of ecosystem services plays an important role in food
security and well-being. Thus, an attempt to further foster intrinsic motivation for conservation by
integrating instrumental reasons may help mobilise action to prevent long-term losses in forests and in
turn protect well-being.
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7.3.3.3. Gaining economic benefits from forests
This well-being framing focuses less on the direct role nature can play in human well-being through
cultural, provisioning and regulating services, and more on the potential for forests to generate real
tangible economic revenue streams for local people. This entails a very different type of motivation to
conserve forests, as it appeals to self-interest as a way of mobilising conservation action, and assumes
that the naturally occurring characteristics of the environment are not sufficient to motivate people. In
this way, efforts in San Martín to develop material benefits, such as through crop intensification or
Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) schemes with individual farmers, or through ecotourism,
apiculture and artisanal clothing initiatives with conservation associations, attempt to strengthen
people’s income streams as a pathway to both conservation and well-being. Linked environmental
messaging is required to make this approach a hybrid environmental/individualistic approach rather
than simply an individualistic approach to well-being.
As already discussed in Section 7.3.1, there is a danger that this approach to increasing the link
between environment and well-being promotes a particularly narrow aspect of how the environment
can provide benefits, which potentially sends the message that it is not important to conserve the
environment for other more collective or environmental reasons. Promoting a more self-interested
view of well-being risks empowering those actors driven by private interests, which risks
disempowering collective efforts to pursue social and environmental aims. Effort to increase the
perception that forests can bring economic resources is, however, not necessarily limited to an
individualistic model of well-being. For example, several associations have received small grant
money with specific stipulations in terms of how it must be spent by their association to further their
conservation agenda. There is also potential for conservation and development grants which are
typically channelled through NGO or government actors to be more directly managed by
communities, although this would depend greatly on local governance capacity. Such economic flows
(in the name of the environment) could potentially be empowering to community-driven processes if it
facilitates more collective well-being orientations. The approach by which any economic flow is
therefore generated, framed, and distributed is critical for the extent to which it may facilitate or
conflict with distinct well-being orientations.
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7.4.

Conclusion

This chapter has explored the implications of the subjective nature of how well-being is defined – both
by local people, and by conservation interventions seeking to influence them. My findings are
consistent with widespread literature arguing for the importance of defining well-being in ways which
extend beyond economic measures (Sen 2001; Alkire 2007; Schleicher et al. 2017) and prioritise
female perspectives (Agarwal 2009, 2010). Yet, despite these growing calls, interventions in San
Martín continue to work predominantly with men and focus on mainly agricultural activities. My work
demonstrated how project framings of success break down when female perspectives are considered,
as women hold less materialistic values and focus more on family relationships. The exclusion of
women from decision-making structures was linked to their suffering worse subjective experiences of
food security and well-being, and also their disengagement with environmental issues. Yet, there were
many complex power dynamics which worked against their increased involvement, such as domestic
responsibilities, active exclusion by men and project designs and expectations. The differences
between male and female perspectives reflect the central role that values play in moderating wellbeing (cf. Oishi et al. 1999). It is therefore critical to consider whose values are being appealed to in
development interventions and which values are shaped or reinforced as a result. Crucially, I have
shown how different values may interact in mutually reinforcing or competing ways (cf. Lindenberg &
Steg 2007), and how particular values can be enhanced through the provision of material, social and/or
environmental benefits.
Taking a subjective approach to understanding “better” local outcomes gives people the freedom to
choose the standard by which their life should be judged, rather than imposing top-down and
potentially dogmatic standards. This allows for people to value their life in different ways – whether
by embracing more individualistic, collective and/or environmental notions. However, as a result,
subjective measures refrain from making any strong moral claims about what makes a “good life” or
“good person”. Certain concepts such as “life satisfaction” and “progress” are interpreted and
measured without reference to what type of life an individual should be satisfied with and without
reflection on the moral implications of that progress (Christopher 1999). For example, as long as an
individual is perceived to be happy with accumulating more materials, a higher well-being score can
be substantiated and used to justify any linked strategy to increase it. Indeed, the very notion of
subjective well-being is biased towards an individualistic perspective, as more individualistic societies
consistently score higher in this measure (Diener et al. 1995).
The consequence of relying on relatively narrow and distinct subjective perceptions of well-being is
that interventions can appeal to their preferred interpretation of well-being and mobilise justifying
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discourses to pursue their goals. For example, discourses which focus on poverty as “lack of income”
and blame deforestation on this notion of “poverty”, paint a narrow picture of human motivations to
satisfy well-being needs, as well as for conservation. Similarly, discourses which only focus on the
role of forest foods to support local well-being often make too many assumptions about who is
actually dependent on these resources and what needs they do not fulfil, as well as their power to
influence deforestation, which across this landscape is driven by wealthier actors. The implications of
particular framings of well-being and associated discourses are not just confined to the realm of
conservation. For example, the same individualistic framing of well-being used to promote material
incentives as a “win-win” solution across San Martín also facilitates the unquestioned joint expansion
of economic development activities for the sake of human progress and well-being.
These distinct approaches to well-being inevitably prioritise particular local perspectives over others.
For example, while an individualistic approach to well-being appeals to the importance of income for
poorer more material-driven male farmers, a more collective approach appeals to the importance of
natural resources and social services as a safety net for the poor. Each approach reflects distinct
priorities and uses contrasting choices of framing and measurement to assess and validate whether
advances towards those priorities are being met (Ruggeri Laderchi et al. 2003). In this way, both
perspectives are allowed to be simultaneously correct and it is easy to justify any strategy which can
enhance individualistic, collective and/or environmental notions of well-being – especially if they are
also argued to be a critical means by which to achieve conservation goals. In many cases, little
attention is paid to the politics behind who gets to decide the extent to which one person’s version of
well-being is prioritised over another’s. This is particularly important considering how promoting a
particularly narrow view of well-being can produce unintended synergies and conflicts with other
well-being orientations, with broader socio-ecological implications.
In order to address the issues of relying on and promoting highly subjective notions of “better”
outcomes, it is first important to recognise the dynamism of these constructs. People’s well-being
framings are not static, but actively constructed through dynamic interactions with broader sociopolitical forces and day-to-day contexts in which people’s values are framed and negotiated. These
well-being orientations are not mutually exclusive, but rather interact within a given subject, group or
setting to struggle over definitions of what it means to live “well”. Understanding this dynamic
process of construction highlights the importance of not taking particular well-being perspectives at
face value. An individual’s decision of how to define the criteria by which they are seen as “better” or
“worse” off is therefore not simply due to their own choices and framing, but also partly due to how
they are influenced by broader social and political structures (Franzblau & Moore 2001; Gough et al.
2007). For example, local people may be calling for more income to improve their well-being because
that is how they are accustomed to seeing development function.
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Subjective well-being should also be seen as just one important aspect of human life; thus, not the sole
measure of the merit of policies (Sen 1987; Bruni & Porta 2007). This means it should be interpreted
not simply on an individual basis but in relation to others (Zamagni 2005; Phillips 2006) and through
interactions with socio-ecological systems (Chan et al. 2016; Lade et al. 2017) to prioritise concepts of
freedom, justice and rights. Any approach to conceptualising well-being therefore reflects a particular
socially constructed moral vision (Christopher 1999). Intervention strategies must not be held
accountable simply to the narrow definitions of well-being they selectively choose, but rather how
they reinforce and shift particular relationships of power in broader socio-ecological systems
(Camfield et al. 2009). Given these limitations of relying on a relatively narrow perspective of what
“better” outcomes entail as a basis for considering the effectiveness of “win-win” intervention
strategies, the next chapter widens the scope of analysis. Chapter 8 jointly examines outcomes across
multiple social and ecological outcome domains in order to consider what appears to lie at the root of
constructing so called “win-win” outcomes. This analysis sets the stage for the final three chapters of
the thesis, which consider the politics surrounding how these interventions and their results are
discursively constructed, as well as possibilities for reframing the joint pursuit of better outcomes for
people and nature in the region of San Martín and potentially elsewhere.
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Chapter 8. Synergies and trade-offs:
producing “win-win” outcomes
8.1.

Introduction

Chapters 6 and 7 of this thesis explored the implications of distinct “win-win” intervention strategies
for a range of different outcomes for local people and nature. Yet, these impacts have thus far been
considered in isolation despite the potential for trade-offs and synergies across social and ecological
outcome domains. There is widespread evidence across the literature exposing the difficulty of
producing intended “win-win” results for people and nature (Li 2007; McShane et al. 2011; Muradian
et al. 2013; Büscher 2013; Roe et al. 2013). For example, across three project reviews, less than onethird of projects resulted in what could be considered a “win-win” outcome and there is still weak
understanding of why projects often fail to meet their objectives (Tallis et al. 2008; Persha et al. 2011;
Brooks 2016b). Part of the issue is that those generating evidence for the “success” of particular
approaches are concerned with measuring the impact of strategies on relatively narrow sets of
indicators and using diverse methodologies – the choice of which is heavily influenced by disciplinary
background or intervention approach (as discussed in Chapter 1). For example, a natural scientist may
examine the impact of a policy on the rate of deforestation, an economist might investigate how
income has been shifted, and an anthropologist might track the influence on cultural norms. Thus
“success” by one person’s standards can look like failure from another person’s perspective (Brooks
2016a).
As the analysis thus far shows, the extent to which a strategy appears to “work” for conservation or
human well-being depends greatly on the framing of analysis – the choice of indicator and mode of
measurement. Different approaches therefore often rely on and generate evidence which is more likely
to confirm their assumptions and overlook potential contradictions. For example, a project using
material incentives may rely more on increased income as a measure of success instead of other
possible measures. Such a narrow approach to understanding the implications of conservation
interventions risks overlooking unintended impacts and trade-offs, where the goal pursued is
associated with a decrease in another goal others may have reason to value. It also risks overlooking
potential synergies, where alternative forms of intervention not considered could better generate the
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intended aim alongside a wider range of outcomes which may matter to people (Miller et al. 2012).
Among studies which have tried to identify project aspects that tend to reduce trade-offs and produce
joint social and ecological benefits, a major common factor identified is more local participation in
project design, governance and rule-making (Chhatre & Agrawal 2009; Persha et al. 2011; Brooks
2016b). This section therefore probes the extent to which certain factors appear to underlie more
positive joint social and ecological outcomes at the household scale in the context of the San Martín
Region to further reflect on the potential of dominant intervention approaches to indeed achieve their
“win-win” aims for conservation and local people.

8.2.

Analysing sources of synergies and trade-offs

8.2.1. Theorising outcomes and relationships
This section pulls together both social and ecological outcomes at the household scale to identify
factors that seem to lie at the root of synergies and trade-offs among these multiple outcome domains.
The implications of four different ways of constructing “win-win” outcomes are explored, as outlined
in Table 8.1. Model A examines joint higher overall subjective family well-being and less
deforestation plans, while models B and C examine how relying on the male versus female perspective
of well-being shapes the role of particular synergies and trade-offs. Finally, to broaden the scope even
further, three social and three ecological outcomes at the household scale are combined into a single
index (model D), including higher subjective family well-being, higher reported food security, higher
level of participation in activities for community benefit, less future deforestation plans, higher level
of participation in community conservation activities and lower ecological footprint (see Table 8.2).
The aim was to identify the extent to which broadening the frame of analysis to include multiple social
and ecological domains pointed to similar or conflicting findings. For each “win-win” model,
predictors linked to higher values indicated possibilities for producing “win-win” synergies, whereas
lower values indicated “lose-lose” synergies. Potential trade-offs behind these patterns were evident
from the more detailed analyses of Chapters 6 and 7.
The six variables used to construct the broader socio-ecological index were selected because they
spanned several of the key variables identified throughout participatory workshops and included the
additional variable of ecological footprint which is often overlooked but also highly relevant in this
landscape regarding ecological impact. For this model, food security and social participation, which
were both positively associated with deforestation/well-being “win-win” outcomes, were therefore
now directly incorporated into the outcome variable instead of serving as predictors. Figure 8.1 shows
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the overall index and its relationship to the six subcomponents which were used to generate it. The
broad social and ecological outcomes index is significantly correlated to all subcomponents (ρ >
|0.32|). Notable correlations among subcomponents include a significant relationship between food
security and well-being, participation in activities for social and ecological benefit, higher ecological
footprint linked to higher food security and well-being (suggesting a potential trade-off), and higher
deforestation plans linked to higher ecological footprint.
Table 8.1: Outcome variables for “win-win” models
Variable
Model A. Joint wellbeing & conservation
(average)
Model B. Joint wellbeing & conservation
(male)
Model C. Joint wellbeing & conservation
(female)
Model D. Broad
social & ecological
outcomes

Definition
Average of standardised scores for overall family well-being
and area of planned deforestation

Range
-2.4 – 2.2

Mean
0.0

S.D.
-0.1

Average of standardised scores for male view of family wellbeing and area of planned deforestation

-2.0 – 1.88

0.0

-0.1

Average of standardised scores for female view of family
well-being and area of planned deforestation

-2.3 – 1.9

0.0

-0.2

Average of standardised scores for overall family well-being,
overall family food security, participation for community
benefit, participation in community conservation and
ecological footprint and area of planned deforestation

-1.6 – 1.5

0.0

0.0

Note: variables were formatted so that higher scores represent “better” social or ecological outcomes

Table 8.2: Description of six subcomponents of the broad social and ecological outcomes index
Variable
Definition
Nature-oriented outcomes
Plans to deforest
Weighted sum of planned conversion of forest types (primary
= 1, old secondary = 0.6, new secondary = 0.3, purchased
cultivated = 0.1)
Conservation
Average qualitative score of the extent to which household
participation
heads reported involvement in conservation activities during
the past year (0-4 scale; 0 = not involved at all, 4 = 20+ hours
per month dedicated plus has leadership role)
Ecological footprint
Average of normalised relative score across households for
multiple consumption impact domains including travel, food,
meat, packaging, electricity, cooking, and material purchases
(see the Appendix, Figure A10 for further details)
People-oriented outcomes
Family food
First principal component of PCA with average food shortage,
security
dietary quality, and psychological food security scores for both
male and female household heads
Family well-being
Average of female and male principal component scores of
family well-being data, including measures of progress,
freedom, self-efficacy, family relations, social relations, life
satisfaction, potential life satisfaction and problems severity
Social participation
Average reported number of hours per typical month during
the past year male and female household heads have dedicated
to communal activities for the benefit of the community
Broad social &
Average of standardised scores across six outcome variables;
ecological
orientation of plans to deforest and ecological footprint were
outcomes index
changed so that a positive value is always associated with a
better social or ecological outcome before averaged
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Range

Mean

S.D.

0 – 24.4

1.3

0.5

0–4

0.9

1.0

-0.9 – 2.7

0.0

0.1

-4.6 – 3.2

0.0

1.3

-5.1 – 3.1

0.0

1.5

0 – 54.3

8.7

7.0

-1.59 – 1.45

0.0

0.0

Figure 8.1: Significant correlations among six subcomponents of the broad social and ecological
outcomes (win-win) index
Notes: all unlisted correlations are not significant to p < 0.1

8.2.2. Statistical analyses
The statistical methods employed in this chapter are identical to those originally outlined in Chapter 6,
Section 6.2.2. In particular, boosted regression trees were useful in reducing the large number of
potentially influential explanatory variables to a manageable number for testing in the linear
regression models. In all models, the random effects of community and interviewer were not
significant, thus given the normal distribution of response variables, linear regression models were
constructed in all cases. None of the correlations among explanatory variables were strong enough to
cause collinearity issues.
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8.2.3. Production of “win-win” outcomes
As is apparent in the results presented in Table 8.3, results were highly consistent across the four
models, with particular variables underpinning greater or fewer possibilities for reconciling “better”
outcomes across both social and ecological domains. When well-being and conservation outcomes
were combined (model A), several factors appeared to lie at the heart of facilitating “win-win” or
“lose-lose” synergies and trade-offs among outcomes. Considering both the LM (Table 8.3) and BRT
(Figure 8.2) model outputs, the most significant variable producing trade-offs among better outcomes
for both families and forests was having higher private forest access – this was particularly the case for
richer households. Given the focus on deforestation, it is unsurprising that forest access is negatively
associated with possibilities for “win-win” outcomes. The second most influential variable, which is
contrastingly linked to a higher chance of “win-win” outcomes was access to natural resources (i.e.
provisioning ecosystem services), with higher access to natural resources linked to a higher chance
that “win-win” outcomes will occur. A possible explanation is that the ability to access natural
resources plays an important role in well-being, but does not seem to make it more likely that people
deforest their private land (unlike having more forest directly under private control).
The effects of economic factors were somewhat contradictory. While being more food secure had a
strong positive link to facilitating “win-win” outcomes, being wealthier was associated with “loselose” synergies for families with less private forest access (interaction B). This finding occurs because
food security played such a strong direct role in ensuring overall family well-being and was not
necessarily linked to much more deforestation. However, wealth beyond meeting basic needs, was in
fact linked to further deforestation plans and held a much weaker link to overall well-being – thus
producing trade-offs. Regarding geographical features, altitude and market distance both had
conflicting effects on well-being and deforestation. Families living at higher altitude were less likely
to deforest but also experienced lower family well-being. Similarly, living further from the market
seemed to have a positive effect on well-being, but was linked to more deforestation. As a result, the
direct effects cancelled out, but an interaction effect was still significant, whereby families who either
lived at higher altitudes and closer to the market, or at lower altitudes and further from the market,
were less likely to generate “win-win” outcomes.
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Table 8.3: Regression coefficients for joint social and ecological outcome models (note: WB = well-being; DEF = planned future deforestation)

187

Notes: All regression coefficients and (standard errors) are reported; p-levels: *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, + p < 0.1; Variables and coefficient estimates not
included were not significant to p < 0.10; Interactions terms are indicated by A-E labels (term details in the Appendix, Table A4); Only the most significant interaction
terms (p < 0.001 or remained in sensitivity tests) are included in descriptions; Colours denote: red = “lose-lose” social and ecological outcomes, green = “win-win”
social and ecological outcomes, yellow = non-linear relationship; For linear models (LMs): R2 = 1 – SSres/SStot

Table 8.3: Continued

Model A. Joint conservation and well-being (average perspective)

forest access (16.5%)

natural resource access (15%)

food security (13.4%)

male social participation (13.3%)

Model B. Joint conservation and well-being (male perspective)

male social participation (21.2%)

forest access (18.6%)

natural resource access (13.7%)

food security (12.7%)

Model C. Joint conservation and well-being (female perspective)

forest access (17.1%)

natural resource access (13.9%)

male social participation (13.7%)

wealth (11.6%)

Model D. Broad social and ecological outcomes

conservation agency (18.7%)

well-being framing (11.6%)

ecosystem services (10.7%)

social agency (8.6%)

Figure 8.2: Partial dependence plots for the strongest predictors of joint social and ecological
outcome models using Boosted Regression Trees
Note: Higher values on the y-axis signify greater probability of social and ecological synergies

Table 8.4: Performance of Boosted Regression Trees created from variables in LM models

Model

Tree
complex.

Learn.
rate

Bag.
fract.

# trees

Mean
tot. dev.

CV dev.

SE

Training
data corr.

Pseudo
R2

Model A

5

0.001

0.7

4,800

0.996

0.827

0.049

0.844

0.63

Model B

5

0.001

0.7

3,650

0.997

0.867

0.111

0.792

0.54

Model C

5

0.001

0.7

2,400

0.996

0.933

0.094

0.762

0.43

Model D

5

0.001

0.7

3,650

0.194

0.148

0.012

0.823

0.61

Note: Pseudo R2: 1 - (mean residual deviance / mean total deviance)
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Several indicators reflecting distinctions between values, motivations and linked actions were also
connected to a greater likelihood of “win-win” outcomes. Among these, the most significant factor
was intrinsic motivation for conservation, which jointly contributed to less deforestation and higher
family well-being outcomes. Participation in community activities also played an important role, with
more participatory male household heads more likely to be part of families with higher well-being and
less planned deforestation. In addition, framing well-being in less materialistic ways was also linked to
greater “win-win” synergies. Furthermore, among people who framed well-being in less material
terms, holding a more materialistic value orientation in particular facilitated “lose-lose” synergies.
These findings are generally consistent with trends in the literature showing that holding more
materialistic and extrinsic goal orientations and less pro-environmental/social values is linked to
reduced well-being and physical health (Reker et al. 1987; Ryff 1989; Holt-Lunstad et al. 2010;
Dittmar et al. 2014), as well as less pro-environmental behaviour (Gagnon Thompson & Barton 1994;
Karp 1996; Hurst et al. 2013).
An examination of the extent to which relying on female or male perspectives of family well-being
exacerbates or alleviates particular synergies revealed some interesting patterns (Table 8.3 and Figure
8.2; model B versus model C). When relying on a male perspective, higher perceived access to natural
resources was more strongly linked to “win-win” outcomes, which is due to the fact that it played a
stronger positive role in male’s sense of well-being. At the same time, having more private access to
forest produced stronger “lose-lose” trends when relying on a male’s perspective of well-being.
Framing well-being in less material terms was linked to facilitating “win-win” outcomes according to
both male and female perspectives of families with less materialistic value orientations. The
participation of men in community activities was also more strongly linked to “win-win” outcomes for
men, whereas for women, again, only women in less materially oriented families seemed to value this
more. Interestingly, wealth played a stronger direct role in exacerbating “lose-lose” synergies when
relying on a female’s perspective, since wealth was much more directly important to a male’s sense of
well-being, producing a trade-off with conservation outcomes. In addition, being further away from
the market had a direct negative effect on achieving “win-win” outcomes for women only. These
findings highlight the importance of the subjective nature by which well-being is perceived in terms of
defining possibilities for synergies and trade-offs among multiple outcomes.
The analysis of key variables underpinning possibilities for broader social and ecological “win-win”
outcomes (model D) yielded similar results to the simpler model which only included well-being and
conservation outcomes (models A-C). The positive effect of social and ecosystem services increased,
whereby families with higher ecosystem services quality, as well as jointly higher ecosystem and
social services quality were more likely to achieve “win-win” outcomes. Wealth also appeared to be at
the root of exacerbating trade-offs in this model, although specifically higher cash crop income had a
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larger effect than general level of wealth. This finding seems to support the idea that any strategy
based on private capital accumulation (whether due to market economy dynamics or incentive-based
conservation interventions) may force into opposition the very “win-win” social and ecological
objectives being pursued (as argued in Fletcher 2012). It appears that when the source of capital
accumulation is cash crops, it is especially difficult to reconcile intended social and ecological “winwin” outcomes. As evident in the correlation matrix (Figure 8.3), which more clearly shows the
relationship between particular factors and the six subcomponents of the index, wealth and cash crop
income are most strongly correlated to a higher ecological footprint, more planned deforestation, food
security and well-being, reflecting substantial trade-offs between social and ecological outcomes
domains. Unlike cash crop income, the production of household staple foods was associated with a
better chance of achieving “win-win” aims. This was because these families were generally less
integrated into the market economy and thus less consumption oriented with a lower ecological
footprint, generally framed their well-being in less material ways, and participated more in activities
for community benefit (Figure 8.3). This suggests positive effects of being strongly grounded within
communities and less integrated in market economies for the ability to alleviate tensions between
“win-win” objectives. Indeed, holding a more materialistic value orientation produced stronger tradeoffs when people lived closer to markets and at lower altitudes, and thus had greater opportunities for
capital accumulation (interaction G).
Consistent with findings of models A-C, framing well-being in less material ways and holding a less
materialistic value orientation were both significantly associated with more possibilities for “win-win”
outcomes. The effects of holding a stronger social as compared with ecological value orientation was
non-linear, as those families who tended to have higher social values or higher ecological values
tended to produce more “win-win” outcomes. Interestingly, despite broadening the scope of analysis,
the overall predictive power of model D actually increased (rather than decreased). This is because
certain indicators were better at predicting general trends across indicators, as they were broadly
correlated to several measures. For example, framing well-being in less material ways and having a
higher agency belief to be able to contribute to improving outcomes for conservation and the
community had the strongest overall links to higher social and ecological “win-win” outcomes. People
who felt they could contribute more to collective social agendas also felt they could contribute more to
conservation and vice versa (ρ = 0.53), suggesting that empowerment in one moral sphere may
reinforce (or be reinforced by) a sense of empowerment in another moral sphere. This sense of
empowerment was also linked to generally holding less materialistic and stronger ecological value
orientations, higher intrinsic motivation for conservation, higher perceived quality of ecosystem
services, higher participation in both activities for the benefit of conservation and the community, and
to a lesser extent wealth and family well-being (Figure 8.3).
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Figure 8.3: Significant correlations among broad social and ecological outcomes (win-win) index,
six subcomponents and main predictor variables

Note: all unlisted correlations are not significant to p < 0.1
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8.4.

Examining the role of “win-win” strategies

The detailed analyses across Chapters 6 and 7 alongside the findings above demonstrate just how
susceptible any effort to determine how “win-win” outcomes can best be produced is to how “winwin” is framed. This section pulls together all of the disparate information presented thus far across
the thesis to more fully reflect on the implications of the common approaches to “win-win”
conservation in the region of San Martín. As discussed in previous chapters, different approaches to
conservation tend to favour certain views of how people are best motivated for conservation (e.g. by
enforcing laws, offering incentives and/or shifting community norms and governance), as well as how
people’s well-being can ultimately be enhanced (e.g. through more individualistic, collective and/or
environmental means). These approaches reflect a larger debate in conservation of whether it is better
to take a more top-down approach focused on constructing extrinsic laws and/or incentives, or a more
bottom-up approach focused on shifting values and norms long-term. This debate recognises that
various approaches to shifting conservation behaviour and well-being can be more mutually
compatible or conflicting in how they tend to interact. The central question explored in the rest of this
chapter is therefore the implications of how interventions try to combine elements of motivating
people for conservation with approaches to enhancing well-being.

8.4.1. Material incentives for conservation and well-being
Incentive-based approaches to conservation in San Martín mainly rely on increasing farmers’ cash
crop yields and alternative livelihoods at the individual or association level as a pathway to improved
food security, reduced need for further farm expansion, and thus better outcomes for conservation.
This livelihoods approach is seen as superior to the direct provision of material support because
farmers can automatically and efficiently produce their own value long-term, thereby eliminating any
dependencies on external funding or material support to continue generating intended outcomes longterm (reflecting the logic of the common proverb “give a man a fish…”). A focus on agricultural
intensification is further justified by the need to meet growing global demands and buffer the
environment against predicted agricultural expansion (Tilman et al. 2011). Since livelihoods are
already centred on agricultural pursuits in this area, it naturally follows that improving the efficiency
of this activity is the best pathway to jointly improve well-being and “spare” more habitat for nature.
Chapter 6 of this thesis examined the tenuous relationship between increasing yields/income and
conservation in practice – how often incentives are obtained but they do not produce lasting
conservation motivations (neither extrinsic nor intrinsic) nor intended behaviours, and can even cause
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harm when they foster mistrust and disillusionment. The effort to make farmers in charge of their own
value creation also facilitates the decoupling of the generation of economic wealth and intended
conservation outcomes, especially given the strong link between higher wealth and more deforestation
activity (p<0.001). In addition, the narrative of increasing farmers’ yields as part of a broader agenda
to meet global agricultural demand and spare forests overlooks how local socio-cultural knowledge
and values are embedded in more diverse agricultural practices and food systems (McMichael &
Schneider 2011). The agricultural intensification incentivised across this landscape is additionally
focused on the cash crops coffee and cacao, which have limited significance for global food security.
As elastic goods, coffee and cacao also do not predictably respond to shifts in production; indeed,
increased productivity can be linked to further expansion at regional scales and attract more economic
interests (Angelsen & Kaimowitz 2001; Rudel et al. 2009a; Polimeni 2012; Rueda & Lambin 2012).
Finally, the promotion of consuming more “sustainable” alternatives such as ecologically certified
coffee and cacao potentially lessens moral responsibility to pursue other policy options such as those
entailing reduced consumption (Perkins 2013).
Chapter 7 of this thesis showed that material incentives do have the potential to provide tangible
benefits to local people, but that these benefits are highest for avoiding ill-being by securing essential
resources and for people with more materialistic values – in particular men more so than women.
Despite the potential benefits of this approach for the well-being of certain individuals, there were also
some concerning trends. For example, the analysis highlighted some of the politics behind who
benefits from these schemes due to the difficulty of complying with requirements and participation
being biased towards richer and more material-driven individuals. Particularly among associations
whose members receive individual livelihood benefits in the name of conservation, there was a risk of
fostering a culture motivated more by personal gain than conservation values, which then actively
excluded others from being involved in and benefiting from collective conservation initiatives.
The combined social-ecological analyses presented in this chapter reinforce the potential risks of
relying on cash crop intensification as a natural pathway to “win-win” outcomes. Higher wealth, and
even more specifically higher cash crop income, lay at the root of exacerbating trade-offs and reducing
the potential to achieve better joint social and ecological outcomes. Material incentives equate
development progress as being equivalent to improving agricultural techniques, yields, and income,
and specifically appeal to people’s self-interest to motivate pro-environmental behaviour. This may
reinforce a material-focused perception of well-being and more materialistic values – both of which
are directly linked to “lose-lose” conservation and well-being objectives. This finding is likely due to
the ease with which more privileged individuals can capture wealth through individual-focused
interventions as compared to more collective services that are more likely to benefit a broader range of
people. Conservation strategies focused on individual capital accumulation therefore risk elite capture,
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orienting people’s well-being towards more material and individualistic ends, and facilitating
processes of rationalisation and moral disengagement (e.g. see Bandura 2007) to pursue actions which
may be personally favoured but are opposed to more collective and ecological interests.

8.4.2. Regulatory compliance for conservation and well-being
Enforcement approaches to conservation appeal to narratives of biodiversity loss and climate change
to make the argument that protection of the environment must be secured now; there is not enough
time to wait for slower more participatory approaches. For example, Conservation International, one
of the actors managing a protected area in the region, makes the following argument in one of their
project videos (2012)7: “Rainforests are like giant utilities. They’re vital to humanity’s life support
system. Demand for these services is rising. There are seven billion of us. In just 40 years, there will
be 2 billion more. But supply has been dropping. Half the world’s forests are gone. A rainforest the
size of England disappears each year. So the value of standing forests can only rise.” Such crisis
narratives help justify and mobilise support for more top-down approaches to conservation, whereby
park guards and drones are used to track and control deforestation levels and material incentives such
as support to intensify cash crops are offered to help compensate poor inhabitants for their economic
losses and incentivise compliance and long-term support of laws. The idea is therefore that with
enough force and incentives, extrinsic structures can produce quick results now, as well as create longterm conservation and poverty solutions.
Chapter 6 of this thesis demonstrated that this narrative of quickly securing conservation outcomes is
not so simply achieved in practice. This study specifically included parts of protected areas where law
enforcement was higher to examine the implications of enforcing laws rather than simply document
the implications of “paper parks”. Yet, in these areas, higher levels of enforcement were still poorly
linked to conservation outcomes, due to leakage effects. Wealthier actors who were likely to deforest
the most anyways often found ways to evade restrictions by continuing to pursue additional expansion
in areas free from restrictions. In addition, in the cases where laws were only weakly enforced,
deforestation plans actually increased as compared with no laws, due to the perverse incentive of
clearing land before enforcement levels rise. This has important implications for protected areas,
which are often large and lack the capacity to heavily enforce laws throughout.
Laws were more effective at controlling the deforestation of poorer actors; however, these were the
same people who were generally planning less deforestation and really needed an additional hectare or
so of crops to help alleviate economic pressures. Thus, poorer individuals faced the burden of these
7

Project video: https://vimeo.com/50065577 - last viewed 15 December 2018.
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restrictions, and additionally became less likely to develop an intrinsic interest in conservation. This
has long-term negative implications for conservation, given the much stronger link between intrinsic
motivation (as opposed to forms of extrinsic motivations) and reduced deforestation. Among those
who did receive material benefits within protected areas, people were more likely to conserve forests;
however, these programs were attracting people who were already more in favour of the laws and
were less interested in expanding their farms anyways. It is, however, possible that associated
constraints on road and commercial development has helped prevent further migration and associated
environmental degradation in protected areas, although migrants may be successful at displacing their
impacts to forested land elsewhere in the region.
Chapter 7 of this thesis showed that the constraints imposed by protected areas on people’s food
security and well-being are unlikely to be compensated by the material incentives provided. Beyond
direct economic constraints, there is evidence for psychological effects on the well-being of poorer
people living at higher altitudes in protected areas. Self-determination theory posits that people who
do not feel they have the autonomy to make the choices they want to suffer a reduced sense of wellbeing and are less likely to internalise new values (Ryan & Deci 2000). Therefore, restrictions were
only possibly linked to some sense of improved well-being among participants who explicitly
perceived forests as playing an essential role in their well-being due to protecting those values and
linkages. People’s access to natural resources, however, was generally more restricted, as there were
typically strict regulations on what resources could be used and extracted, with wildlife and timber use
prohibited. Another significant constraint of protected areas on well-being was the way in which they
inhibited access to social services by preventing new development projects, thus further constraining
the well-being of communities living inside them, given the strong direct role of perceived quality of
social services for family food security, and indirect role for well-being.
The combined social-ecological analyses presented in this chapter further emphasise the potential of a
top-down enforcement approach to conservation to undermine opportunities for joint social and
ecological gains. The top indicators linked to broader “win-win” outcomes were framing well-being in
less material ways, intrinsic motivation for conservation and sense of personal agency to contribute to
community-scale social and conservation objectives; thus, the imposition of restrictions is likely to
undermine these autonomously driven values and sense of agency. At the same time, by restricting
people’s access to important resources for food security and well-being, such as livelihoods, direct use
of natural resources and possibilities to improve social services, people typically felt that the park was
directly against their well-being interests. This inhibited the potential to develop more environmental
notions of well-being. Similar to the material incentive-based approach, attempts to provide material
support to those who were willing to receive it potentially reinforced a more materialistic view of
well-being, with negative implications for generating “win-win” outcomes. As a result, top-down
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strategies to conservation risked inhibiting people’s ability to pursue their own well-being and may
have paradoxically pushed people into a more inward focused well-being orientation. The
consequences may be more defensive and alienated attitudes with respect to conservation, which could
inhibit fostering a concern for and sense of agency to participate actively in processes to ensure
broader social and ecological outcomes.

8.4.3. Collective governance for conservation and well-being
A collective governance approach to conservation entails efforts to shift people’s values and norms
within community settings to foster interest and capacity to generate better social and ecological
outcomes. The idea is that improved local governance which better prioritises and acts on collective
and environmental interests will help secure long-term conservation, as well as improve the capacity
of communities to manage resources for better social outcomes. This approach follows a more
dynamic view of how people’s values operate; rather than seeing people as inherently self-interested
actors who will seek environmental harm unless properly controlled or incentivised, it views local
people as capable of shifting values and being motivated for purposes which extend beyond their own
immediate self-interests. It also appeals to the narrative that conserving natural resources is ultimately
in the long-term interest of local people, thus by using the right narratives they should be convinced of
the importance of protecting them. This approach is also based on the idea that you must have people
on your side for conservation efforts to be successful, and therefore tends to emphasise a more bottomup participatory approach to identifying well-being needs and jointly using that process to foster
environmental sentiments.
Chapter 6 of this thesis demonstrated how holding less materialistic values and stronger intrinsic
motivation for conservation played a much more significant role in reducing private deforestation
activities than extrinsic motivations for conservation. However, it was also demonstrated that
economic factors play the strongest role in driving deforestation, even in the presence of strong
intrinsic motivation for conservation, due to the tendency of people to morally disengage with their
values amidst other competing aspirations (e.g. It’s ok if I develop 10 hectares as long as I conserve 10
hectares). As a result, these community groups often had limited power to develop and enforce rules
amidst broader economic drivers. Community groups also did not manage to engage many less
interested members in their communities whose notions of well-being did not easily align with
environmental concerns. Alternatively, when the narrative of the importance of the environment takes
a more instrumental framing, there is a better chance of getting less conservation minded people
involved; however, it may also paint a narrower and more anthropocentric view of nature, which was
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shown to be more limited in terms of reducing deforestation if unaccompanied by more intrinsic
motivation.
This raises the dilemma of how a broader range of people can be appealed to (given their current
values) but how the process of appealing to those values can also support the internalisation of new
intrinsic environmental and collective values. As shown in Chapter 6, top-down and incentive-based
approaches to conservation were only effective at fostering intrinsic values for conservation among a
minority of participants. It is therefore unclear what exactly resulted in particular individuals
embracing those values and whether it would have happened without the intervention. The majority of
people who were motivated for intrinsic reasons mentioned being influenced by community
talks/discussions, through interacting with a specific friend or conservation worker, the direct
experience of seeing forests decline, and by listening to news, radio or television shows. This suggests
the importance of fostering a culture where people are commonly exposed to these ideas from multiple
sources and engage in social dialogue to develop integrated intrinsic and instrumental reasons for the
importance of the environment.
Based on the findings in Chapter 7 of this thesis, perceived quality of ecosystem services appears to
play an important role in the food security and well-being of local people. Increased recognition of the
role of forests in providing fundamental resources for people such as clean and plentiful water in
streams can particularly provide a mobilising force for conservation interest, particularly if also linked
to other more intrinsic reasons. That being said, among those who are not directly interested in
protecting nature, they may not recognise the role it plays in shaping their well-being, or may even
interpret negative influences of the environment on their well-being if they perceive it to limit their
opportunities to pursue their aspirations. Quality of social services also plays an essential role in
increasing family food security, which is important for well-being. Outside of protected area
restrictions, government-led community development plans are currently instigated in response to
community pressures. Those community leaders who are more organised and have the greatest
knowledge, capacity, connections and persistence to convince government actors to develop certain
projects in their community win out. There is no link between this development process and how
people are managing their surrounding environment, although conservation organisations sometimes
strengthen the capacity of communities to navigate this political process.
Efforts to increase the provision of important social services, as well as foster enhanced recognition of
why nature is important to well-being, may therefore play an important role in improving community
well-being. However, such efforts do not necessarily entail a process which is likely to engender the
collective and environmental values and sense of agency which lie at the heart of creating social and
ecological synergies. For example, most development interventions in the region of San Martín aim to
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increase the provision of material resources or services to people, rather than focusing on how they
shape people’s psychological understandings of the relationship between the environment and
community and their well-being. This technical aim of simply providing services through top-down
development projects or conservation projects can promote more individualistic engagement centred
on obtaining personal benefits. Yet the findings of the broader analysis suggests that the most
important outcome for engendering long-term joint social and ecological improvements is not
necessarily the material benefits or services provided, but rather how people’s values and sense of
agency are potentially shifted as a result of the intervention process. This calls for a more coordinated
effort to recognise and negotiate the diverse conceptions of well-being and motivations for
conservation which people hold and strengthen the process by which they can create linked social and
ecological changes. When the process of deciding what value will be created and for whom is
mandated top-down, there is a risk that intentions will be misinterpreted and people may feel alienated
or confused rather than empowered. The potential for avoiding social and ecological trade-offs and
enhancing synergies therefore ultimately comes down to the nature of the subjective psychological
framing of local people – an outcome which is not typically the focus of conservation interventions,
which tend to optimise for materially-based outcomes.

8.5.

Conclusion

Drawing upon the findings of Part III of this thesis, this chapter highlights the limitations of current
dominant approaches to “win-win” conservation. Despite key distinctions among the “win-win”
models examined in this thesis, projects have in common that they are still largely top-down, with
international funding rapidly expanding and projects typically designed and managed by groups that
are external to communities. This thesis shows several ways in which this top-down model can
overlook the broader dynamics at the heart of generating socio-ecological synergies or trade-offs. The
analyses point to the importance of shifting the distribution of resources towards people and
institutions which prioritise collective and ecological over individualistic values and have a sense of
agency to translate those values into substantial actions. This is a mandate which lies well beyond the
typical focus of present-day conservation models. Better articulation is needed between top-down
forces pursuing conservation, development and socio-political agendas in these contexts and bottomup approaches which respect the agency of local people. The next part of this thesis engages with the
politics behind why these common approaches to conservation and development in San Martín, Peru
continue to appear plausible and legitimate in spite of their weak basis in local realities. The
concluding chapter then considers the challenges presented in this chapter alongside the challenges
inherent to the politics presented in Part IV to outline several ideas for reframing conservation and
development projects in the San Martín Region and potentially at broader scales.
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PART IV: THE DISCOURSE OF
“WIN-WIN” INTERVENTIONS
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Chapter 9. The struggle among
“win-win” discourses
9.1.

Introduction

This thesis has shown how the seemingly robust “win-win” conservation and development project
models which have rapidly spread across the region of San Martín, Peru are unlikely to produce their
intended “win-win” outcomes for biodiversity conservation and local well-being. The analyses thus far
have pointed to critical issues with how key project assumptions fail to hold up in local settings and
how partial understandings of the “problem” are linked to an often top-down pursuit of technical
“solutions” which overlook the bigger picture. Yet, it is important to more fully examine why this gap
between policy and practice occurs. In particular, what makes “win-win” project designs which are
unlikely to work in practice coherent, plausible and legitimate, and how do they persist despite
contradictory local realities? This requires not just pointing out the specific ways in which project
assumptions are incorrect (as in Part III), but additionally entails trying to understand the discursive
practices and political processes which allow these ideas to persist despite being incorrect. It also
requires not just showing how shifting the frame of analysis can change interpretation of the problem
and focus of the solution (as in Part III), but additionally necessitates examining the discursive
practices and political processes behind why organisations are only interested in and held accountable
to framing problems and demonstrating solutions in particular ways.
Building directly on the theoretical background presented in Section 2.4, this part of the thesis presents
an analysis of the discursive construction of “win-win” interventions in the region of San Martín, Peru
and the politics surrounding this process of construction. Such analyses are necessary to better
understand how gaps between “win-win” policies and local realities are produced, and to create
critical spaces for reframing how conservation and development are jointly pursued. This chapter first
provides an in-depth description of the specific narratives and rationales which underpin distinct
approaches to “win-win” conservation practice in San Martín and the struggles which emerge between
them. Following this chapter, Chapter 10 delves into the practices by which these discourses are
operationalised, reflecting on how these discursive practices and associated political dynamics
contribute to a gap between intervention rhetoric and reality.
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9.2.

Analytical approach and methods

Part IV of this thesis utilises discourse analysis to describe distinct “win-win” discourses which are
constructed by conservation project actors and explore the gap between these representations and local
realities of joint conservation and development projects in San Martín, Peru. More specifically, I
identify distinct discourses by examining the specific assumptions and rationales which underpin how
proponents of these projects frame problems and embrace and reject assumptions about possible
solutions and likely stories of change. Some dominant elements of these discourses are scattered
across this thesis, however this chapter provides a much more in-depth account of how these discourse
establish a coherent picture of change through their opposition to other discourses.
The analysis is based on 22 semi-structured interviews with project managers (all interviews with
managers of projects specifically examined in this study), as well as 103 project documents (see the
Appendix, Table A5). A more detailed account of the specific questions asked in the interviews and
data processing methods can be found in Chapter 5, Section 5.3. The documents include both private
project documents focused on planning, monitoring and reporting within organisations and to donors,
as well as promotional materials specifically designed to openly communicate about intervention
results, such as websites, project videos, pamphlets, presentations and media accounts. Together these
interview and documentary materials provide insight into the purposes and justifications behind
particular intervention strategies, as well as how outcomes have been interpreted and communicated at
various scales. These organisational perspectives are considered in light of the quantitative and
qualitative analyses of the perspectives of 270 project beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries presented in
previous chapters.
Qualitative analyses were conducted using NVivo 11.4 Software following a Grounded Theory
approach (Corbin & Strauss 1990) involving several steps. First, all 22 project manager interviews and
45 core project documents were reviewed and openly coded to identify different phenomena related to
how projects framed problems and solutions, interpreted and communicated change, and the power
relations implicit in these practices. Using the resulting diverse range of codes, diagrams were
constructed using SimpleMind 1.15.2 Software to relate the codes to form categories and
subcategories. Relevant literature exploring the gap between project intentions/narratives and realities
was also reviewed to provide insight on potential relationships among codes. Three iterations of
mapping produced a simplified map with five major themes, each with 5-8 subcategories per theme
(see Table 9.1). A second round of coding was then conducted with all project manager interviews and
the full scope of collected documents (103) in order to more comprehensively identify quotes across
the full range of interviews and documents which were related to each subcategory. The summaries of
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quotes stored within each subcategory code were then examined for each project to identify
similarities and distinctions across projects. For example, examining all material coded as “theory of
change” allowed for a direct comparison of how different projects described their theories of change in
contrasting or complementary ways. In this way, distinct and coherent discourses were extracted by
identifying similar ways in which projects tended to frame problems and solutions, and interpret and
communicate changes. In addition, the summaries of the subcategories of all five themes were further
analysed to better understand their role in influencing gaps between policy and practice. Many quotes
included in this chapter were originally in Spanish and therefore translated into English.
Table 9.1: Codes used in qualitative analysis
Major category

Subcategory code

Description

Problem framing

View of nature
Actors as problems
Key problems
Key reasons
Other

How aspects of nature were portrayed
How different actors were portrayed related to problems
How problems were described
The major causal factors associated with problems
Other identified codes related to problem framing

Solution framing

Theory of change
Justifications
Win-win language
Valued knowledge
Actors as solutions
Other

Strategies provided as the solution and underlying logic
Additional justifications provided for strategies used
Language used about providing multiple positive outcomes
Knowledge described as being valuable for solutions
How different actors were portrayed related to solutions
Other identified codes related to solution framing

Interpretation
of change

Outcomes as success
Means as success
Recognised challenges
Assessment procedures
Technical framing
Temporal dimension
Contradictory logic
Other
Claimed outcomes
Technical validation
Single actor stories
“Selling” success
“Buying” success
All-inclusiveness
Powerful images
Other
Top-down approach
Bottom-up approach
Vested interests
Donor influence
Assumption origins
Actor involvement
Other

Outcomes described as being indicative of success
Process-oriented outcomes described as success
Challenges or failures recognised by actors
Procedures by which projects were assessed
The use of technical ideas to understand change
References to change across longer-term periods
Cases where logic was contradictory to other statements
Other identified codes related to interpretation of change
Specific outcomes claimed as being due to projects
Technical approaches to measuring project outcomes
Stories of change put forward by single actors involved
Evidence of actors demonstrating the success of projects
Evidence of actors buying into the success of projects
Claims of involvement of diverse actors
Emotive metaphors and imagery used during accounts
Other identified codes related to communication of change
Evidence of top-down approaches in projects
Evidence of bottom-up approaches in projects
The main interests of actors involved
How donors shaped project designs and outcomes
How projects were initially designed
How different actors were involved in the process
Other identified codes related to relations of power

Communication
of change

Relations
of power
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The analysis was limited by the availability of materials, as some projects had significantly more
documents available than others. In particular, those projects with stronger international connections
had a much wider range of promotional materials as compared to more locally focused projects. For
example, for two of the most well-funded conservation projects in Peru (Nakamura 2017), ~20
materials were obtained, whereas for three small local projects, only a few materials were obtained.
The results are therefore more representative of projects in the region which involve international
actors. Across all projects, a mean (and median) of 11 documents were obtained per project. Given the
diverse range of projects, particular mechanisms contributing to gaps between project narratives and
realities were often found in some cases and not others. The aim of this analysis was therefore not to
provide a comprehensive assessment of how prevalent each of these mechanisms are, given the limited
scope of examining projects across 15 study communities, but rather identify some of the significant
trends and mechanisms which appear across the range of case studies and therefore may potentially be
important at a broader scale. The findings of this analysis are split across this chapter, which describes
distinct “win-win” discourses, and the next chapter, which focuses more on how they are
operationalised and result in gaps between rhetoric and reality in practice.
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9.3.

How are “win-win” discourses constituted?

The analysis uncovered consistencies in terms of how projects tended to frame problems and
solutions. Across all projects, three distinct discourses were identified, including incentive-based,
protection-focused and community-oriented. Table 9.2 provides an overview of the number and type
of documents from which each discourse emerged. More material was obtained for the incentivebased discourse since more projects fit within that framing. In order to protect the anonymity of
various respondents and focus on common patterns across organisations with similar approaches
rather than ascribing personal responsibility to specific organisations for particular issues uncovered,
all quotes are cited with reference to the project discourse category it fits within and the type of
document or interview it was obtained from. When quotes mention particular actors or places, the
proper noun is replaced with the general category (e.g. [Local Farmer], [Conservation Organisation],
[Protected Area]).
Table 9.2: Interview and document codes
Project type
(discourse)
Incentive-based
Protection-focused
Community-oriented

Interview –
manager
IB.IM.X
PF.IM.X
CO.IM.X

X
1-14
1-4
1-4

Document –
reporting
IB.DR.X
PF.DR.X
CO.DR.X

X
1-17
1-13
1-10

Document –
promotional
IB.DP.X
PF.DP.X
CO.DP.X

X
1-26
1-23
1-14

Note: For each material type, X refers to the range of distinct documents included in the analysis; for example
for the incentive-based discourse, 14 managers were interviewed and thus are cited following the format
IB.IM.1, IB.IM.2, IB.IM.3… IB.IM.14; Appendix, Table A5 contains a complete list

These discourses constitute distinct ways for how projects think, speak and act in order to establish a
coherent storyline of the change they seek and to justify their existence. Each project more strongly
exhibited one of these three discourses, with seven projects (implemented within nine study
communities) exhibiting the incentive-based discourse, two projects (implemented within three study
communities) exhibiting the protection-focused discourse, and two projects (implemented within three
study communities) exhibiting the community-oriented discourse. Each of these discourses offers a
distinct but coherent account of how to best engender “win-win” results. The three dominant
discourses are presented according to the distinct ways in which they frame problems and embrace
assumptions about solutions (Table 9.3).
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Vicious cycle of poverty and deforestation,
Unsustainable/inefficient farming practices,
Only viable alternative to destructive coca

Highly degraded, agroforestry very valuable

Self-interested, “rational”, unaware, dedicated

Key reasons

View of nature

View of local people

Material incentives alongside education

More profitable agroforestry and land titles,
Removes economic pressures to deforest,
Creates additional on-farm wildlife benefits,
Supports awareness and empowerment,
Pays for itself and ensures long-term supply

External, technical, innovative, standardised

Large companies combating climate change,
NGOs converting local people into solution,
Novel inclusive global-local partnerships,
Passionate farmers championing practices

Farmer empowered to pursue desired future,
Farmer benefits and becomes motivated ally

Solution depends on

Theory of change

Valued knowledge

Cast of heroes

Key actor stories

Solution framing

Poor farmers and risk of coca returning,
Deforestation releasing carbon emissions,
Rising global demands not met by supply

Key problems

Problem framing

Incentive-based

Table 9.3: “Win-win” conservation discourses

Park guard motivated to protect forests,
Farmer benefits and becomes motivated ally

Large companies combating climate change,
NGOs converting local people into solution,
Novel inclusive global-local partnerships,
Park guards bravely securing conservation

External, scientific, technical, innovative

Laws needed to secure conservation now,
More profitable and sustainable production,
Conservation becomes viable and attractive,
Benefits trigger moral “crowding in”,
Resulting empowerment for governance

PA enforcement, then benefits and education

Illegal, unfriendly, ignorant, self-interested

Pristine and intact but under critical threat

Influx of poor with no economic alternatives,
Unsustainable/inefficient farming practices,
Lack of resources for proper enforcement

Loss of endemic and endangered species,
Deforestation releasing carbon emissions,
Loss of $ billions in ecosystem services

Protection-focused

Unaware local person learned to coexist,
Communities empowered to better govern

Empowered local people leading process,
Diverse local actors inclusively involved,
Dedicated organisations facilitating process,
International support of initiatives

Local aspirations, shared norms, facilitation

Awareness of environment-well-being links,
Strengthens interest to improve governance,
Methods can facilitate improved capacities,
Protects long-term community quality of life,
Good quality of life promotes stewardship

Empowering local people to govern forests

Forest dependent, noble, native, disorganised

Essential for both people and biodiversity

External migrants and business interests,
Disorderly occupation and poor management,
Locals partial lack of ecological awareness

Deforestation affecting ecosystem health ,
Linked declines in local quality of life,
Loss of endemic and endangered species

Community-oriented

9.3.1. Problem and solution framing
Problems can be framed in diverse ways, with important implications for what solutions may seem
reasonable (Hajer & Versteeg 2005). Alternatively, actors which prefer to intervene in a particular
way may retroactively frame problems in a manner which best justifies the proposed solution (Li
2007; Ferguson 1994). The projects examined in this research varied markedly in how they described
the issues that were of greatest concern to them, provided explanations for the main causes of these
issues, and conceptualised nature and the role of local people as related to the issues. These problem
framings were inherently linked to alternative solutions and distinct ways of justifying them, as well as
contrasting views of the type of knowledge and actors required to produce the solutions. Each of these
distinct discourses and corresponding approaches to framing problems and offering solutions among
projects throughout the region of San Martín generated a coherent picture of proposed “win-win”
change.

9.3.1.1. Incentive-based discourse
The incentive-based discourse emphasised the role of poverty and linked unsustainable and inefficient
farming practices such as “migratory slash-and-burning” as the major underlying cause of
deforestation (IB.DR.13). Deforestation was seen to in turn exacerbate global climate change, as well
as the ability of local farmers to adjust to climate change, thus producing a vicious cycle, or “fatal
attraction of deforestation” (IB.DP.15), whereby poverty and deforestation both mutually exacerbate
one another.
“Deforestation is an attractive option because the newly cleared ﬁelds are more fertile than
farmers’ existing land and they can rely on a bumper crop for the ﬁrst three to six years. After
this period, however, yields decline and new areas have to be cleared to maintain production…
As temperatures rise, high altitude areas that were previously too cool become ideally suited
for growing coffee, but most of these areas are covered in trees. The risk is that coffee farmers
will end up contributing to deforestation and in so doing they will exacerbate the problems
brought by climate change that forced them to stake out new land in the ﬁrst place”
(IB.DP.17).

This discourse additionally highlighted the risk of poor farmers returning to illegal coca production
“which generated disastrous consequences for the environment” if the economic potential of
alternative cash crops was not sufficiently developed (IB.DP.22). In this way, nature was framed as
having already been significantly degraded from historical illicit activities, and thus agroforestry cash
crop models were conceptualised as central to recovering important ecosystem services. The natural
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qualities of cash crops such as cacao were emphasised – “it has been scientifically studied that
Amazonian cacao is found in natural forest” – and other benefits highlighted such as “more aromatic
and natural” products, higher productivity long-term and carbon storage to reduce climate change
(IB.DP.22).
The incentive-based discourse viewed local people as self-interested “rational” actors who cause
environmental destruction due to economic pressure and “past ignorance” of their impacts leading to
“environmentally irresponsible coffee production” (IB.DP.12). This discourse was also concerned
with the need to meet global demand for agricultural goods, and the potential negative consequences
for people and the environment if that demand was not efficiently met.
“World demand for coffee is expected to grow annually by 1.4% for the next ten years. Yet
yield levels have remained stable or in many coffee producing countries have declined…
Rising global demand and prices, combined with declining soil fertility and yields, risk leading
to hundreds of thousands of smallholders encroaching into forests” (IB.DR.13).

The projects rooted in this discourse included cash crop cooperatives working with ecological
certification schemes or receiving carbon offset funds to reforest, or conservation organisations and
government actors attempting to voluntarily incentivise farmers and communities to conserve forests
by increasing agricultural yields and income. This approach to framing conservation problems is
consistent with Adams et al.’s (2004) identification of a widespread position which sees poverty as “a
critical constraint on conservation”, which makes the pragmatic argument that conservation will fail
unless poverty needs are addressed. It is also consistent with Zinngrebe’s (2016b) narrative group of
“biodiversity capitalists” in Peru, which attempt to “transfer technology” to “individual resource
users” and generate “economic potential” to solve environmental problems. Predicated on an
individualistic view of human behaviour and culture (Douglas 1978), this approach is predisposed to
embracing a “new conservation” perspective (Holmes et al. 2017) and “neoliberal environmentality”
(Fletcher 2010) as an appropriate response to conservation problems (see Table 1.1).
In the context of the San Martín Region, the problem framing of the incentive-based discourse places
lifting poverty and the creation of economic wealth at the heart of strategies to produce successful
“win-win” solutions. For example, one organization stated: “Improving existing plots removes the
need to clear new ﬁelds on higher ground, thus reducing deforestation and carbon footprint… It
showed that given the right incentives, farmers can be part of the solution to climate change rather
than part of the problem” (IB.DP.15). This creation of wealth depended on importing “successful”
innovative farming techniques from external contexts to generate “sustainable” economic value. Thus,
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local people were seen as ignorant in need of education, but also “quick and eager to try new
solutions” despite “living in poverty” (IB.DP.16). As a project video claimed:
“Together with local growers, producer organisations, companies and governments, we at
[Conservation Organisation] introduced a model to produce more quality coffee with less
resources. We call it smart, climate smart agriculture. Using this model, we can increase coffee
density to boost productivity and avoid deforestation. We can grow more shade trees to reduce
soil erosion. We can make a modified use of fertilizers to produce less greenhouse emissions”
(IB.DP.13).

In order to incentivise and stabilise this wealth creation, projects following the incentive-based
discourse often supported farmers to gain access to private land titles. For example, an objective of
one organisation was to develop “complementary activities (environmental, property titles, etc.) that
encourage producers to invest sustainably in their lands” (IB.DP.21). These titles were also a
prerequisite for claiming value from certification programs such as the Forest Stewardship Council
(FSC) in order to sell wood harvested from agroforestry systems (IB.IM.4). Projects sought to increase
sources of income from existing fields to help farmers break the “vicious cycle of poverty” so that
they could “adopt healthier living practices” and “enjoy life in the countryside” (IB.IM.3). For
example, an organisational blog post shares how:
“More eﬃcient land use enables farmers to earn better incomes and improve food security by
using spare ﬁelds for alternative crops… Higher yields and lower costs mean healthcare costs
can be paid, children can go to school and food is available all year round” (IB.DP.15).

Such interventions also aimed to generate wider socio-economic benefits by “preventing climate
change impacts on agricultural production” and protecting revenues that are “crucial to the countries’
economies and food security” (IB.DR.3). In addition, projects frequently referred to the critical role of
increased access to income and technical knowledge in fostering “change of attitudes” towards the
environment (IB.DR.1) and local “empowerment”, such as “improving the self-esteem of producers”
(IB.DP.14). For example, “the empowerment of the population over their own development processes
is key to sustainability” (IB.DP.3). In particular, it was important to find ways of converting people
from “simply collectors into producers” (IB.IM.6), to “change the (mental) chip of producers”
(IB.DP.4), and to train people to “standardize criteria and knowledge” (IB.DP.6):
“Science and technology will soon be integrated in the farms of the future… The [Farm Tool]
is a signiﬁcant development for empowering farmers by providing them with knowledge and
access to information to improve their own practices and their marketability to international
companies. And the farmers are ready, willing and able!” (IB.DP.16).
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In this way, the heroes of the story were the international actors funding such initiatives to combat
climate change, the conservation organisations engaging in novel local-global partnership in order to
convert local people from the problem into the solution, and passionate farmers championing the new
technical farming practices. For example, “we seek to take advantage of the synergies between
different activities and actors in order to maximize the economic potential of the territories”
(IB.DP.20). The blame for environmental problems is placed on smallholders who “must adopt
climate-friendly agriculture practices that help increase productivity and incomes, while minimizing
direct emissions and reducing emissions from deforestation” (IB.DR.14). Through changing their
behaviours and attitudes, these farmers come to play a central role in solutions to global issues. As one
project participant stated in promotional materials: “I am proud that my coffee farm is now supporting
a little part of the sustainable future for our planet” (IB.DP.15).
Finally, the solution offered by the incentive-based discourse is particularly attractive from an
economic standpoint, in that it essentially pays for itself through increased sustainable yields and
associated revenue back to the cooperatives and organisations which develop access to more lucrative
specialty markets (IB.DP.15). In this way, projects can produce a “cost-effective investment, with
returns shared by all stakeholders” (IB.DP.26).
9.3.1.2. Protection-focused discourse
In contrast, the protection-focused discourse framed nature as “intact” and “pristine” and emphasized
its high biodiversity value, such as the presence of Endangered and Critically Endangered species on
the IUCN Red List (PF.IM.3). Scientific knowledge was often employed to justify the critical
importance of protecting these areas from an ecosystem and biodiversity perspective, such as by
outlining the number of “species categorized by the International Union for Conservation of Nature
(IUCN) as Endangered and Critically Endangered” (PF.DR.5).
Yet, these areas were also characterised as being “under threat” due to being subject to “some of
Peru’s highest deforestation rates” (PF.DP.10). For example, one protected area was described as a
“pristine patch of Peruvian Amazon rainforest” which is “violated by dozens of families who still
unknowingly destroy the forest by felling trees to grow coffee” (PF.DP.13). In contrast to the “back to
the barriers” perspective (Hutton et al. 2005), this “win-win” variant was concerned with reducing
poverty since protected area encroachment was seen as primarily due to the influx of poor, unaware
and self-interested migrants with “simply no economic alternative” (PF.DP.12). Mostly “intact” nature
was therefore painted as needing safeguarding from local people who “lack the needed information
and tools to optimize their (farming) practices” (PF.DP.17) and thus become “unwitting participants in
the ongoing disappearance of tropical forests” (PF.DP.3). However, in contrast to the incentive-based
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discourse, blame is also placed on the historically “inefficient and ineffective” role of the state and
lack of resources for proper enforcement of the law (PF.DR.10).
“At first the Peruvian government, preoccupied with successive economic crises and security
challenges, failed to enforce the law of the protected area, allowing shifting cultivation and
logging activities to penetrate the buffer zone. People were settled on the land by the time the
government attempted to respond” (PF.DP.13).

The projects rooted in this discourse were the only two among those examined that created and
enforced protected area restrictions. The protection-focused discourse is therefore consistent with
Zinngrebe’s (2016b) narrative group of “biodiversity protectionists” who see nature as “islands
without people”, local people as “ignorant to be educated” and put forward “protected areas” as a key
political strategy. In this way, conservation was the primary goal, but poverty was also seen as
constraining the potential for conservation success (a combination of two different forms of relating
poverty and conservation identified by Adams et al. 2004). Finally, protection-focused discourse is
based primarily on a hierarchical view of human nature in assuming that people are motivated to
follow top-down laws through threat of punishment (Douglas 1992) and therefore favours attempting
to shift people’s behaviour by imposing top-down deforestation regulations via protected areas (i.e.
“sovereign environmentality”; Fletcher 2010) to secure conservation now. As one project manager
described:
“We keep track of new people who enter, tell them that they are in a protected area, what
restrictions they have on their actions if they want to stay; and if anything happens that they
are not supposed to do then they are denounced and brought to jail. There now exists the
capacity to force them to leave” (PF.IM.1).

Having established protected areas, this discourse rested on the assumption that material incentives
and education are key vehicles by which interventions can avoid exacerbating poverty and incentivise
compliance. Similar to the incentive-based discourse, the idea is that providing the proper knowledge
and external technical expertise to increase farm yields and incomes will result in sustainable
production systems long-term. This solution was typically framed in compensatory terms, such as
“offering local farmers a deal” (PF.DP.3), or providing support to “offset their opportunity cost of
doing conservation” (PF.DP.12). A strategic planning document explains how:
“Using technicians specialized in the production of organic coffee, the productivity of one
hectare of coffee can increase from 3-4 times, and its lifetime from 8 to 10 years on average to
double, 16 to 20 years. This can have a huge impact on the profitability of a parcel of coffee
(without considering its environmental benefits by reducing the area needed to produce the
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same amount of coffee), however, it requires a specialized technical follow-up on the good use
of fertilizers and pruning and capital to invest in fertilizers and other organic inputs”
(PF.DR.1).

In this way, “win-win” protection-focused discourse also secondarily operationalises “neoliberal” and
“disciplinary” forms of environmentality (Fletcher 2010). “Modern and sustainable technologies”
were presumed to provide important knowledge to allow farmers to abandon their “old unsustainable
customs” (PF.IM.4). In this way, conservation became an “increasingly viable and attractive choice”
(PF.DP.12) through providing a “steady stream of compensation from investors” (PF.DP.12).
This support is presumed to improve local well-being and “convert people into allies for conservation”
who come to realise the intrinsic worth of forests (i.e. “moral crowding in”) (PF.DP.5). The intended
result was to provide “the skills and information that will empower [farmers] to educate their
communities on the importance of protecting their natural home” and become “guardians” of the
forest (PF.DP.1) and to gain community support to enforce restrictions. “According to [Local Farmer],
his neighbors are no longer burning the land, especially because local community organizations will
send out alerts” (PF.DP.3). A news article about the project explain how:
“Rather than expelling all of the farmers from the protected area, a limited number are taught
sustainable farming methods, thereby making them “stewards” of the land that helps support
their livelihood and protect its governance” (PF.DP.14).

At the same time, interventions sought ways to solidify their ability to detect deforestation to more
effectively implement laws, such as through the use of drones as a “novel, high-tech and low-cost
solution” that if implemented will “enable [Protected Area] rangers to vastly extend their patrolled
areas and rapidly respond to those threats in order to measurably reduce annual deforestation to zero”
(PF.DP.9). Projects rooted in the protection-focused discourse also highlighted how multi-sector
partnerships helped mobilise large corporate investments to halt deforestation and poverty by
converting local people into the solution. For example, a project website says:
“To help halt this cycle, [Conservation Organisation] began working with partners —
including local communities, corporations and Peru's government — to protect the [Protected
Area]. The project demonstrates how multi-sector partnerships among government officials,
the private sector, civil society and local communities can have an enormous impact”
(PF.DP.1).

212

These narratives allowed everyone to jointly become the champions of conservation. Park rangers in
particular played heroic roles, as despite being “verbally threatened” and having to “walk for hours to
reach communities” they still managed to “gain the farmers’ trust” (PF.DP.8).
9.3.1.3. Community-oriented discourse
This community-oriented discourse alternatively emphasised the impacts of environmental
degradation on the quality of life of local people, thus exhibiting more anthropocentric values, but also
seeing nature as playing a fundamental role in securing better local lives. In this way, nature was
conceptualised as very much integrated with and supportive of local well-being, as opposed to
separate from it, and also important for intrinsic reasons. This view of people’s well-being as
dependent on nature is consistent with Adams et al.'s (2004) category that “poverty reduction depends
on living resource conservation”. A community association leader explains:
“We aim to promote the care of our forest. It is the only backup we have so that we don’t lack
water in the future. This is a priority for us since it is so important for our well-being, our
crops and nature” (CO.IM.1).

Problem narratives primarily placed blame on external actors such as wealthier business interests and
new migrants. This discourse therefore viewed poorer long-term native inhabitants as the victims of
such forces due to the negative impacts of ecological destruction on their health and well-being. For
example, a project manager explains:
“There are already too many deforested areas due to activities such as that of the owner of
[Commercial Business], who continues to buy land and clear-cut it, sometimes without even
using it… Facing these activities, the communities are surrounded by completely degraded
areas and suffer from related droughts and floods in certain months of the year” (CO.IM.1).

As a result, local people were typically portrayed as forest dependent individuals with strong native
roots to the area, and “noble” at heart, albeit perhaps a bit unaware and not sufficiently organised to
confront challenges to manage resources properly. In this way, local people were cast as less the
“problem” than a critical part of the “solution” from the beginning. This thinking was also based on
the argument that “the management of a conservation area…. will be sustainable over time, only if it
has the participation and support of its users and direct beneficiaries” (CO.DR.2). In a project video, a
manager explains:
“Having known the [Community Association’s] experience has been quite important because
it has strengthened our belief that people, forest users, can really be the best allies to strengthen
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and conserve our forests, and is precisely the allied actor that the regional government needs to
be able to implement policies of the ordering of our territories” (CO.DP.2).

The projects rooted in this discourse were community-based initiatives which were not subject to
deforestation restrictions (despite one project being located in the buffer zone of a national park) and
did not obtain material incentives at the individual family level. These projects aimed to foster
increased awareness of the environment and links to well-being to “help form responsible and caring
people now and for the future” and empower local people to better govern their natural resources (i.e.
"disciplinary environmentality"; Fletcher 2010 and “egalitarian cultural bias”; Douglas 1978).
The community-oriented discourse emphasised community knowledge, local aspirations, and shared
norms, as well as the role of external knowledge and facilitation to help negotiate forms of knowledge
and build management capacity. In this way, the community-oriented discourse appeared to span two
different framings present within Zinngrebe’s (2016b) narrative groups, including “biodiversity
traditionalists” and “biodiversity localists”. This was due to the fact that local people were to some
extent seen as “bearers of local knowledge” through holding the “knowledge, wisdom and ways of
managing their resources” that is “absolutely essential to the success of conservation programs”
(CO.DR.2). Yet, at the same time, these interventions sometimes employed more top-down external
planning language and techniques to impart knowledge or organise stakeholders to improve
conservation effectiveness:
“We inspire ourselves with the idea that people can't love what they don't know. Therefore, we
work hard to make communications a key component of all our activities, including fieldwork
alongside with communities, through the "conservation corners" and radio programs conducted
by the field team” (CO.DP.10).

Indeed, one project expanded their understanding of “empowerment” over the course of the project
timeline (CO.IM.2). This project also over time extended governance capacity to include improving
social services such as education and healthcare. The intention was to help local stakeholders “enjoy a
good quality of life” to allow them to “address the main threats to their territory and natural resources”
(CO.DR.2). In contrast to the other discourses, local well-being was conceptualised around “five main

aspects: natural life, political life, life culture, social life and economic life” (CO.DR.2).
Local people were seen as the main heroes leading the process, with special attention to the inclusion
of diverse local actors and the facilitating role of dedicated organisations and international support
(CO.DR.5). Language was used to foster a sense of local ownership: “There is something essential
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that we always say to the people. The park does not belong to National Service of Natural Protected
Areas, the park does not belong to park rangers, we all are the Park!” (CO.DP.8).

9.3.2. Struggle among discourses in practice
Discourses constantly interact and redefine each other, shifting relative priorities, understandings of
causes, and policy recommendations (Adger et al. 2001). For example, the growth of the communitybased conservation narrative sparked the subsequent revival of a “back to the barriers” approach, and
corresponding critique of that movement (Hutton et al. 2005). Similarly, the three discourses identified
in this study offer alternative visions for how social and ecological issues are produced and thus how
they can be resolved for “win-win” advances. In the case of projects following the communityoriented discourse, associated narratives gained strength through their opposition with other
discourses. For example, top-down protectionist approaches were framed as inappropriate and out-ofdate due to disregarding the participation of local people; instead “the search for a participatory path
towards conservation” was prioritised (CO.DR.2). The community-oriented discourse also opposed
the more individualistic approach of the incentive-based discourse, with the justification that
“community organizations present the possibility of developing long-term processes, due to the
permanent interaction between the participating actors” (CO.DR.2). In two study communities, a
community-based conservation project grounded in community-oriented discourse was confronted
with the arrival of a new short-term project which involved paying community groups to conserve
their forests (oriented towards the incentive-based discourse):
“Their arrival generated distortions because if you have to pay for conservation it’s almost like
it’s not a good thing. It doesn’t recognise that conservation already benefits people. They
(community members) said to us, look [Conservation Project] is paying us to take care of the
forest, why do you not also pay us? This is how people can start to feel discontent” (CO.IM.3).

Despite opposing particular elements of protection-focused and incentive-based strategies,
community-oriented projects still occasionally expressed hints of “sovereign” and “neoliberal”
environmentalities through the establishment of community deforestation norms and park rangers, and
improvements to community healthcare and education. However, this always occurred through a more
bottom-up versus top-down approach to developing rules and benefits. As a result, community
members actively engaged in community processes typically did not feel they were conserving
because of directly receiving some kind of benefit or because of an imposed rule, but rather because
they wanted to create and enforce rules due to the value of forests for multiple reasons, such as
wildlife conservation, water and the well-being of themselves and future generations. There were,
however, landowners in these communities who opposed the community rules and felt compelled to
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strategically hide their deforestation by spacing it out over multiple years and parts of their land in
order to avoid conflicts. As described in previous chapters, the success of these initiatives depended on
the extent to which a broad range of community actors became motivated and empowered to
strengthen governance. There was always a risk, however, of either overly romanticising the
organisation and agency of local actors given competing local interests, or underestimating the agency
of local actors through top-down externally driven supposedly “participatory” processes.
In the case of projects following the incentive-based discourse, these projects did not engage in
protection-focused strategies, partly due to being driven by non-state actors with limited ability and
interest to create restrictions. The seductive power of this discourse therefore lay in its ability to
achieve “win-win” results without needing restrictive laws which limit the freedom of farmers to make
their own decisions. Faith was placed in the individual and their ability to recognise that further
deforestation was unnecessary given efficiency increases. This discourse was framed as being
synergistic with the community-oriented discourse by helping “crowd in” moral concerns for the
environment, as well as through empowering communities. The prioritisation of incentive-based logic
in projects, however, resulted in community-oriented strategies being employed in a manner which
assumed self-interested subjects. For example, a project excerpt explains how participatory methods
were used to effectively engage communities:
“Each workshop asked questions to the participants, and if they got a cumulative of three
questions correct they were given a prize. This aroused their interest to pay more attention and
motivated their participation when they were asked questions about what they learned.
Through these initiatives we achieved a greater participation of the inhabitants and a greater
retention of the main concepts. The relationship between the facilitators and the settlers has
been strengthened, further strengthening the bonds of trust within the communities” (IB.DR.1).

The incentive-based discourse also occasionally employed the language of community-oriented
discourse. For example the term “community empowerment” was used to describe the results of a
project due to achieving higher incomes and private land titles for beneficiaries (IB.DR.8). However,
as described in previous chapters, these projects and associated discourses often appealed to more
materialistically motivated community members and may have served to reinforce those interests,
whilst more marginalised community members were often unable to adopt the “improved” time and
resource-intensive practices. The incentive-based discourse also ignored the highly significant link
between increased wealth and increased deforestation, which contradicts the view that alleviating
poverty automatically necessitates not needing to deforest more.
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Projects following the protection-focused discourse most actively embraced all discourses and
associated environmentalities, with the idea that strengthened protected area surveillance,
environmental education and conditional material incentive packages would be naturally synergistic to
achieve the best outcomes (PF.IM.1). However, in practice, local actors did not so easily resolve the
competing roles and logics entailed by these discourses. For example, despite the “voluntary” nature
of these agreements emphasised in promotional materials, in practice “if farmers are living inside the
protected area and they don’t want to sign agreements and work with us, they still have to comply with
the restrictions to ensure conservation of the area” (PF.DR.1). As shown in previous chapters, as a
result, many people felt alienated by enforcement and thus did not want to work with organisations
providing incentives nor were amenable to “buying into” the community-oriented logic which projects
tried to market to locals through “environmental education” and activities intended to be more
participatory. Yet, the protection-focused discourse used particular narratives to underplay potential
resistance by local actors. For example: “In a region where almost half of the population is considered
poor and makes their living through agriculture, it is no surprise that more than 235 families have
signed conservation agreements since they were first offered there in 2009” (PF.DP.3). Promotional
narratives also used past “ignorance” of environmental issues and proper farming techniques to
explain how local people could be to blame at the same time as being put forward as the solution
through joint incentives, enforcement, education and participation (PF.DP.3).
The protection-focused discourse also shaped how community-oriented strategies were employed in
practice. For example, when describing general protected area management, as well as the
implementation of new technologies such as drones, the focus was first on getting the technical
aspects of the project right (e.g. right incentive levels, functioning drones, etc.) with the intention of
afterwards implementing more socially sensitive and participatory mechanisms. Thus, there was a
failure among project actors to recognise the potential for initial top-down strategies to inhibit the
ability to subsequently implement more participatory approaches (PF.IM.2). In addition, efforts to
shape people’s norms and values were often framed in terms of unidirectional environmental
education to impart knowledge on local actors, such as by “producing promotional and informative
materials” to “make people aware” so they will “start supporting activities” (PF.DR.3). As a result, the
strategies of “fostering participation” and “providing benefits” were used more so to “sell” the success
of the project externally rather becoming substantive features contributing to better outcomes on the
ground.
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9.4.

Conclusion

Over the years, global conservation paradigms have shifted from elitist, to protectionist, to
community-based, to neoliberal, to financialised (Borgerhoff Mulder & Coppolillo 2005; Roe 2008;
Büscher & Fletcher 2015). The three dominant discourses uncovered among joint conservation and
development in San Martín each echo divergent threads of this historical narrative and thus are
contextualised examples of globally hegemonic “win-win” discourses. These discourses presently run
alongside one another through distinct forms of intervention in San Martín, indicating the power of
these discourses to traverse time and space. Yet, the recent shift towards favouring incentive-based
discourse in the San Martín Region over the past decade suggests that global shifts in discourse are
mirrored by shifts across local landscapes.
This chapter has provided an in-depth examination of the competing rationales which underpin distinct
approaches to “win-win” conservation in San Martín. While on the surface level, projects can be seen
to combine multiple types of strategies or “environmentalities” to more effectively create
environmental subjects and improve project success, in practice these discourses held contradictory
framings which were not so easily reconciled. In some cases, project discourses gained strength and
coherency through their opposition with other discourses, while in other cases, projects attempted to
provide an all-inclusive platform to seemingly embrace multiple discourses. Yet in these cases, the
dominant discourse which underpinned each project greatly shaped the process by which distinct
strategies such as “participatory processes” were implemented. As a result, strategies often attempted
to shape subjects in contradictory ways – such as by blaming them as the “problem” at the same time
as trying to empower them as the “solution”. Building on this exploration of how distinct “win-win”
discourses are constituted and the struggle among them in practice, the next chapter examines how
these discourses are operationalised to construct notions of “win-win success” which may not be very
reflective of local realities.
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Chapter 10. The gap between
“win-win” discourse and reality
10.1.

Introduction

The previous chapter examined how globally hegemonic “win-win” discourses and assumptions can
shape conservation and development project practices in the context of the San Martín Region. This
chapter explores how these distinct discourses become operationalised in practice to actively construct
particular notions of “win-win success” which can misrepresent and conceal local processes of change
to reinforce associated policy models at broader scales. I first provide an analysis of the practices by
which project actors evaluate and interpret changes, followed by an examination of how stories of
change are then constructed for circulation among particular actors. The analysis explores how these
discursive practices serve to reinforce the underpinning rationales and assumptions of dominant
discourses. In this way, the three discourses presented in the previous section – incentive-based,
protection-focused and community-oriented – heavily shape how project actors make sense of the
reality in which they operate and influence broader scale “win-win” thinking. The second half of this
chapter explores how particular ways of thinking and doing can produce and sustain project
expectations and narratives which are misaligned with local realities.
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10.2.

How “win-win” discourses are operationalised

10.2.1. Practices of interpreting change
The three contrasting discourses outlined in Chapter 9 were linked to different approaches to
measuring and interpreting changes. For example, precisely because projects following the incentivebased and protection-focused discourses tended to pursue social change by providing livelihood
support to select participating families, change was often interpreted by comparing those who had and
had not received support:
“According to [Local Farmer], some of the farmers said these methods wouldn’t work and
they wanted to do things the old way. But he followed all of the instructions to the letter,
which is very important. And what evidence do they have that it’s not working? Indeed, the
evidence is notable: [Local Farmer’s] farm has rows and rows of lush green coffee trees, some
heavy with bright red coffee cherries. A few feet away is the farm of his neighbor, who doesn’t
participate in the program. The neighbor’s farm is brown and covered with more weeds than
coffee trees, and what trees were there appeared short” (PF.DP.10).

Because of the economic framing of problems and solutions, efforts to monitor improvements in
“local well-being” typically focused on summary quantitative measures of changes in cash crop yields
and other income opportunities among beneficiaries. For example, a monitoring report claimed:
“It was observed that 51% of the subscribers have noticed an increase in their income, a
higher number than last monitoring period when only 31% had perceived an increase. The
majority of the settlers (73%) attribute this increment to the conservation agreements”
(PF.DR.4).

Incentive-based and protection-focused discourses typically interpreted environmental outcomes in
highly specific terms which were often directly informed by what indicators were fundamental to
justifying continued support. For example, Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) schemes focused
heavily on monitoring water quality and flow (PF.DR.11; IB.DR.6). Projects focused on reforestation
within agroforestry systems as a means of offsetting carbon emissions, employed rigorous monitoring
systems to register planted trees with GPS tags (IB.DR.8). Other projects focused explicitly on the
area of avoided deforestation as a result of the project, but measured this in different ways. For
example, one project conducted 20 surveys and found the scheme to be a success since “80% of those
who signed agreements had received at least one training” (IB.DR.6) and “none of the interviewees
who signed agreements have since cleared forests” (IB.IM.1). Another project was “successfully
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validated and achieved gold level certification under the world’s leading standards (the Verified
Carbon Standard and the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standards) through an independent
audit” (PF.DP.17). A final project did not explicitly measure the amount of forest farmers conserved,
but tracked yield increases and used that information to presume the area that farmers would not need
to deforest as a result and the associated carbon storage benefits (IB.DR.13). Several projects
measured success through the number of signed conservation agreements. As a result of these
monitoring efforts, impressive claims emerged:
“450,000 hectares preserved, 2.4 million trees planted, 35 communities involved, 20,000
participants and 80,000 beneficiaries” (IB.DP.22).

“The project was able to avoid 3,158 ha of forest loss, corresponding to the avoided emissions
of 1,364,191 tons CO2… Currently, 848 settlers have signed the conservation agreements, an
increase of 117 agreements since 2014” (PF.DR.4).

Quantitative approaches to measuring success, such as through certification schemes, were often
preferred due to perceptions that “rigorous monitoring” could best verify “both conservation and
socioeconomic results” (PF.DP.12). This reflects “measurementality logic” – a form of neoliberal
governance which privileges scientific quantitative performance measures to promote a notion of
improved “transparency” (Turnhout et al. 2014). In actuality, these quantitative figures often obscured
significant detail across local settings. For example, for the most part, projects following the incentivebased and protection-focused discourses did not attempt to track more intangible shifts, such as
changes in perceptions and motivations, and imposed their own views of what “well-being” or
“conservation” meant without exploring diverse local perceptions (IB.IM.2; IB.IM.4; IB.IM.5;
IB.IM.6; IB.IM.8; PF.IM.4). This was partly due to limited time and resources for monitoring, as well
as a preference of donors to show exactly how project efforts delivered “concrete, measurable
benefits” for human well-being and conservation (PF.DP.12). For example, one project manager
described: “now all benefits are given individually because it was too difficult to control the
conditionality with group ones” (PF.IM.1). A project following the community-oriented discourse but
funded by a donor rooted in the incentive-based discourse shared the challenge of balancing the
collection of the kind of information they felt would be useful with donor requirements:
“We need to find a balance between qualitative and quantitative data because [International
Donor] and the [Government Agency] ask us for quantitative data but we are more interested
in the perception of the population that is benefitting from the area, that they see their quality
of life is improving and that it is thanks to the environment” (CO.IM.3).
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Despite projects not having undertaken rigorous assessment of how local people’s intangible
perceptions and motivations were shifting and why, claims were still often made. Yet, these claims
were often based on the assumption that because the economic benefits were being measured that
would naturally lead to the intended changes in perception, given the theory of change. For example,
628 producers having received at least one of five training sessions on cacao agroforestry was turned
into a narrative that the project had generated: “628 producers with expertise in agroforestry now
revaluing their ancestral knowledge about their relationship with forests” (IB.DP.24). In other cases, it
was assumed that by providing a certain number of environmental education events or communication
materials, people’s perceptions would have correspondingly changed:
“The project developed a conservation program at schools and promoted nearly 80
environmental education events, with the attendance of over 3,300 participants. As a result,
97% of the [Protected Area] population recognize the importance of the forest for their
livelihood and well-being” (PF.DR.4).

Discourses also often managed to enact their own preferred definition of broad concepts such as
“empowerment” and “governance” in order to state various achievements. For example, in the case of
the protection-focused discourse, “strengthened governance” meant tracking how many park guards
and security check points were in place, rather than examining a broader definition of how different
actors were involved in governance decisions, including local communities. For example, a project
monitoring report claimed:
“[Protected Area] governance strengthened: The [Protected Area] staff has grown from 10 in
2008 to 103, of which 90 are paid for by the project. In addition to the construction of a new
office and the improvement of the control check points, the project has strengthened the
governance by providing technical and management training, which resulted in a more
effective and accountable operation” (PF.DR.4).

Projects following the community-oriented discourse focused much less on tracking shifts in income,
in line with their view that economic and material assets is just one of many components of wellbeing. Instead, efforts to track progress focused more on qualitatively documenting how community
processes were developing and quantitative measures including the scope and completion of planned
activities (CO.DR.7; CO.DR.8; CO.DR.9; CO.DR.10). Some resulting measures of “success”
included: “[Intervention Model] implemented in 26 communities, 6 of which are indigenous,
benefiting 14,705 people”, “technical support for 20 communal organizations”, “local environmental
management initiatives with 5,013 inhabitants”, and “environmental education with 19 institutes,
benefiting 3,917 people” (CO.DP.14).
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There was, however, little systematic effort to track how people’s perceptions and motivations were
shifting as a result of these activities, as well as to understand how quality of life was being influenced
by documented improvements to particular social services such as education and healthcare. At the
time of the interview, one project was beginning to develop plans to better measure impacts on
improving sustainable land management, empowerment and quality of life in both a qualitative and
quantitative sense (CO.IM.3). The idea was to train villagers to monitor the process in the long-term
so that this could inform their management (CO.DR.2), but exactly how this will be pursued is yet to
be determined. Both projects following the community-oriented discourse were, however, tracking
forest cover change in a quantitative sense, documenting historical shifts in deforestation rates. One
project, in particular, underwent the process of becoming certified by the Carbon Verification
Standard (VCS) and the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA) Standard, which
involved establishing a baseline and projections for future deforestation given with or without project
scenarios (CO.DR.6). Across all projects, “reports, photographs, and signatures of participants” were
often required to prove that the process is “credible”, “consistent with standards”, and “well
documented” (PF.DR.2).

10.2.2. Practices of communicating change
An examination of promotional materials revealed some distinctions in terms of how projects rooted
in contrasting discourses tended to provide stories of precisely how “win-win” changes were
successfully achieved. For example, materials communicating stories of both the incentive-based and
protectionist discourses emphasised the key role of increasing economic benefits and providing
technical knowledge to local farmers to reduce farmers’ need to deforest and to engender long-term
environmental awareness. A project report claimed:
“One producer in Peru who had previously cultivated 10 ha, said that the plantation was too
large to manage with family labour alone. He reduced his plantation to 2 ha and by applying
good agricultural practices harvested 21% more coffee than from his original ﬁeld – an
improvement of more than 600% per ha. This also left him with 8 ha of land to grow other
food crops, or potentially to replant as forest if suitable incentives were put in place”
(IB.DP.17).

The ability of material benefits to overcome negative sentiments towards restrictions, “crowd in”
intrinsic motivation and build trust was especially emphasised in the protection-focused discourse
(PF.DR.3). It was assumed that over time people would become local “guardians” of forests and thus
“inform rangers about influxes of people coming from the highlands, so that the rangers can control
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immigration” (PF.DP.8). The incentive-based discourse alternatively tended to emphasise the
importance of efficiency gains in reducing poverty and economically empowering communities to
achieve environmental outcomes:
Climate Smart Agriculture is an effective solution that helps to safeguard coffee volume and
quality for farmers, roasters and consumers. It's an effective solution that makes farms more
profitable and helps to preserve their land for future generations of coffee producers. We can
give this story a happy ending by doing more with less” (IB.DP.13).

Projects rooted in the community-oriented discourse alternatively tended to emphasise how people
learned about the importance of the environment, and then with the help of external groups became
organised to protect it. Thus, narratives appealed more to intrinsic motivations and collective
organisation. In contrast to incentive-based and protection-focused narratives, the direct role of
protecting nature in securing local people’s well-being long-term was highlighted to demonstrate
social “wins” without needing to necessarily show income grains. For example, a project video shares
how:
“When we started community conservation work, they said that it would not be possible for
someone in the population to manage important areas for conservation. Now we see with pride
that yes, the people, the connoisseurs of the forest, the best biologists without a formal title,
always set the example. People with knowledge of the cause, committed people, can lead their
own processes and have all the necessary skills to manage their own projects” (CO.DP.4).

The power of each of these three discourses lies in their coherence – how each aspect of the discourse
helps reinforce and further justifies other aspects. In this way, each discourse tended to reinforce its
own approach to framing problems and proposing solutions by demonstrating that the theory of
change was indeed correct, and that success was achieved precisely because of the accuracy of
assumptions. As a result, political power and access to funding could be enacted through these
discourses, and thus several actors constructed narratives strategically in order to further their
particular interests. For example, in San Martín, there were three projects which each followed distinct
discourses but all received funding via carbon offsets from international corporations or climate
investment managers. Despite vast differences in on-the-ground implementation, higher level actors
translated these realities into promotional materials which all followed the incentive-based discourse,
highlighting the central role of increased income for achieving “win-win” results. These success
narratives no doubt help bolster the broader network of actors using carbon offsets to provide a quick
and efficient solution to reducing carbon emissions. Since projects often employed strategies from
multiple discourses “synergistically”, it was relatively easy for actors to focus on one particular
strategy as being most fundamental to overall change.
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For example, for one project which had received millions of dollars from an international corporation
to generate “win-win” changes in a protected area, despite dominant protection-focused discourse
which heavily shaped the process by which material incentives and environmental education operated,
narratives focused on material incentives as being the major reason behind how “win-win” results
were achieved. Amidst a funding terrain where international actors increasingly require both positive
social and ecological outcomes as a result of their investment, it may be more politically advantageous
to frame “win-win” changes as “largely a result of the platform that [incentive-based] conservation
agreements provide” (PF.DR.3), rather than emphasising the role of socially unpalatable restrictions on
“poor” farmers (cf. Igoe & Croucher 2007; Benjaminsen & Svarstad 2010). As the project website
explains:
“What if you didn't have to choose between green and growth? In Peru's [Protected Area],
local communities are finding that the two concepts go hand in hand”… [Conservation
Organisation] is addressing the main causes of deforestation with incentive-based conservation
agreements” (PF.DP.1).

Another project examined in this study involved community-based management and was rooted in the
community-oriented discourse, but had received millions of dollars of funding from a climate
investment fund to offset carbon emissions. The investment fund produced a project video which used
the incentive-based discourse to explain how “win-win” results were being achieved by the project,
even though the cacao-focused aspect described was only recently implemented with just a few
communities (not those included in this study). The video explains:
“With the support provided by [Conservation Organisation] and other institutions, dwellers
were given training and attended workshops where they understood cacao was profitable, and
that it could be farmed in the areas neighboring the forest using good agricultural practices.
That way, it was no longer necessary to burn forests and to deforest… The carbon credits of
the [Protected Area] make it possible to keep this work going. Thanks to them, hundreds of
families from ancient communities live in peace and harmony with the environment”
(CO.DP.8).

These narratives of change can therefore themselves become discursive commodities that are used to
create value and appropriate resources (Büscher 2014; Lund et al. 2017). This political use drives a
push to represent local realities in the most attractive manner possible given vested interests. As a
result of the intrusion of political interests in the crafting of success narratives, some remarkable
convergences among “win-win” promotional materials occurred despite contrasting project discourses
and approaches. This suggests that there are certain features of “win-win” narratives which are
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particularly attractive given the current global climate of donor interests which increasingly seek local
“win-win” solutions to global problems such as climate change, deforestation and poverty. The first
common feature across all projects was the ability of all narratives to highlight solutions where
“everyone winds up being a winner” and “there are no losers, only stakeholders” at both local and
global scales (Igoe & Croucher 2007 p. 552). Some examples include:
“This project is demonstrating to policy makers and investors the tremendous potential of
tropical forests to tackle climate change while generating co-benefits and sustaining critical
ecosystem services including regulating water, preventing soil erosion and enhancing crop
yields through natural pollination and pest control” (PF.DP.15).
“Every year, our work prevents the deforestation of 6,500 hectares of forest within the park.
We protect 1,350,000 hectares of intact forest. And 1.5 million tons of carbon dioxide are not
emitted. The carbon credits of [Protected Area] help preserve this invaluable wealth that
supply water, food and medicines for thousands of families” (CO.DP.7).
“The [Conservation Project], jointly with small farmers, promotes rural and productive
development through reforestation activities, management of commercial forest plantations
and the provision of environmental services, with the consequent generation of economic
resources and equitable benefits for all involved” (IB.DR.11).

Project narratives also frequently shared personal accounts by local community members which fit the
dominant discourse and showed how its associated strategies were producing local actors who are
highly motivated to conserve forests long-term. As there almost always existed a handful of farmers
within any local setting who fit the project discourse and were most likely to be involved in the
project, these actors played a key role in confirming and legitimising the logic of discourses. Here are
some of their stories:
“Why cut down a tree? A tree is your life,” says [Local Farmer]. [Local Farmer] is working
with [Conservation Organisation] in Peru’s [Protected Area]. Working with farmers like
[Local Farmer] and with the country’s national and regional governments, we’re
demonstrating that poor communities can improve their well-being – without destroying the
rainforests that sustain all life on Earth” (PF.DP.17).
“With these timber trees I actually feel really happy because I love trees. With them, we can
bring water back with rains like we had before. Also, when trees grow bigger, the birds come.
Finally, by planting timber trees my land's value increases around 4 times more than its
original value. – [Local Farmer]” (IB.DP.5).
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"At first I had doubts, but as I attended the workshops I understood how beneficial it would be
if we worked in an orderly manner with our territory and our resources. Now I know how to
care for my lands without damaging our forests, and I am happy to keep them. – [Local
Farmer]” (IB.DR.1).
“We must take care of life, preserve the forests, it is the best thing that can be done so that
other generations can come and enjoy everything beautiful that we are enjoying now. – [Local
Farmer]” (IB.DP.1).
“[Conservation Organisation] has done a lot for the community, for the people living in it.
First, they created awareness, they taught us to coexist with the forest, to coexist with the park,
to try to live in peace with nature… We have really changed a lot. We're now more focused on
taking care of our nature. Our Amazonian forests are the lungs of the world! – [Local Farmer]”
(CO.DP.8).

However, two of the five farmers in these promotional stories were coincidentally interview subjects
in this study, and both provided contradictory accounts. For example, one farmer described how the
conservation organisation signed a conservation agreement with his father and made a video of the
area of the forest his father was already conserving, but in the end hardly any support came, and as a
result, his father doesn’t want to have anything to do with the organisation. He is planning to expand
his pastures more as a result, since his father has left him to manage the land. The other farmer had
only one-quarter the area of forest reported by the organisation, and while he thought the
organisation’s work was satisfactory, he said he is conserving his small area of forest for the time
being but will most likely eventually expand with more crops in the future.
There were also a number of other particularly common features among narratives. One feature was
the notion of local people being converted from the problem (“destroyers”) into the solution
(“guardians”) (IB.DP.1). For example, a project video explains:
“Well, before being a (community) park ranger, I used to be an illegal logger. I was a logger
who didn't believe in anything. As a park ranger, I am proud to protect the vegetation of these
beautiful virgin mountains, and see that, consequently, the trees are regenerating” (CO.DP.8).

As highlighted in the descriptions of each main discourse in Chapter 9, narratives also frequently
sought to increase the political power and legitimacy of projects by touting their all-inclusive nature
through the active participation of diverse stakeholders. Yet, this need for inclusiveness forced project
designers to discuss projects in vague terms in order to allow for consensus, thus hiding contradictory
views and assumptions among actors involved (Mosse 2005; Büscher & de Beer 2011). Practical

227

strategies were also employed to pursue actor alignment, such as by trying to market the logic and
success of the project directly to the communities through distribution of pamphlets and other
educational materials, despite their often contradictory interpretations in local settings.
At the same time, powerful metaphors and images were used across promotional materials to attach
emotions to the various storylines. For example, nature was described as the “Earth’s lungs” (PF.DP.1;
CO.DP.8), the “gem of humanity” (CO.DP.7) and “born from maternal love and care” (IB.DP.1;
IB.DR.1), and video clips of black-and-white smoking remnant forests painted the dire nature of the
problem (IB.DP.12; CO.DP.7). Local people were portrayed as colourfully clad in indigenous dress
(CO.DP.7; CO.DP.8), stoically walking through forests (IB.DP.1; CO.DP.3) and thoughtfully staring
off into nature (IB.DP.22), making their role as the solution even more salient. Analogies also helped
communicate the scale of avoided carbon emissions; for example, by comparing forest areas to the
size of large cities (PF.DP.1; CO.DP.10) and claiming that avoided deforestation was “equivalent to
7,500 soccer fields” (CO.DP.12) or “equivalent to taking nearly 150,000 cars of the road each year”
(PF.DP.1). Videos of orderly cash crop and tree plantations and farmers measuring trees helped
increase the credibility of narratives which depended on farmers adopting new technologies (IB.DP.5).
Project videos often featured adorable laughing children, people working together, and inspirational
music. These powerful images and “win-win” claims were often accompanied by attractive buzzwords
such

as

“carbon

justice”,

“democracy”,

“happiness”,

“leadership”,

“participation”

and

“empowerment” (IB.DP.3; IB.DP.25; IB.DP.26). These words painted projects as seemingly
transformative agendas for social change which hold a moral imperative to go forward (cf. Cornwall
& Brock 2005).
Another powerful element of narratives was their perceived ability to generate lasting impacts, both
locally and by indirectly spreading to additional actors and places. For example, with projects
promoting new technologies, there was often the sense that once farmers learned the new skills they
would be able to maintain them long-term, and that technologies would slowly permeate through to
other community members (PF.DR.3). This also applied to community-scale interventions, where “it
is also expected that if the implementation of the model is successful, this will wake up the interest of
other villages to request its implementation” (CO.DR.2). Local people involved in projects were
expected to become long-term advocates for change: “As a communal park guard, I have helped
change the attitude within my community, the authorities and all my people are now in favor of the
National Park” (PF.DP.10). Projects often purported global benefits, such as through using “inclusive
business” to generate “environmental services for the world” and “secure global supply chains”
(IB.DP.8).
Finally, these narratives often appealed to the use of stringent and rigorous standards in order to verify
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their success. Such narratives appealed to the idea of nature as an “eco-functional medium” which can
be optimally managed through technocratic and rational interventions to generate ideal social and
ecological outcomes (Igoe 2013). An example from project website is:
“The size of these benefit packages depends on the cost of changes in resource use, as well as
conservation performance. Rigorous monitoring verifies both conservation and socioeconomic
results.” (PF.DP.12).

Corporations supporting these initiatives often engaged in technical terminology, such as “insetting” –
the idea that “direct investments in supply chains through innovative projects” could “internally
compensate for the environmental impact, while ensuring the long-term quality and quantity of the
purchase of the product components” (IB.DP.26). The incorporation of technical certification schemes
into project narratives helped provide assurance to potential donors that the project was theoretically
robust and practically sound. A project website explains:
“In 2016, the project once again achieved verification by third-party auditors, substantiating
the initiative's benefits for the local population, biodiversity conservation and mitigating
climate change — and making it one of the world's few REDD+ projects to see continued
success” (PF.DP.1).

Similarly, external groups which invested in these projects to offset their carbon often justified their
decision by appealing to the rigorous vetting process:
“Since the [Conservation Project] has been verified using the most stringent international
standards (VCS and CCBA), both in relation to biodiversity conservation and work with local
populations, [International Organisation] can be sure that the carbon that this project captures
from the atmosphere is real, quantifiable, permanent, independently verified, moderately
calculated, individually numbered and listed in a transparent way” (CO.DP.12).

229

10.3.

The plausibility and legitimacy of “win-win” discourses

This chapter has thus far demonstrated how distinct discourses operate among joint conservation and
development projects in the region of San Martín, Peru. These discourses influence the practices by
which the results of “win-win” strategies are interpreted and communicated. Yet, at the same time,
these discourses are also very much a product of different political interests attempting to shape
discourse to gain more power and funding. This final section reflects on how these discourses
maintain their “win-win” coherence, plausibility and legitimacy despite evidence for significant tradeoffs in local settings. Several interwoven mechanisms are identified that help define accepted ways of
thinking and acting in “win-win” conservation projects. The coherence of each “win-win” discourse
combined with these mechanisms allows for their performative circularity, whereby vested interests
produce preferred material outcomes whilst reinforcing dominant discourses and failing to question
current power relations.

10.3.1. Motivated reasoning over learning
This section is concerned with how actors responsible for funding, designing, implementing,
monitoring and promoting “win-win” projects often construct interpretations of reality which reinforce
rather than question the discourses which underpin their thinking and work. In this way, people are
effectively “disciplined” by the discourses they already buy into, producing thoughts and behaviour
which often serve to reproduce those same discourses. The main mechanism by which this occurs is
human “reasoning”. Although reasoning is typically used to describe a reflexive process where people
consider information to improve knowledge and decision-making, the more dominant function of
reasoning in practice appears to be argumentative – to devise and evaluate arguments to persuade
people (Mercier & Sperber 2011). People therefore tend to be motivated more by directional goals
than a desire to learn for the sake of improving accuracy (Kunda 1990; Mutz et al. 2007). As a result,
people develop a host of normatively valued assumptions and patterns of thinking about how the
world works and are implicitly steered by these in deciding what to think and how to act (Ferraro et al.
2005).
The strength of “win-win” discourses lies in their epistemic coherence – how believing in one aspect
of a discourse leads another aspect to make even more sense and thus can be automatically justified on
that basis (Gärdenfors 1990). For example, if a project manager believes that local people’s well-being
is inherently dependent on forest health, it is more likely he/she will also buy into the notion that local
people could be empowered to lead the process of conserving them. This coherence can provide a
false sense of confidence which inhibits processes of reflection and learning. In this way, coherent
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discourses can provide a powerful basis with which to interpret reality and can have self-fulfilling
tendencies by guiding knowledge, language and action in ways which reinforce beliefs (Ferraro et al.
2005). For example, as demonstrated in the previous sections, an actor designing a project rooted in
the incentive-based discourse interprets the reality of problems and solutions in a distinct way, and
those very interpretations can lead them to assume that measuring yield and income gains is an
appropriate method to guarantee what is perceived to be “win-win” change.
The mindset within which reasoning occurs is therefore critical to determining whether it will be used
to actively reinforce or critically question particular assumptions. While accountability procedures are
intended to enhance project success, as pressure for accountability increases, it activates the
expectation that people may need to justify their beliefs and actions to others, thus triggering a focus
on directional goals and processes of motivated reasoning (Tetlock 2002). For example, the use of
supposedly reflexive tools such as “theories of change” can be skewed away from challenging
assumptions and towards depoliticising and legitimising false assumptions if used primarily to
communicate and be held accountable rather than for learning (Valters 2014). Similarly, interaction
with knowledge (or evidence) which could theoretically inform learning can become an exercise of
narrowly seeking information which is perceived to be legitimate (as informed by one’s own
discourse) and cherry picking that which best fits and justifies already established beliefs and
behavioural patterns. For example, an actor pursuing information to further or justify a “win-win”
strategy rooted in the incentive-based discourse may seek external technical knowledge to increase
yields, as opposed to information which might question the validity of the underlying project logic.
The vast and fragmented “evidence base” available for the efficacy of strategies to pursue relatively
narrow aims facilitates these cherry picking tendencies. In some cases, the introduction of information
which contradicts people’s beliefs can even further bolster their pre-existing views, as justifications
are used to erode its legitimacy and authority (Redlawsk 2002).
Project managers are also subject to a number of additional pressures which promote motivated
reasoning, limit recognition of alternative possibilities, and inhibit learning. It is always in the best
interest of project managers and donors to maintain coherent representations of their actions, given
their identities, future success and credibility, and access to resources may directly depend on them
(Mosse 2004). Disseminating success stories may also be much more personally rewarding than
struggling with inconvenient contradictions and unintended impacts (Mosse 2004; Svarstad &
Benjaminsen 2017). As a result of this pressure, local realities can become “sugar-coated” through
positive translation as stories filter up the accountability hierarchy (Büscher 2014; Ferguson 1994).
This positive translation occurred as the result of people positioned in hierarchies motivated to only
offer or request certain pieces of information. For example, one project manager provides an account
of this chain of communication:
231

“They do send an annual report to [Foreign Country], but I don’t know what things are sent
because I have never seen them. The management in Lima makes the report to send. They only
ask me for economic data to include; for example – “[Extension Officer], how many farmers
have you visited this week? 6. Oh no, it has to be 8. Or, how many trainings did you do? This
many trainings. How many pamphlets were distributed? 15. How many farmers attended? 15.
We want the signature of those who attended on a piece of paper, and how much was spent on
fuel or other things” – The real impact of your work does not go into these reports, just
numbers” (IB.IM.8).

On the whole, project managers tended to “buy into” their respective “win-win” discourses, thus
believing that they should be able to achieve the intended results. While it is possible that some
managers were pragmatically embracing certain discourses or models to obtain funding or represent
their project in a positive light (see Sandbrook et al. 2013), the extent to which project managers
openly discussed issues and their enthusiasm for their approaches seemed to suggest that they really
embraced the underpinning logics. As a result, managers were much more likely to interpret
challenges in ways which reflected a failure to implement properly, as opposed to using any
contradictory information to question the underlying discourse. For example, one project manager
described the project as having failed to achieve their “win-win” objectives because of not asking
farmers what kind of technical support they most needed, poor coordination among NGOs doing
similar work, and too large of a scope for their technical capacity. “Working with 1,200 producers is
too much. Each technician has to advise 200 producers and it is impossible, you can not reach 6
producers a day, it is a failure” (IB.IM.8). The manager of another project responded “A negative
impact? Almost none”, though he admitted that they also struggle to have enough presence in their
communities. “We have tried to correct the problem but you cannot. It is a great challenge that the
technicians mostly do not like to stay in the villages themselves. Now worse that there are roads, they
use motorcycles. They come and go because it is so easy” (IB.IM.6). Despite the issues raised, the
underlying project discourse – to support farmers to intensify their crops – was never questioned.
Another project manager described how in general “everything is positive”, but the greatest difficulty
they have faced is that not enough benefits have arrived for everyone. The manager explained that this
is a standard feature of projects – “There are always people who think that the benefits are not fair. It
is always difficult for an entire population to have the same vision” (PF.IM.4). Similarly, the manager
of a different project described the work as a “success”, but that some beneficiaries are not satisfied
with the support provided. “What happened is they installed five improved cookstoves, but there were
some problems because the technicians left, many people were using it and some damage was done…
So apart from people not being totally satisfied with the work and not being able to do as many things
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as we wanted because of our limited budget, we have not had other negative impacts” (IB.IM.1). In
both cases, local dissatisfaction is pinpointed to technical issues or lack of sufficient resources to
provide enough support, rather than questioning the underlying project discourse. In this way, some
elements of incoherence were recognised, however the process by which they were considered
typically failed to question the underpinning logic. Indeed, project managers may have gained a
further sense of coherence in thinking that they were suitably recognising and attempting to address
challenges.
Project managers may also have felt unable to question certain aspects of project discourses given the
pathways which had already been set in place. For example, in one of the protected areas, restrictions
were first enforced a decade ago, resulting in several local people being thrown in jail, and thus
producing levels of mistrust and social conflict which current park management continues to struggle
with. In one section of the park, project personnel were not able to enter for over 6 months during
2016 due to an incident where 31 park staff on patrol through the park were detained by over 200
villagers (some armed) for 19 hours (Reaño 2017). A manager of the project admitted that it would
have been better to try to provide benefits at the collective rather than individual level, but that the
state would not allow social services to be developed inside of protected areas, and so as a result they
had to concentrate more on improving coffee production (PF.IM.2). “From my point of view it would
have been better to talk about these things (communal benefits) from the beginning because that would
have avoided many unnecessary conflicts” (PF.IM.2). The ability of project managers to question the
logic of the project they are promoting therefore not only depended on engaging in patterns of thought
which are potentially directly against their own self-interest, but also questioning power relations and
historical pathways which may be very difficult to change in practice. In spite of the challenges
recognised by project managers, none of these negative interpretations were ever communicated in the
promotional materials which emerged, due to pressures for positive translation.
Project managers’ interpretations of “success” and “failure” were also shaped by how they directly
interacted with local settings. First, in every local setting there were people who were intrinsically
motivated for conservation, resistant to conservation actions, eager to receive more economic
compensation to conserve, or ambivalent about conservation issues. Due to the diversity of
perspectives in each community, it was always possible to find at least a small handful of farmers who
fit particular discourses, even if it was not very representative of the entire population. Second, even if
local actors did not initially reflect particular discourses, there were cases of “mirroring” (Mosse
1996), where villagers adopted discourses and shaped their needs to match project schemes in order to
more readily pursue their own interests, even if the material results they pursued were “sidetracked”
from the original intentions (Olivier de Sardan 2005; Büscher & de Beer 2011). The presence of local
actors who felt the project was in their best interest facilitated the controlled access of project donors
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and evaluators to those actors and stories through brief project visits and promotional materials (e.g.
IB.IM.4; PF.DP.19; PF.DR.2; PF.DP.8). This prevented interaction among actors who could
potentially challenge these interpretations. Thus, legitimate local voices emerged which fit the
narrative in order to “sell” the success of projects at larger scales; for example:
“Mr. [Local Farmer] is one of the pioneers of our conservation agreements, who has been
conserving his forests for 40 years. In addition, he is one of the people that has driven our
[Conservation Project]. He is our representative in a video we made about the basin to promote
the “[Conservation Campaign Name]” which we presented in different important spaces such
as the COP 20 and the anniversary ceremony of San Martín” (IB.DR.6).

Finally, there was also evidence of project actors targeting individuals who already fit the definition of
“success”, such as the more “educated”, “organised” and “motivated” individuals, thus ensuring that
success would be achieved (cf. Li 1999; Appadurai 2004; Mosse 2004). Projects did this by passively
allowing actors to respond for which the project discourse already “made sense”:
"We only involve those who want to be involved. If we work with people who do not want to
work with us, we will waste a lot of time when there are people who already want to work with
us and we have limited time and funds” (IB.IM.1).

Some projects also actively sought to make it more difficult for certain local people to participate:
“There are people who criticize the association because they do not like that we receive
support when they think it has arrived for the whole community. But it is for our association. It
is good that people have to pay 500 S/. to enter because we have worked hard to get where we
are, spent money, and there are many benefits” (IB.IM.10).

It was therefore often in the mutual interest of project proponents and local actors to create issues of
conservation additionality and exclude more marginalised actors from benefits. Yet, when processes
unfairly prioritised benefits to actors holding particular discourses and not others, this risked the
polarisation of actors who did not agree with the imposed discourse. This discursive simplification
contributed to unproductive ideological and social conflicts and ignored important social issues (cf.
Adger et al. 2001; Forsyth & Walker 2008; Zinngrebe 2016b). This was reflected in the deep
dissatisfaction present among non-participants and participants alike in several of these project areas.
As a result of all of these dynamics, monitoring and evaluation procedures risk promoting the selective
and inaccurate construction of knowledge in pursuit of the social production of “success” (Wahlén
2014).
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10.3.2. Quantitative ends over qualitative means
The dominant discourses of “win-win” conservation projects are outcomes-oriented; they frame the
“problem” in a particular way and offer a causal interpretation of how a “win-win solution” can be
obtained. The global problems of climate change, global food security, and poverty are often framed
in highly quantitative technical terms (e.g. the need for more carbon storage, more food production, or
more money for the poor). This technical framing by its very nature calls for a technical solution that
can increase these quantitative measures to “solve” the problem (Ferguson 1994; Li 2007). As a result
of international mechanisms such as REDD+, local communities have become fertile ground for
advancing these global quantitative aims. Alongside calls for a more rigorous evidence base that is
replicated, randomise and controlled (Sutherland et al. 2004; Barrett et al. 2011), certification
standards such as the Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) and The Climate, Community & Biodiversity
Alliance (CCBA) have become the gold standard by which to scientifically demonstrate achieved
impact for these quantitative measures of global concern. Results must be measurable and verifiable in
order to guarantee the efficiency of the investment and good value for money (Eyben 2006).
As most projects in this region are funded by and held accountable to international donors, projects
often prioritised interpreting and communicating project results in quantitative terms. Across these
case studies, the most commonly reported indicators were the number of beneficiaries, number of
conservation agreements signed, avoided hectares of deforestation, and avoided carbon emissions. As
demonstrated throughout this chapter, these numbers aggregated into impressive figures. Techniques
were additionally used to demonstrate the objective nature of the results being achieved, such as by
plotting clear cause-and-effect pathways and using technical language that eliminated uncertainties
(cf. Valters 2014).
“The assessment team has no restrictions or uncertainties with respect to the compliance of the
project with the verification criteria; hence, the audit team concludes that the net GHG
emissions reductions or removals 1,364,191.0 tonnes CO2 equivalent, over the monitoring
period, 15 June 2014 to 14 June 2016 has been quantified in accordance with VCS rules”
(PF.DR.6).

Yet, these simplified numbers hide significant complexity. Quantitative numbers are highly
susceptible to processes of positive translation (as demonstrated in Section 10.3.1) due to their
impressive size and appearance of objectivity. For example one project often cited the fact that they
had signed agreements with 848 settlers across all seven sectors of the park and as a result were
working with 60% of the settlers in the park (PF.DR.4). However, while early project documents show
the intention of working evenly in all sectors (PF.DR.1), in practice, approximately 50% of these
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agreements were signed in just one of the seven sectors (DP.IC.7). This same protected area was
rigorously certified following VCS and CCBA standards, to avoid “over 6.2 M tons CO2 since the
project start date in 2008” (PF.DR.4).
“In 2015, the results of a second independent verification showed that the project has reduced
deforestation at the site by 75% from baseline levels — the first time a project in Peru has
reached this milestone. Third-party experts analyzed satellite images and conducted on-theground interviews to measure the project’s actual impact compared to baseline data”
(PF.DR.1).

This calculation is based on avoided deforestation, as determined by applying the methodology
VM0015, “Methodology for Avoided Unplanned Deforestation”. Lang (2013) shows how despite a
historical deforestation rate of 0.12% per year between 1996 and 2001, and 0.36% per year between
2001 and 2006 the conservation organisation managed to increase the baseline deforestation rate to
1% per year using a “Cumulative Deforestation Model”, which is based on a logistic regression curve
rather than linear trend. For example, Figures 9.1 and 9.2 show images from the verification report;
despite most deforestation actually occurring outside of the project area during 2001-2006, a massive
area is projected to be deforested within the project area by 2018. The inflation of the baseline
guaranteed project success, and also resulted in finding zero leakage in the surrounding area since the
project started – only possible due to the significant inflation of the baseline (PF.DR.3).

Figure 10.1: Deforestation in project area 2001 – 2006
Note: source of image: PF.DR.13
236

Deforested area – 2008

Deforested area – 2018

Figure 10.2: Projected deforested area in 2018 compared to deforested area in 2008
Note: source of images: PF.DR.13
Another project which was certified through VCS and CCBA also struggled to inflate the baseline
measure to obtain increased funding. The organisation initially hired a non-profit group to do the
deforestation modelling. However, the results showed a relatively low amount of projected
deforestation. After reviewing the results, the organisation decided that the methodology which had
been applied “did not reflect the real magnitude of threats” (CO.DR.6). They decided to become
directly involved in the process in order to “improve the initial calculations” (ibid). The organisation
claimed that the low projected rates were due to past successful efforts, and that this made it “difficult
to show the deforestation that would have occurred in the absence of conservation actions” (ibid).
“It would have been a great irony if the effectiveness of the efforts by [Conservation
Organisation] to protect the vast expanse of intact forests in the [Protected Area], prevent the
receipt of REDD funds to continue in the future with these successful practices, not because of
a failure in the REDD mechanism, but because of poor design or interpretation of the
deforestation projection model” (CO.DR.6).
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After the unsatisfactory results obtained from the first evaluation, the organisation applied a new
methodology VM007, “REDD+ Methodology Framework”, which allowed them to focus on the
period of 1989-1999 prior to any project activities to create the predictive models, and also factor in
the effects of population growth and road development that likely would have occurred without
establishment of the protected area (CO.DR.6). While from an ethical standpoint, it seems that
projects which have effectively conserved particular areas should perhaps receive more support, from
a carbon offsetting perspective, the additionality of the investment is seriously questioned.
A third project which underwent VCS and CCBA certification in the region also heavily inflated their
baseline to negotiate access to more funding. Figure 10.3 shows the deforestation analysis presented in
the “Project Design Document”, which used historical land use cover change during the 2001 – 2010
period (following VCS methodology VM0015) to calculate projected deforestation in the project area
(green outline in Figure 10.3) for the period 2012 – 2017. The analysis uses a much broader reference
region which spans two provinces (white area in Figure 10.3) to calculate the baseline rate, despite it
containing significantly higher levels of deforestation outside of the project area. As a result, a
projected annual deforestation rate of 0.6% was established for the project area as a baseline for
determining carbon credits and linked funding, despite miniscule deforestation actually occurring in
the project area during the reference period.

2001 – 2005 period

2005 – 2010 period

Figure 10.3: Deforestation in reference region (white) to create baseline for project area (green)
Note: source of images: IB.DR.17; project area was superimposed onto provided deforestation maps
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This same project additionally demonstrated the complex process by which the price paid for each
carbon credit translates into on-the-ground impact. The project manager explained that their
international partner coordinating the corporate investments took 30% for their own administrative
costs, and that their organisation then took an additional 25% of the remaining amount for
administrative costs, leaving only 52.5% of the original funds for direct use in the project (IB.IM.12).
This organisation received carbon offsetting funds in exchange for incentivising farmers to plant trees
in their agroforestry systems. However, the organisation was heavily oriented towards making more
money for their farmers by developing commercialization processes and achieving Forest Stewardship
Council (FSC) Certification. The programme was marketed to farmers as such, called “My
Retirement” (IB.DR.8). When asked what would happen if the farmers cut down all of the trees to sell
them, the project manager responded: “When the tree is growing, it feeds on carbon. When they cut
the wood, this is going to be a benefit because when the plant is no longer young, less carbon is
captured in comparison to a young plant, so it is best to cut it and remove it” (IB.IM.4). The long-term
impacts of the project therefore remain unclear, and potential unintended consequences could arise
from developing the certified timber market and promoting land titling.
Finally, another project using the number of signed conservation agreements and corresponding forest
area committed to conservation as key measures of “success” was conducting surveys to evaluate their
project results at the same time as this study. The organisation claimed 100% success due to none of
their participants having intentionally cut down forest since signing the agreements (only one
accidentally through a neighbour’s fire) (IB.DR.7). However, the results of this study with the same
group of farmers showed that many of them had only enrolled sections of their forest they were not
planning on deforesting anyways, and a few were only temporarily conserving them, but did plan to
expand in the long-term, seriously questioning the additionality of the organisation’s claims. Beyond
the conservation indicators, with respect to the focus on measuring yields and income, Chapters 7-9
already extensively showed how that focus overlooks many other aspects important to well-being, and
that increased private wealth appears to lie at the heart of producing trade-offs between social and
ecological objectives.
The findings of this study are therefore consistent with others who have argued that a focus on
delivering concrete, measurable and verifiable results overlooks important policy impacts amidst
messy local realities which are not so easily measurable or amenable to quantification and
randomisation (Bennett 2016; Adams & Sandbrook 2013; Deaton 2010; Turnhout et al. 2014). Such
quantitative “win-win” gains also risk conveying an “aura of objective truth” (Merry 2011 p. 84) by
concealing how measures were politically constructed and what information was overlooked. Yet,
these methodological technologies and accompanying top-down managerial logic were not only
powerful in what they concealed, but also steered the pathways of projects (cf. Mosse 2004). For
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example, being held accountable to particular quantitative measures risked pushing actors towards
intervention approaches which could maximise those relatively narrow ends, such as through “fortress
models” to secure carbon storage, or agricultural intensification models to achieve yield and income
gains, thus marginalising other interests. (cf. Leach & Scoones 2013).
In addition, the range of different plausible and legitimate “win-win” discourses and all-inclusive
language provided an umbrella of moral imperatives within which many actors could pursue their own
vested interests through preferred means (cf. Büscher & de Beer 2011; Lund et al. 2017). The
enrolling of diverse interests was assisted by vague buzzwords which lacked conceptual precision,
such as language of “empowerment” and “win-win”. This allowed for the joining together of actors
with different interests to build “all-inclusive” coalitions which tied more interests to the project and
dispersed project agency (cf. Li 1999; Mosse 2004; Cornwall & Brock 2005; Fairhead & Leach 1997).
For example, cooperatives interested in increasing yields could pursue cash crop intensification as an
approach to “win-wins”, protected area managers interested in safeguarding biodiversity could enforce
laws and provide livelihood support to pursue “win-wins”, and the state could encourage “sustainable”
economic development as a regional scale “win-win” political project.
The result has been a “new managerialism” in “win-win” conservation associated with a “narrowing
of ends” through specific quantified targets and a “widening of means” (Mosse 2004). Yet, the means
by which projects are pursued are critical for potential outcomes beyond those of immediate interest to
project proponents. Thus, a funding structure which holds actors accountable to particularly narrow
quantitative results risks the perverse effect of facilitating policy narratives of success, whilst failing to
question how problems are framed and solutions are envisioned in the first place (Roe 1991; Keeley &
Scoones 1999; Büscher & de Beer 2011). The attempt to integrate conservation into the agendas of all
actors may therefore paradoxically serve to marginalise conservation concerns through the limited
success of projects whilst failing to question the underlying socioeconomic and political forces at the
heart of social and ecological issues (Hickey & Mohan 2004; Zinngrebe 2016b).

10.3.3. Top-down balance of power
This final section explores the extent to which the mechanisms contributing to a gap between project
intentions/narratives and local realities discussed thus far are underpinned by an imbalance of power
among actors. I argue that powerful actors further their respective discourses and interests through the
performative circularity of associated policy models. First, I show how actors use discourses to justify
the plausibility of top-down designed “win-win” models by appealing to external expertise and
utilising their advantageous position of power and control over resources. Next, I show how actors
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legitimise these models through the positive translation of local contexts by local actors who need to
buy into these models and “sell” their success to global actors to gain status and resources due to
power imbalances. These bolstered global models rely on attaching notions of “success” or “failure” to
particular discourses, as independent from varying contexts or means by which they produce results.
These notions of success circulate among “epistemic communities” which share a political stake in
validating the discourses, thus increasing their plausibility and importation into new contexts (Büscher
2014). It is this circularity of value creation, as sustained by power imbalances and the attachment of
“success” to policy models which appears to ultimately sustain and further the gap between discursive
ideas of how to achieve “win-win” success and the realities of how they play out across local contexts.
Across the 11 projects examined in this study, the majority involved international organisations and/or
donors. The emergence of distinct overlapping “win-win” discourses in the San Martín Region was
therefore inherently linked to related discursive trends at the global scale. Most of the projects
examined in this study were designed exclusively by actors external to communities, and in a few
cases external to Peru. For example, one project was designed in a European country with the
intention to “increase productivity, achieve food security, and reduce climate change by reducing
deforestation and increasing carbon sequestration” (IB.IM.8). The project was heavily rooted in the
incentive-based discourse in assuming that agricultural efficiency gains would naturally translate into
spared forest for biodiversity and carbon gains, and that this would lead to increased food security.
Yet, a project manager describes some of the problematic ways in which the project was designed topdown:
“They put a lot of money into providing training and planting trees, but the farmer is a passive
spectator. They say look at what we have done on your land, take a photo, and send it to
[International Countries]. This is what they do but the farmer cannot replicate it. So, talking
about [Development Agency], all projects fail because they do not ask the farmer, what do you
need? What do you want? Why don’t we agree to do something together? They only impose
projects, of course “very well studied”. They do projects so that European donors will say:
“wow, how nice, yes I like this, we will give you the money” (IB.IM.8).
“The idea is that with higher yields and income, farmers can have greater food security, this is
one of my discrepancies with [Development Agency]. This is achieved by increasing
production, but this does not depend on the farmer, as we now have the lowest price in the
history of coffee… You need an integrated farm that involves planting trees, raising chickens
or guinea pigs, and growing vegetables to sell or consume; this is food security, but
[Development Agency] only works on coffee and nothing else” (IB.IM.8).
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Yet, despite the project manager’s interpretation that the project had not worked well, stage 2 of the
project was already being designed at higher levels, involving similar work but scaling up to include
even more farmers. According to the project manager, “it is crazy because you already have too many
farmers” (IB.IM.8). Despite contradictory project interpretations, the conservation organisation was
able to effectively “sell” their “model to produce more quality coffee with less resources” (IB.DP.13).
“[Development Agency’s] programme found that farmers are motivated to improve production
from existing ﬁelds by adopting climate-smart practices, and that this removes the need to
clear new ﬁelds on higher ground, which in turn reduces deforestation and its associated
carbon emissions. More efﬁcient land use also enables farmers to increase their incomes and
improve their food security by using spare ﬁelds for alternative crops. Importantly, regional
governments are keen to scale up concrete approaches such as this” (IB.DP.17).

This project “success” was designed from the start by intending to provide “concrete examples of how
agricultural drivers can be tackled and thus deforestation reduced without foregoing economic growth
in 3 different countries, to strengthen the case for an international climate regime to include REDD+”
(IB.DR.13). The project design documents were explicit in their hope to “create frameworks for the
uptake of Climate Smart Agriculture at scale to create sustainable landscapes” (IB.DR.13). A carbon
credits component was built into this project specifically with the intention “to generate potential
future revenue stream for the continuation and scaling up of these projects” (IB.DR.13). In this way,
projects were keen to establish “mainstreaming” in itself as a signal of “success” by promising to hone
methodologies to ensure the scaling up of initiatives (cf. Hickey & Mohan 2004). The organisation has
now established a technical platform involving the regional government who has adopted the new
approach (IB.DP.17). The organisation’s power and reputation in having already “supported 80,000+
farmers, making 150,000+ MT of certified coffee, and engaging over 70 companies worldwide”
(IB.DP.12) helped facilitate their ability to establish effective networks critical for scaling up the
approach. It was ultimately in the interest of all actors involved – the development agency to continue
funding their global model, international coffee roasters to reduce operational risks and increase
customer confidence, consumers to drink sustainable coffee guilt-free, local farmer beneficiaries
desiring more agricultural support, and the Peruvian government to meet their commitments to
reducing greenhouse gas emissions – to sustain the policy model by producing narratives of success
which were generated directly from the initial discourse that informed its design, in a circular fashion.
In this way, it is in the interest of both subordinate and powerful actors to “tactically conspire to
misrepresent” (Scott 1990 p. 2).
Another project was based on a top-down design through the creation and enforcement of a protected
area by the state. Within these restrictions, a legal tool “conservation agreements” was negotiated in
order to engage with the population to protect the area (PF.IM.1). This choice of tool to achieve “winwin” results in the protected area was based on the past success and credibility that this same tool had
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already earned on the international stage: “Conservation agreements are an approach that
[Conservation Organisation] has been applying in many countries successfully” (PF.DP.4),
“implemented in 55 areas in Africa, Asia and Latin America, achieving conservation of 3 million
hectares and benefiting more than 100,000 people” (PF.DR.1). The tool was sold as capable of
leveraging the Conservation Organisation’s strengths, which included “Private Sector Engagement and
Monetizing Natural Capital” (PF.DP.18), as well as “pioneering” carbon accounting technology to
“assure a buyer like [International Corporation] that the amount of carbon a forest stores can be
accurately measured” (PF.DP.4). The tool was sold as being highly “participatory” and “bottom-up”
as well as exhibiting additionality for conservation, to “allow the creation of a comprehensive model
for valuing ecosystem services at the local and global levels” (PF.DR.1). The project manager
explained the logic for using conservation agreements, appealing to past successful experienced with
tool globally:
“An invitation arrived from [Conservation Organisation] to engage in conservation
agreements. They are very flexible and work by incentivising people to increase environmental
services by compensating them in a certain way, and the incentive structure attacks the cause
of environmental loss. For example, in Cambodia, farmers deforest for rice, thus, the
Conservation Agreement is to not deforest crocodile nests, and in exchange people will receive
a technical package to support improved rice production and other livelihood support. In Tibet,
in areas where the Panda lives, Conservation Agreements were formed to protect bamboo
areas in exchange for support. In Ecuador, there were problems with deforestation and
terrorism, so they gave support to people to not deforest in exchange for benefits” (PF.IM.1).

Despite the many issues with the implementation of the project described throughout this thesis,
including ongoing social conflicts (mentioned in Section 10.3.1), the project was under heavy pressure
to interpret successful results. For example, since it was the first time that their international corporate
partner had invested in a conservation project using carbon credits, it was a significant risk for their
reputation and thus they were eager to establish success. The organisation was equally keen to
demonstrate success to continue receiving funds (IM.PRO1). Their project interpretation has indeed
been successful, in that since the initial investment, 11 additional businesses have now invested in the
project in order to offset their carbon emissions (PF.IM.2). The project was also a significant risk to
the state, as it was an entirely new form of managing protected areas and required a 14-month long
negotiation process. As a result, both the state and the conservation organisation are keen to establish
the mechanism as a successful model for other protected areas in Peru (PF.IM.2).
The organisation has also successfully marketed the product to sustainable coffee consumers: “Wake
up! When you buy sustainable coffee, you can be confident that your cup of joe is doing more than
just giving you a case of the jitters. [Conservation Organisation] is working with the coffee industry to
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make coffee the world’s first sustainable agriculture commodity” (PF.DP.11). The project also
provides a powerful way for the international corporation to manage its reputation amidst growing
carbon emissions from its new line of cruise ships (indeed, the initial trigger for the voluntary carbon
offset in the first place): “The [International Corporation] is also considering showing films about the
[Conservation Project] on their cruise ships” (PF.DP.13). Thus, it is similarly in the interest of all
actors to sustain the success of the policy model, and the policy model provides the ideal vehicle with
which to mobilise the organisation’s international reputation and powerful networks to further their
preferred discourse.
A final example shows how a project rooted in the community-oriented discourse – a project which
was in the process of attempting to shift their intervention model towards increasingly meaningful
forms of participation – was influenced in their pursuit of obtaining “efficient and long-term
financing” from a REDD+ mechanism (CO.DR.6).
“The loan, extended by [Climate Investment Fund] and secured by more than 8 million carbon
credits, will be used to fund conservation operations of the [Conservation Organisation]…
Under this deal their work will now include the promotion of profitable yet sustainable
livelihood activities such as coffee and cacao production, working with farmer cooperatives on
the borders of the park” (CO.DP.11).

Scarcely had the cacao element of the project begun, and the donor produced a video showing the
success of the entire conservation project due to the cacao element (demonstrated in Section 10.2.2).
Among projects that pragmatically embrace new language to get funds, there is always a risk that over
time legitimising discourses may have pervasive effects (Büscher & de Beer 2011). The broader shift
in the funding landscape of the San Martín Region towards internationally funded multi-million dollar
“win-win” projects, often driven by actors rooted in the incentive-based discourse meant that indeed
many projects emerged from or were influenced by this funding stream and associated discourse. This
included several exclusive community associations which were mainly working in conservation as a
way of mobilising increased agricultural support from government agencies, as increasing funds were
being made available to support “green growth” across the region. In this way, “win-win” projects
tend to reaffirm power relations instead of challenging them at every level, as the underpinning logic
was hidden through the active promotion of policy models (cf. Mosse 2004; Svarstad & Benjaminsen
2017). It is still unclear how the success stories of projects in this region may go on to influence other
project designs as their interpretations become increasingly valuable outside of the “bounded
space/time hierarchies” examined in this research (Büscher 2014 p. 84).
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10.4.

Conclusion

These distinct and coherent “win-win” discourses and the power relations they both reflect and help
sustain therefore lie at the root of the gap between project intentions/narratives and local realities. It is
precisely these “win-win” discourses which are so effective at mobilising inclusive political support
for conservation and development projects across San Martín that are also linked to their downfall, as
their logic breaks down across local settings through hidden contradictions and unrealistic
expectations (cf. Mosse 2004). The current “bottleneck of dialog” and unbalanced power relations
which exist between local perspectives and global discourses allows for the promotion of policy
models and stories which are not held accountable for their local impacts (Evans et al. 2014). The
concluding chapter of this thesis therefore explores possibilities for disrupting these dominant
discourses and reframing the pursuit of joint biodiversity conservation and local well-being in the
region of San Martín, Peru.
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Chapter 11. Conclusions: transforming
“win-win” discourse and reality
My inspiration for this thesis emerged from a feeling of deep unease over two contradictory global
tales – one of success and one of failure. The tale of success abounds among conservation organisation
networks, claiming that “win-win” results are being achieved across diverse settings to constitute
global progress. The tale of failure reveals widespread conflicts, trade-offs and failures in local project
settings alongside unabated global trends of biodiversity loss, climate change and social inequality. I
have sought to become intimately acquainted with both of these tales through interlinked material and
discursive analyses that explore the implications of globally hegemonic “win-win” conservation and
development models in the region of San Martín, Peru.
I began my exploration by examining the agency of local people in project areas – specifically, how
and why they interact with their material surroundings to generate differential social and ecological
outcomes that matter to themselves and external actors. This exploration revealed the role of particular
resources, services, beliefs, values, motivations and capacities in shaping outcomes, uncovering wide
heterogeneity among local actors. However, I did not limit my analysis to this basic explanation of
how outcomes are produced, as this would have ignored the roles and responsibilities of much broader
forces (Harvey 2001; Büscher & Fletcher 2015; Li 2007). Rather, I broadened my analysis to
additionally consider how people’s subjectivities (i.e. beliefs, values, motivations, capacities) and
material practices have become constituted through their dynamic interaction with broader agendas,
structures, practices and material flows. I paid particular attention to the role of particular conservation
and development models, which seek to change people’s behaviours through direct actions, as well as
by instilling various subjectivities. However, I showed that despite their intentions, these efforts
generated a range of material and discursive contradictions and ignored more influential structural
forces (i.e. immanent development; Cowen et al. 1996).
These empirical findings, however, contradicted the “win-win” success stories emerging from
projects, leading me to examine how the plausibility and legitimacy of these “win-win” models is
maintained. I found that “win-win” models in Peru were linked to distinct discourses – incentivebased, protection-focused and community-oriented – that are globally hegemonic in conservation and
development policy and practice. I demonstrated how these global discourses become reconstituted
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and strengthened – not only through direct structural constraints and pressures – but also by shaping
the practices and subjectivities of actors across project levels in ways that caused actors to reproduce
these discourses via success stories. As a result, I intertwine two contradictory global tales of success
and failure into a story of how globally hegemonic “win-win” conservation and development
discourses and linked models manage to retain their status by becoming situated within discursive
micropolitics and material struggles in local settings. These power dynamics result in accumulated
global capital for a relatively narrow conservation and development problem-solution framework that
fundamentally does not question power relations of the broader political economy, and at the same
time, guarantees the continued (re)production of contradictory outcomes across landscapes such as
San Martín, Peru and very likely elsewhere.
In this chapter, I present the major conclusions of this analysis and use this improved understanding of
how and why global “win-win” discourses and models are reinforced in spite of contradictory on-theground project results to explore possibilities for transforming conservation and development policies,
practices and subjectivities in San Martín, Peru. I also consider how this work may contribute to a
broader hegemonic struggle to reclaim the production of sustainable development knowledge and
discourse at a global scale to transform the structures, practices, subjectivities and outcomes they are
linked to.
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11.1.

Main conclusions

My thesis is centrally concerned with the implications of how organisations deploy various practices
to create “environmental” and “developed” subjects. The multiple environmentalities framework has
provided conceptual clarity surrounding distinct strategies for fostering environmental subjectivities
Fletcher 2010, 2017). The burgeoning literature using this framework has argued that
environmentalities should not be conceptualised as unidirectional forces (Cepek 2011; Silva 2015);
rather, people “have the capacity to decide which kind of environmental subjects they would become”
(Cortes-Vazquez & Ruiz-Ballesteros 2018 p. 2; also see Bluwstein 2017; Stinson 2017; Youdelis
2013; Silva 2015; Cepek 2011). My research similarly highlights the unexpected ways in which
heterogeneous local actors resist efforts to being turned into “proper” subjects according to the
intervention logic (cf. Scott 1998; de Certeau 1984). For example, people often stuck to their preexisting subjectivities and simply integrated the shifting opportunities and constraints into their daily
lives in creative ways, such as by dodging restrictions (if capable of doing so), or accepting incentives
while failing to embrace the environmental logic. In some cases, actors transformed project goals for
their own material gain by actively excluding community members to the detriment of conservation
aims. In other cases, people used projects to reinforce their existing subjectivities, such as by
strengthening their environmental values through increased conservation action. Projects rarely
achieved their purported transformative changes (i.e. “destroyer to guardian”), and temporary extrinsic
motivators had only limited effects on reducing deforestation.
Attention to the agency of local people raises the question of why many people rejected attempts to
shift their subjectivities, but a minority embraced changes. Perspectives from social psychology and
sociology reveal how struggles over competing subjectivities are constant. At an individual level,
people constantly struggle between deciding whether to pursue personal gain, avoid uncertain risks, or
contribute to collective concerns (Lindenberg & Steg 2007). At a societal level, individualist,
egalitarian, hierarchical, and fatalist social structures constantly struggle for power, yet each needs the
others to achieve collective social organisation (Douglas 1978; Thompson et al. 1990). This raises the
question of how community members can best negotiate among conflicting forms of motivation to
strengthen collective environmental governance. Indeed, the failure of dominant strategies seems to be
linked to organisations imposing fairly narrow views of subjectivities instead of facilitating people to
struggle among competing subjectivities to build collective meaning. For example, efforts to increase
crop yields or impose restrictions may prove fundamentally difficult for local actors to articulate with
more egalitarian concerns. However, if the self-interested subjectivity is broadened to include the
contribution of forests to healthy water provision, or a restriction is perceived as protective of people’s
long-term interests, then possibilities for articulations may emerge. My findings point to the
importance of autonomy, affective experiences, social relations and moral agency beliefs in supporting
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people to internalise and strengthen environmental values (cf. Ryan & Deci 2000; Haller et al. 2018;
Singh 2015).
In considering how people’s subjectivities shape their conservation practices, there has been a
tendency to only focus on motivations for conservation via various environmentalities and much less
attention to motivations against conservation via various developmentalities. Yet, any attempt to
understand how multiple motivations may become articulated in the formation of new governance
arrangements must equally heed the implications of both of these forms. In the literature, the term
“developmentality” has been used to refer to a rationality of government which seeks to shape its
subjects in ways which constrain their self understanding and cause them to adopt policies and values
– primarily neoliberal ones (Lie 2004; Ilcan & Phillips 2010). However, there has been no attention to
how various development policies and practices seek to engender distinct forms of subjectivity.
Schwartz (1992, 2012) provides a useful typology to consider how projects may seek to shape human
values in distinct ways, including: 1) self-enhancement (i.e. hedonism, achievement, power) vs. selftranscendence (i.e. universalism, benevolence) and 2) openness to change (i.e. self-direction,
stimulation) vs. resistance to change (i.e. security, conformity, tradition). All of these forms of
developmentality can be seen as disciplinary governmentality in how they reinforce or internalise
particular values; however those that involve the direct provision of benefits can also be seen as
neoliberal (Foucault 2008).
This framework provides a map for thinking about how particular developmentalities may foster
various subjectivities. For example, interventions may pursue well-being by enhancing social care or
fostering environmental care – both of which seek to enhance self-transcendent values, but do so
through a focus on different values (social vs. environmental). In contrast, other programmes may
foster self-enhancement by using material incentives to bring about an action considered to be
personal, social or environmental. Developmentalities may foster openness to change when they
effectively strengthen agency beliefs, or resistance to change when they seek to increase people’s
feeling of dependence on either material or natural resources, such as by feeling threatened that they
will lose those resources. Crucially, my work demonstrates the potential dangers of framing wellbeing in terms of self-enhancement and the power of framing it in terms of self-transcendence.
Resistance or openness to change may potentially have positive or negative effects depending on how
they articulate with notions of self-enhancement or self-transcendence. My findings suggest that
analyses of conservation and development approaches need to more precisely theorise how all
elements of projects seek to shape people’s subjectivities, as well as potential synergies and conflicts
among them. It may even be useful to produce a single framing (i.e. “win-winmentality”) to co-opt the
power of win-win language to more readily differentiate among various intervention forms.
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My findings are consistent with efforts to advance a new form of “bottom-up” politics by
demonstrating how local adaptable co-management systems can function effectively (e.g. Ostrom
1990; Berkes 2009; Haller et al. 2016). Yet, this approach has centred on the agency of local people in
specific settings and thus has done little to transform broader funding and accountability structures
that are fundamentally unsupportive of these flexible long-term approaches. In addition, these
discourses frame local people as responsible to solve conservation and poverty problems by
converting themselves into “environmental” and “developed” subjects (Ilcan & Phillips 2010;
Pyysiäinen et al. 2017). This leads to a “responsibalization” discourse where people are assembled as
the agents who must actively contribute to positive local and global changes (ibid). While local agency
is clearly important, if this is romanticised above structural forces, such as by arguing that people have
the creative capacity to convert imposed projects to pursue their own agendas, or to build their own
agenda bottom-up, the conservation and development agenda will always struggle to extend beyond
the significance of disperse local settings (Fletcher & Büscher 2017). Meanwhile, these local settings
may struggle to pursue their agendas amidst both contradictory intentional and immanent development
forces. Yet it is often not politically viable to shape these forces in transformative ways.
The remainder of my thesis therefore sought to attend to these broader dynamics in order to extend
beyond the limitations of this local agency-focused view. One critical commonly overlooked element
is the role of macro-level political economic forces in driving change across local settings (Angelsen
& Kaimowitz 1999; Rudel et al. 2009b). In San Martín, migration patterns in the study communities
were driven primarily by market profitability; people were leaving communities marked by coffee rust
disease and entering more lucrative cacao zones. The illegal land trafficking network continues to
efficiently distribute large swathes of land to migrants from the northern Andes and coast. My analysis
identified higher privately held forested area and wealth as two principal drivers of increased
deforestation. At the same time, people’s subjectivities such as their intrinsic motivations for
conservation, materialistic values and perceived need to expand substantially mediated their
interaction with these material flows (though with contradictions still emerging through mechanisms
such as moral disengagement; see Bandura 2002). Beyond intervention influences, these subjectivities
are also heavily shaped by many socialising forces in society, such as education, media, family,
religion and politics. Gramsci's (1971) similarly theorised how hegemonic forces are used to spread
ideologies; while he was focused more on state influence, this influence is now supranational, with a
new global “empire” based around international capital flows, treaties, media, institutions,
interventions and even large non-governmental organisations, resulting in a diffuse network of power
(Hardt & Negri 2001). By recognising the role of processes of wealth and resource distribution and
how people’s subjectivities are shaped by and shape these material flows, I heed the importance of
combining both Marxist and Foucauldian notions of power to understand how outcomes are produced
(cf. Peet 2002; Ekers & Loftus 2008).
253

Within this broader network of forces shaping society, the ability of relatively short-term interventions
to shape people’s subjectivities is substantially limited, as biodiversity aid is relegated to a minute
portion of overall global activity (Miller 2014). The turn towards collaborations with businesses has
substantially expanded that pie, but it remains relatively insignificant overall, and arguably has come
at a substantial cost, with much of the project expansion increasingly based on neoliberal logic (Arsel
& Büscher 2012; MacDonald 2010). The overwhelming failure of current approaches to conservation
and development to substantially address global biodiversity loss, climate change and social inequality
necessitates a new form of transformative global politics. A major portion of my thesis therefore
sought to understand how – despite contradictory local realities – the hegemony of these “win-win”
conservation and development models remains unquestioned. I found that project discourses and
practices in Peru were rooted in globally hegemonic “win-win” discourses which extended deep into
global structures – within which they were replicated and reinforced. These discourses appeared to be
even more important in shaping project outcomes than the specific strategies applied, as they very
much shaped how they were applied. For example, protection-focused projects implemented
participatory approaches as a technical afterthought, whereas they were more central to communityoriented projects. The remainder of this section therefore draws together the main conclusions
regarding how power operates to sustain the global hegemony of these models in the face of
overwhelming contradictions. Based on these conclusions, I then outline potential points of
intervention to transform these relations in Section 11.2.
The discourse analysis demonstrated how power operates in multiple reinforcing ways and that key
actors play a central role in facilitating the flow of discourse between local and global settings. In the
most direct sense, power operates by directly constraining project choices through predominantly
international and national funding streams. This funding comes linked to various agendas, desired
measurable outcomes and preferred project models, making organisations dependent on fulfilling
these duties to obtain funding in a competitive environment. Due to pressures to demonstrate success,
the entire project accountability chain actively worked to produce “sugar-coated” accounts of project
outcomes at every level to “sell” success to donors (cf. Büscher 2014; Mosse 2004; Svarstad &
Benjaminsen 2017). These dynamics led to a discursive simplification from local to global scales,
which offered up powerful accounts of “win-win” change that international actors could then actively
wield to justify and expand current work. Donors also took an active role in translating results to fit
their own discourse by only requesting certain information and producing their own powerful
discursive vehicles, such as project videos and websites. These discourses circulated among epistemic
communities, where actors in Peru could use these stories to justify developing similar projects even
before the previous project upon which it was predicated had demonstrated any outcomes (cf. Büscher
2014). These global conservation actors were subject to their own dependent relationship on broader
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neoliberal governance structures, as they had to prove relevance to those logics in order take
advantage of these funding sources (Arsel & Büscher 2012).
This explanation of direct power dynamics, however, did not account for why project managers often
failed to recognise project contradictions and did not pressure donors to change their models and
assumptions. Conservationists may sometimes appeal to logics pragmatically, but they also strongly
value achieving their intended outcomes (Sandbrook et al. 2013). Expanding to a less direct notion of
power, global “win-win” discourses patterned the structures of organisations and donor-organisation
relationships in ways which imposed constraints on acceptable practice and possible problem-solution
frameworks. For example, globally circulating notions of how to improve “rigour” of project design
and monitoring to guarantee success prioritised quantitative assessments of specific outcomes (i.e.
measurementality logic; Turnhout et al. 2014). This call for rigour was promoted alongside a call for
increased accountability, despite failing to acknowledge how monitoring for accountability can crowd
out learning purposes (Valters 2014). This tension was worsened when projects were meant to gather
evidence for how to successfully scale up their effort, as the model could only be partly tweaked to
avoid branding the original project a failure. Once project models were widespread they paradoxically
no longer needed to “prove” their success (as that was evidence enough). In addition, many funding
structures were relatively short-term and/or locked into particular models (e.g. conservation
agreements, certification, protected areas) and measurable aims, further constraining project learning
and adaptability. Yet, the illusion of critically probing assumptions and rigorously monitoring change
contributed to the belief that enough was being done to “objectively” demonstrate success.
Yet, these power dynamics still did not fully explain why project managers did not recognise the
contradictory outcomes emerging in local project settings. To understand this dynamics required
drawing upon Foucault’s governmentality concept and dispersed notion of power (Foucault 1978,
2008). While projects sought to shape the environmentalities and developmentalities of project actors,
they were not only wielding these as tools, but in fact embodied these same mentalities themselves. In
the context of Peru, many project managers actively embraced the underlying discourse of their
project models, openly discussing challenges, but blaming them on issues with implementation, as
opposed to fundamentally challenging the logic; thus “solving” challenges by increasing funding for
the approach. As a result of embracing these relatively narrow problem-solution frameworks, they
believed that “win-win” results were achievable and thus put themselves under enormous pressure to
demonstrate to themselves, their organisations and others that indeed they are capable. This reflects
another form of “responsibalization” (Pyysiäinen et al. 2017), in that project managers were made
responsible to resolve problems created by broader governance systems by working mainly with
smallholders in localised areas of deforestation, rather than holding a broader range of actors and
systemic forces morally responsible and accountable.
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These “win-win” discourses also operated through project managers by shaping their everyday
practices for constructing reality. Projects adopted calculative practices to track success which were
directly informed by their problem and solution framing, and ultimately served to reinforce it (cf.
Callon 2006). For example, material incentives appeared particularly successful precisely because
success was defined based on the understanding that farmers were degrading the environment because
they didn’t have enough money to fulfil their basic needs and adopt sustainable practices. As a result,
this relatively narrow discourse managed to maintain coherence and plausibility while overlooking
effects such as marginalised families excluded from benefits and the link between greater wealth and
deforestation. Precisely because project evaluations tended to be participant-centric and less focused
on how and why outcomes came about, they often did not recognise how they were attracting actors
who more so fit the criteria for success from an environmentality and/or developmentality perspective
(cf. Li 1999; Appadurai 2004; Mosse 2004). Limited project funds exacerbated this dynamic, as
projects only needed to enrol a certain number of people in each community to meet their goals,
obtaining a highly filtered view of local settings. As a result of these dynamics, project managers
became key agents re(producing) globally successful models through the way that globally hegemonic
discourse shaped their subjectivities and practices.
The focus thus far on how these globally hegemonic “win-win” discourses act on, through and by the
agency of people involved in projects would overlook how these discourses themselves are packed
into globally attractive frames amidst broader societal discourses. Indeed, regardless of the differences
among the three main “win-win” discourses on the ground, in international promotional materials
narratives embodied particular elements which made them especially attractive and easy to circulate.
A central element was that all discourses were rooted in some partial truth of human nature, thus
allowing problem and solution framings to legitimise why that view of human nature is acceptable.
While in some cases these discourses gained strength through opposing alternative problem/solution
framings, in many cases discourses sought to assimilate the logics and practices of other discourses in
order to appear more holistic. Protection-focused projects most actively needed to do so in order to
appeal to “win-win” logic. With diverse strategies implemented in any setting, it was relatively easy
for actors to create causal accounts which best suited their discourse. The crafting of these stories was
aided by “win-win” ideology (cf. Igoe & Croucher 2007; McAfee 1999), all-inclusive language (cf.
Mosse 2005; Büscher & de Beer 2011) and the active promotion of spectacular images and metaphors
portraying people and organisations as champions (cf. Cornwall & Brock 2005; Igoe et al. 2010).
These dynamic relations of opposition and assimilation may perpetuate a sense that globally
hegemonic “win-win” models reflect the major choices to debate, even though they all sit within a
relatively narrow problem-solution framing.
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The dynamics discussed thus far help explain why these discourses persist across scales; however,
they do not sufficiently explain why local people living in these project areas do not resist these
projects more actively. In San Martín, only in one of the 11 project sites (in a protected area) had
conflict broken out, orchestrated by well-connected and wealthy local leaders involved in illegal land
and timber trafficking (Reaño 2017). They managed to temporarily halt park management activities by
mobilising the local Rondas Campesinas – a widespread network of civil society groups aimed at selfprotection and vigilance (Nuñez Palomino 1996), although this struggle did not reach beyond Peruvian
news outlets. In most cases, communities were not very well organised to resist projects. For material
incentive projects, many actors interpreted possibilities to obtain benefits as good, reinforcing an
individualistic notion of well-being and potentially hindering resistance for moral reasons (cf. Sullivan
2006; McCauley 2006). Yet, many people were nonetheless disillusioned from the onslaught of past
unfulfilled development promises and were highly suspicious of the motives of external actors. Thus,
the failure of past efforts paradoxically seemed to discipline actors into being more likely to passively
accept new failures as simply the way things work, with little connection to actors they trusted to share
their complaints. Organisations controlled the interaction between outside actors and local people; this
was easy given the time constraints of these actors and difficulty to reach inaccessible communities.
As a result of all of these dynamics (and no doubt many others), a complex web of power was
constructed to reinforce these globally hegemonic “win-win” discourses across all scales. It was
ultimately in almost everyone’s interest to channel success stories upward to reinforce dominant
discourses, and channel power downward in the form of direct pressures and the indirect shaping of
structures, norms, practices and subjectivities in ways that would reproduce these discourses. Even
though discourses were largely unsuccessful at shaping the subjectivities of local actors as intended,
this did not matter. It was not a question of whether projects succeeded, but rather how success was
produced (Mosse 2004). All of these dynamics made it very difficult for project actors to step outside
of their problem-solution framing box to pursue alternative agendas. The production of research
questioning these project models and assumptions does not seem to have been able to effectively
permeate these power structures to date. This may be related to researchers themselves being
“disciplined” into producing knowledge targeted to narrow ends relevant to their discipline, adopting
the most “rigorous” practices given the norms of their discipline, targeting impact towards publication
effort in inaccessible journals in often inaccessible language, and often failing to produce knowledge
in ways which enhance its salience, credibility, legitimacy and impact (Cash et al. 2003). As a result,
the fragmented knowledge base, division among researchers and practitioners, and ideological
polarisation among narrowly framed possibilities for conservation and development practice seem to
work against possibilities for transformational change.

257

The risk is that while many local interventions may be distracted with trying to solve the most
immediate visible problems, and the literature is preoccupied with verifying the success of such efforts
using relatively narrow lenses of examination, the root causes of systemic injustices may go ignored.
This may enable the continued creation of the very “problems” which interventions must then seek to
redress (e.g. redistributing income, improving quality of life, enhancing intrinsic moral motivations).
Furthermore, if the narratives which surround these local “win-win” interventions both over-attribute
blame for the problem to certain actors and behaviours (e.g. the poorer deforester over the wealthier
consumer – Kaimowitz & Angelsen 1998; Gutman 2001) and reify the success stories emerging from
them, these powerful “win-win” narratives may serve to reinforce a notion of global progress and
inhibit recognition of the need for more systemic large scale interventions (Lougheed et al. 2016). This
political discourse may serve to hold those intending to fix problems overly-accountable for resolving
issues and thus blamed when they fail, reflecting a pervasive logic of responsibalization (Pyysiäinen et
al. 2017) which detracts moral culpability away from actors at the root of generating systemic socioecological ill-being.
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11.2.

Transforming “win-win” discourse and reality

The conclusions of this thesis invariably lead to the question – well, what should be done then?
Critical scholars adept at deconstructing present taken for granted circumstances are often resistant to
providing such practical recommendations, legitimately worried they will end up simply exacerbating
the very issues they critique (e.g. Li 2007). Foucault took an even more extreme position; he saw
power as so dispersed that it is nearly impossible to confront: “where there is power, there is
resistance, and yet, or rather consequently, this position is never in a position of exteriority in relation
to power” (Foucault 1978 p. 94). Yet, at the same time Foucault recognised that “discourse transmits
and produces power; it reinforces it, but also undermines and exposes it, renders it fragile and makes it
possible to thwart (ibid p. 101). Gramsci's (1971) notion of hegemony is compatible with this
emphasis on discourse, as he sees it as constituting social cohesion “by way of practices, techniques,
and methods which infiltrate minds and bodies” (Smart 1994 p. 210). Discourse therefore joints
together power and knowledge and traps people in “webs of meaning” (Geertz 1973), yet at the same
time people hold individual agency that contains possibilities for confronting this source of power
(Gramsci 1971).
To translate the analyses of this thesis into possibilities for transformative politics, the work of Laclau
& Mouffe provides important insight. Laclau & Mouffe (1985) see people and their practices as
constructed through discourse, with hegemony resting on those constructions; this enables possibilities
for people to express their agency to resist these discourses (Howarth 2010). Discourses gain power as
“a particular social force assumes representation of a totality that is radically incommensurable with
it” (Laclau & Mouffe 1985 p. x). In this way, “chains of equivalence”, which allow single discourses
to joint together and stand in for a plurality of discourses, act to cement various formations of complex
social relations through every day discursive and material practices (ibid p. 130). In the context of
global “win-win” discourses, this analysis has demonstrated how various chains of equivalence have
been constructed which cement particular groups of actors together in formations that overlook a
multitude of micro-contradictions across scales. As these hegemonic discourses become increasingly
reified and fixed in these constellations of practices, actors, relations, the fixity that results (i.e. the
taken-for-granted discourse) generates power by way of repressing alternative imaginaries (Mumby &
Stohl 1991). Yet, due to these discourses always being incomplete, contingent, and inherently
containing incommensurability, they are vulnerable to struggle and resistance by counter-hegemonic
interventions (Mouffe 2013).
Mouffe (2013) arrives at the conclusion that counter-hegemonic interventions must directly confront
those institutions that are complicit in reproducing the interlinked hegemonic discourses and structures
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in order to achieve radical transformation; it’s not enough to simply organise new forms of existence
on the outskirts of dominant structures. Much effort to improve social and ecological outcomes centres
around “post-development” and “degrowth” propositions (Escobar 2015); yet, these both tend to sit at
the fringes of the global capitalist economy. Degrowth advocates often fail to use forms of language or
argument that are seen as convincing by the mainstream which holds fundamentally different
ideological positions. Post-development projects often entail small-scale community-based initiatives
seeking more socially and ecologically just economic relations (e.g. Gibson-Graham 2006; Berkes
2009). These efforts have been successful at enacting forms of resistance in small pockets of the
economy, but have largely been unsuccessful at challenging the dominant status quo. Other initiatives
have gained broader traction, such as cash transfer programs (CTPs) (Hanlon 2009); however, these
can also be seen as unquestioning of broader neoliberal governance structures (Saad-Filho 2015). If
CTPs operate within neoliberal logic they could even be counter-productive to environmental agendas
if economic redistribution spurs economic growth and linked degradation (Heerink et al. 2001;
Degutis 2013; Ostry et al. 2014; Scruggs 1998).
Mouffe (2013) also suggests that counter-hegemonic interventions are not successful when they
simply unveil “true reality” or “real interests” (p. 79), but rather should also analyse how various
political forces and social actors construct meaning. Through my analysis, I came to a similar
conclusion in finding that the ability of projects to construct successful narratives did not seem to be
very heavily dependent on their on-the-ground results. Yet, the principle form of knowledge produced
to inform conservation and development by researchers and practitioners alike is material analysis of
project outcomes to assess effectiveness. Amidst widespread policy failures, the response has been to
double down on this approach by producing increasingly more scientifically rigorous evidence using
gold standard quantitative methods (e.g. evidence-based conservation – Sutherland et al. 2004; Segan
et al. 2011) and cross-disciplinary attempts to better understand how to achieve individual behaviour
changes (e.g. solution-oriented conservation social science – Watts 2017; St John et al. 2010; Cowling
2014). The findings of this thesis indicate that these efforts may actually be counter-productive to a
more transformative form of politics by parcelling knowledge into increasingly smaller packages,
which furthers divisions among conservation actors based on different understandings of what
knowledge is useful and how.
Finally, Mouffe (2013) calls for a double moment of disarticulation (i.e. contesting the common sense
of the given order) and re-articulation (i.e. politically constructing an alternative to the given order). In
other words, it’s not enough to simply confront a discourse without offering a compelling alternative
with the potential to restructure power relations. This re-articulation must construct discourses that
directly challenge existing networks of power from within by creating new chains of equivalence,
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thereby creating new unities where divisions previously existed. In the context of global “win-win”
conservation and development discourse, this entails confronting institutions directly that are
complicit in reproducing hegemonic discourses and structures to forge new alliances out of the
numerous divisions, in opposition to a mutual adversary. This begs the question – what sort of
knowledge could effectively destabilise taken for granted hegemonic global “win-win” discourses and
assumptions, and at the same time construct chains of equivalence that have the power to unite
presently divided groups?
In the rest of this section, I outline my proposed intervention. I do not offer recommendations in the
form of specific policies or practices. I instead call for a new political discourse surrounding what
knowledge should be produced to inform transformative socio-ecological intervention and how and
why it should be produced. This effort would need to directly confront the independent claims to
rigorous knowledge across various fields and engage in agonistic debate over what each subjective
framing ignores and the implications. Such debates could forge new linkages among divided fields to
reclaim a new accepted discourse of rigorous knowledge for systemic transformation. In the
introduction of this thesis, I presented five conceptual lenses that together highlight some limitations
of many claims to knowledge that are widely accepted as “rigorous” in particular fields. I am by no
means the first person to produce knowledge by seeking to widen the approach to these lenses
simultaneously; however, I provide the first clear articulation of such a framework. In this sense, my
thesis already acts as a mini-intervention by demonstrating the type of insights which can be gleaned
from a more holistic approach to knowledge production in a way that is both globally and locally
relevant. At the same time, this framework is by no means definitive; it will benefit from constant
critical engagement to identify additional lenses, push the boundaries of each lens, and more deeply
understand trade-offs.
How might the production of this form of knowledge transform conservation and development
policies and practice in San Martín, Peru? My research demonstrated how widening the scope of ends
reveals how particular intervention strategies only appear successful when framing ends in narrow
terms. When these ends were widened, the scope of means directly linked to broader social and
ecological benefits narrowed (i.e. self-transcending over self-enhancing values and collective over
private management of resource flows). Through building multiple layers of explanation of why
outcomes were produced, I exposed the limitations of dominant intervention strategies. To
constructively explore these issues with leaders from communities, organisation, universities and
government, I organised a two-day dialogue event in San Martín in 2017. Presentations and
discussions focused on problematic assumptions related to participation (who becomes involved and
why?), incentives (how incentives shape motivations?), monitoring (how interventions interpret
“success”?), and power (how power is balanced among actors?). This event aimed to facilitate actors
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to question their assumptions (including my own); however, in practice actors focused more on
promoting their work and forging new connections than reflecting and learning. Simply being exposed
to information that questioned people’s assumptions was not sufficient. Drawing upon Mouffe’s
(2013) insights, it may be more effective to facilitate people to explore the complex power relations
which underpin how and why they construct meaning in more intimate small group settings.
Such efforts will likely remain highly constrained in their effects, however, unless broader limiting
discourses and structures also shift. It is therefore necessary to further the exploration of linkages
between intervention material and discursive practices and outcomes and global discourses and power
relations in other settings. Several authors have already made valuable contributions (e.g. Ferguson
1994; Scott 1998; Mosse 2005; Li 2007; Büscher 2013; Leach & Scoones 2015). However, what is
missing is dual attention to the modes of measurement seen as credible and legitimate by project
actors, and the co-production of this knowledge with those actors to enhance its transformative
potential (Cash et al. 2003; Page et al. 2016). Yet, such transformative knowledge is likely to
fundamentally question the power and legitimacy of dominant actors and models, thus there is a need
to better understand how to undertake such knowledge production (Swart et al. 2014). The effects may
potentially be most transformative if research can effectively engage high-level international donors
and institutions in ways which promote in-depth critical reflection and social learning (Buckley et al.
2015; Ison et al. 2015).
It is equally important to co-produce knowledge with researchers on how and why they attempt to
generate knowledge to inform conservation and development. Researchers are heavily influenced by
the accepted “truths” of their discipline, including the acceptable approach to all five lenses (i.e. ends,
valuation, means, causality and purpose). A discursive intervention in academia therefore entails
revealing hidden power dynamics which underlie different researcher subjectivities and practices. For
example, co-production experts commonly assume getting all stakeholders together will produce the
most useful and transformative knowledge, thus overlooking how stakeholders’ need to produce a
solution will often narrow the ends and means perceived to be relevant, thus inhibiting its
transformative potential (e.g. Swart et al. 2014). Similarly, “rigour” is often narrowly interpreted in
terms of causality despite this framing often ignoring the implications of narrowing both the ends and
means of produced knowledge. Research that simultaneously pursues rigour in all of these lenses (and
others) may have the potential to forge new social alliances across traditional disciplinary disjunctures
to support a new form of politics that is more capable of confronting even broader hegemonic forces
that do not presently intend socio-ecological improvement. Within such a concerted effort, the real
power for transformational change may lie in making the many hidden contradictions explicit and over
time resolved through new discourse, structures, subjectivities and practices which reconfigure current
power relations.
262

11.3.

Final reflections

The emergence of material and discursive contradictions in conservation and development
intervention sites in the region of San Martín, Peru is perhaps unsurprising. In many ways, these same
contestations, trade-offs and failed objectives have been playing out through similar project models
worldwide for decades (McShane et al. 2011; Salafsky 2011; Sunderland et al. 2008; Roe et al. 2013;
Wunder 2001). Yet in spite of this, the hegemonic status of these “win-win” models appears to be
growing, now backed by increased funding from private sector engagement (MacDonald 2010). My
thesis has staged a mini-intervention by revealing some of the complex power dynamics which
underpin how and why hegemonic “win-win” discourses become reinforced despite contradictory
project effects in northern Peru. Drawing upon diverse disciplines and spanning numerous dualities
(e.g. social/ecological, material/discursive, structure/agency, local/global, interactive/constitutive,
quantitative/qualitative, male/female), I have sought to connect micro-scale conservation and
development politics to globally hegemonic discourses. I found that struggling over these dualities and
revealing their hidden contradictions in itself is critical for fostering a “critical consciousness” (Freire
1973) that may have the potential create new spaces for interpreting what conservation and
development interventions could entail.
In this final section, I reflect on my own struggle as a researcher attempting to span these dualities in
order to construct meaning. My mini-intervention is by no means a blueprint for the sort of knowledge
I am advocating for; rather, it is one example (among many others) of the form of producing
knowledge which I believe holds transformative potential for conservation and development. My
attempt to widen the ends was still limited in many ways; for example, I relied on single self-reported
measures of people’s outcomes; long-term ethnographic studies alongside subjective and more direct
measures may prove even more insightful. My attempt to embrace methodological pluralism was
admittedly challenging; I struggled to handle the large amount of qualitative data I collected and thus
my analysis in chapters 6-8 is slightly more biased toward quantitative data. I hope to partly rectify
this by further analysing the rich qualitative data in the future to reveal additional insights. I sought to
widen the means in a number of insightful directions, though invariably ignoring others. In particular,
it would be useful to more deeply explore the role of immanent developmental forces and underlying
power dynamics and discourses in the production of outcomes, particularly related to how motivations
are constructed and resources are distributed. Determining causality was similarly a substantial
struggle, as my quantitative models only predicted correlations and not causality; here I sought to fill
the gaps with my in-depth qualitative data, however my interpretation was also no doubt heavily
influenced by my own biases. Finally, as already discussed above, my largest struggle of all entailed
attempting to co-produce elements of the work to enhance its impact, such as through participatory
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approaches, collaboration with Peruvian research assistants and the dialogue event I organised in
2017, given my limited experience and the additional time and resources it required amidst the
pressure of a four-year PhD timeline.
The production of knowledge with the capacity to transform how conservation and development
operate is an ongoing project. My findings call for a localised intervention in San Martín in the form
of developing approaches which support the bottom-up construction of more complex discourses and
governance arrangements to “champion democratic, egalitarian, and non-hierarchical forms of natural
management in which local people enjoy a genuinely participatory (if not self-mobilising) role”
(Fletcher, 2010: pg. 178; also see Haller et al. 2016; Hickey & Mohan 2004). However, I do not overly
romanticise the agency of local actors and recognise how they are situated in a complex constellation
of power that constrains their possible actions. Thus, at the same time I call for a much broader
intervention which targets what is seen as legitimate knowledge to inform approaches to socioecological intervention across scales, and attention to how it is produced. The aim of this intervention
is to offer a potential way forward to overcome the many disjunctures which have made the field more
focused on debating each other than directing attention to confronting broader socio-ecological
implications of how the global political economy is structured. My suggestion heeds the power of
discourse to shape policies, practices, techniques and subjectivities and how they interact with material
and structural dimensions to generate socio-ecological outcomes (Foucault 1980). I hope that the miniintervention of this thesis makes some small contribution towards advancing the calls of many others
to further global governance that recognises that “all social projects are ecological projects and vice
versa” (Harvey 1993 p. 39).
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Figure A9: Principal component analyses (PCAs) for wealth and value orientations
Wealth PCA
Indicator

Description

Total annual income

Total reported income during past year (in Peruvian Soles; 1 PEN = $0.31 USD)

House infrastructure

Recorded features of house infrastructure (1-5 scale based on visual criteria)

Household goods

Recorded features of household goods (1-5 scale based on visual criteria)

Household equipment

Recorded features of household equipment (1-5 scale based on visual criteria)

Daily wage labour

Total reported number of days worked as wage labour during past year divided by
the number of working members of the household

Dependency ratio

Number of dependants / number of productive household members

Recent major loss event

0 = no major loss during past 5 years; 1 = reported major loss during past 5 years

PC1 (explains 37% of variance): Wealth PC - higher overall annual income, better scores on all visual
household criteria, less days worked as insecure daily wage labour
PC2 (explains 16% of variance): Economic pressure PC - lower annual income, higher dependency ratio
and more major loss events (note: graph shows reverse orientation for this PC)
!341

Figure A9: Continued
Value orientations PCA
Indicator

Description

Ecological vision

Number of ecological outcomes mentioned in personal and community vision

Material vs. ecological values

Whether chose material or ecological option in trade-off scenario

Ecological vs. social values

Whether chose social or ecological option in trade-off scenario

Willingness to donate

Appropriate donation amount suggested in community project scenario

Hoarding behaviour

Percentage of beans allocated to personal family during scenario

Desire to help poor

Percentage of beans allocated to the five poorest families during scenario

PC1 (explains 23% of variance): Materialistic PC - hoarded more for own family, helped poor less,
sought personal gain over social and ecological outcomes
PC2 (explains 20% of variance): Social-over-eco PC - hold more prosocial values, less interested in
ecological and to some extent material outcomes (note: graph shows reverse orientation for this PC)
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Figure A10: Construction of relative ecological footprint score for households
Indicator

Description

Travel impact

Carbon impact of reported frequency of different types of travel during a typical month,
including: motorcycle, car, bus and plane, calculated using the Camden Council Emissions
by Transport Type: https://www.theguardian.com/environment/datablog/2009/sep/02/
carbon-emissions-per-transport-type

Food impact

Level of household food production for consumption reported, summing across all major
food categories (note: higher level = lower impact since purchase less externally)

Diet impact

Reported frequency of meat and dairy sources consumed during a typical month

Packaging impact

Amount of money (in Peruvian Soles; 1 PEN = $1 USD) spent on packaged food purchased
from the store during a typical month

Electricity impact

Amount paid on electricity during a typical month (in Peruvian Soles)

Material purchases
impact

Total number of major material purchases across several categories during the past year,
including: clothing, furniture, kitchen appliances, cosmetics, electronics, farm equipment,
transport and house improvements

Note: Since only relative scores mattered across households, all scores were orientated so that higher score = higher
ecological footprint, standardised and then averaged to obtain the final index; See the Appendix, Figure A3 for all
specific survey questions pertaining to these measures
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Household food security
Model 1. Food Security PC (principal component)

wealth (29.6%)

social services quality (22.8%)

altitude (16.7%)

ecosystem services quality (10.6%)

Model 2. Presence of food shortage (binomial, 0 = no food shortage, 1 = food shortage)

interviewer (33.6%)

wealth (18.3%)

social services quality (17.6%)

ecosystem services quality (7.8%)

Model 3. Psychological food security

wealth (36.7%)

altitude (25.2%)

ecosystem services quality (13.6%)

off farm income (10%)

Figure A11: Partial dependence plots for the four strongest predictors of food security and well-being
models using Boosted Regression Trees
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Household food security (continued)
Model 4. Dietary quality (average perspective)

social services quality (25.1%)

altitude (17.6%)

wealth (16.4%)

ecosystem services quality (12.6%)

Model 5. Dietary quality (male perspective)

social services quality (22.4%)

altitude (17.8%)

total food production (13.1%)

wealth (11.2%)

Model 6. Dietary quality (female perspective)

social services quality (30.1%)

wealth (30%)

off farm income (16.3%)

Figure A11: Continued
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ecosystem services quality (14%)

Household well-being
Model 7. Household well-being (average perspective)

food security (17.8%)

natural resource access (13.3%)

altitude (13%)

wealth (11.5%)

Model 8. Household well-being (male perspective)

food security (15.5%)

wealth (15.5%)

natural resource access (13.2%)

well-being framing (male) (13%)

Model 9. Household well-being (female perspective)

altitude (17.4%)

education level (male) (16.8%)

social participation (avg.) (15%)

food security (13.6%)

Model 10. Household ill-being (binomial: 0=poor qualitative score; 1=medium qualitative score)

materialistic (male) (16.3%)

materialistic (female) (15.5%)

wealth (14.7%)

natural resource access (13.8%)

Model 11. Household well-being (binomial: 0=medium qualitative score; 1=good qualitative score)

well-being framing (19.6%)

altitude (9.8%)

food security (9.5%)

Figure A11: Continued
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cash crop income (9.1%)

Household well-being (continued)
Model 12. Quality of family relationships

natural resource access (15.6%)

altitude (12.7%)

materialistic (male) (12.7%)

age (avg.) (10%)

Model 13. Sense of autonomy

education level (male) (19.9%)

altitude (14.3%)

education (female) (13.2%)

natural resource access (9.5%)

wealth (19.9%)

social participation (male) (14.4%)

Model 14. Sense of progress

food security (20.4%)

altitude (9.9%)

Model 15. Life satisfaction

well-being framing (avg.) (25.3%)

wealth (16.6%)

altitude (12.9%)

Figure A11: Continued
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ecosystem services quality (12.3%)

Table A1: Coefficient estimates for interaction terms of deforestation and conservation models
Term
A
B
C1
C2
D
E
F1
F2
G1
G2
H
I1
I2
I3
J
K
L
M
N
O
P
Q1
Q2
R
S
T
U
V
W
X
Y
Z

Interaction
Direct forest access : Wealth PC
Altitude : Market access
Intrinsic : Need to expand
Cash crop efficiency : Wealth PC
Off farm income : Intrinsic
Direct forest access : Intrinsic
Extrinsic money : Intrinsic
Wealth PC : Extrinsic law
Materialistic PC : Social-over-eco PC
Area cash crops : Cash crop efficiency
Household size : Intrinsic
Household size : Food security
Materialistic : Extrinsic resource use
Extrinsic money : Extrinsic law
Extrinsic money : Education level
Year began farming : Intrinsic
Direct forest access : Extrinsic resource use
Direct forest access : Total farmed area
Direct forest access: Area cash crops
Wealth PC : Materialistic
Economic pressure PC : altitude
Education level : Household size
Year began farming : Economic pressure PC
Wealth PC : Intrinsic
Year farm : Wealth PC : Cash crop efficiency
Direct forest access : Wealth PC : Intrinsic
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Estimate
-0.99**
-0.32***
0.28***
-0.16*
-0.24*
-0.22**
-0.20**
-2.93***
0.22*
-0.30**
0.19**
0.13**
0.57*
0.28*
0.31**
-1.17***
-1.15***
1.10***
-0.74**
-1.39***
1.59**
-0.40**
-0.51***
-0.12*
-0.32**
-0.61*
-1.84***
0.20*
0.12*
-0.11*
0.41***
0.16*

S.E.
0.35
0.07
0.08
0.06
0.10
0.08
0.07
0.78
0.09
0.10
0.07
0.05
0.25
0.09
0.11
0.29
0.32
0.30
0.28
0.40
0.56
0.14
0.07
0.05
0.10
0.26
0.47
0.08
0.05
0.04
0.11
0.07

Table A2: Coefficient estimates for interaction terms of models for food security and well-being
Term
A1
A2
A3
B1
B2
B3
B4
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
J
K
L
M
N
O
P
Q
R
S
T
U
V
W
X
Y
Z
A1
B1
C1
D1
E1
F1
G1
H1
I1
J1
K1
L1
M1
N1
O1
P1
Q1

Interaction
Wealth PC : Dependency ratio
Wealth PC : Altitude

Altitude : Plant food production
Altitude : Staple food production
Ecosystem services quality : Materialistic PC
Social services quality : Materialistic PC
Social services quality : Plant food production
Altitude : Total food production
Wealth PC : Extrinsic law
Wealth PC : Altitude : Extrinsic law
Wealth PC : Off farm income
Social services quality : Market distance
Average age : Altitude
Wealth PC : Social-over-eco PC (female)
Wealth PC : Materialistic PC
Wealth PC : Ecosystem services quality (non-use values)
Food security : Social services
Well-being framing (male) : Social services quality
Wealth PC : Ecosystem services quality (non-use values)
Wealth PC : Social participation (average) : Conservation participation (average)
Wealth PC : Altitude
Food security : Materialistic PC (female)
Education (male) : Materialistic PC (female)
Well-being framing (female) : Social participation (average)
Materialistic (female) : Ecosystem services quality (use values)
Wealth PC : Market distance
Community support network : Cashcrop income
Food security : Well-being framing (average)
Materialistic PC (male) : Materialistic PC (female)
Wealth PC : Average age
Social participation (average) : Wealth PC
Cash crop income : Well-being framing (average)
Social participation (average) : Materialistic PC (average)
Social participation (average) : Food security
Wealth PC : Altitude
Wealth PC : Materialistic (average)
Altitude : Wealth PC
Social participation (female) : Altitude
Education (male) : Wealth PC
Ecosystem services quality (use values) : Conservation participation (average)
Wealth PC : Well-being framing (average)
Education (male) : Altitude : Wealth PC
Social services : Social-over-eco PC
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Estimate
0.24***
0.13***
0.15**
0.21**
0.19**
0.08*
0.10*
-0.19**
-0.19*
0.21**
-0.16*
-0.19*
-0.15**
0.15*
-0.24**
0.09**
-0.10*
-0.23**
0.18*
0.20**
-0.18*
0.17*
0.16*
-0.38**
0.21**
-0.49**
0.37**
0.34**
0.36*
-0.32**
1.01*
-1.76**
-0.92*
-0.75*
-0.48*
0.14**
-0.35*
0.52*
-0.52*
-0.12*
0.10*
-0.14*
-0.13*
-0.14**
0.17***
-0.18***
0.08*
0.09*

S.E.
0.06
0.04
0.05
0.07
0.06
0.04
0.05
0.07
0.08
0.07
0.07
0.08
0.05
0.07
0.07
0.03
0.04
0.08
0.08
0.07
0.08
0.08
0.07
0.13
0.07
0.15
0.11
0.13
0.14
0.12
0.43
0.55
0.38
0.31
0.20
0.05
0.17
0.25
0.22
0.05
0.05
0.06
0.05
0.04
0.04
0.05
0.04
0.05

Table A3: Performance of Boosted Regression Trees created from variables in regression models
Model

Tree
comp.

Learn.
rate

Bag
fract.

No.
trees

Mean
tot. dev.

CV dev. SE

Training Pseudo
data corr. R2

CV AUC

Model 1

4

0.001

0.7

2,700

1.80

1.48

0.16

0.73

0.46

—

Model 2

5

0.0005

0.7

6,100

1.27

0.98

0.05

0.85

0.55

0.83

Model 3

4

0.0005

0.6

3,700

0.89

0.77

0.04

0.63

0.34

—

Model 4

5

0.0005

0.7

4,400

0.50

0.44

0.03

0.70

0.41

—

Model 5

5

0.0005

0.7

2,600

0.61

0.58

0.05

0.67

0.30

—

Model 6

5

0.0005

0.7

2,650

0.59

0.55

0.04

0.64

0.30

—

Model 7

5

0.0005

0.6

5,750

2.12

1.74

0.13

0.79

0.55

—

Model 8

4

0.001

0.6

3,150

2.20

1.77

0.20

0.78

0.54

—

Model 9

4

0.0005

0.6

4,700

3.06

2.74

0.34

0.74

0.42

—

Model 10

4

0.0005

0.5

4,400

1.25

1.14

0.04

0.76

0.35

0.72

Model 11

4

0.0005

0.7

7,600

1.39

1.13

0.05

0.86

0.52

0.77

Model 12

4

0.0005

0.6

3,950

0.77

0.75

0.08

0.71

0.33

—

Model 13

4

0.0005

0.5

5,450

0.45

0.39

0.04

0.71

0.42

—

Model 14

4

0.0005

0.6

6,150

0.59

0.47

0.04

0.75

0.49

—

Model 15

4

0.0005

0.5

6,600

0.48

0.37

0.02

0.77

0.52

—

Note: Pseudo R2: 1 - (mean residual deviance / mean total deviance); CV AUC is only provided for BRTs with a
binomial distribution
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Table A4: Coefficient estimates for interaction terms of models for joint social and ecological outcomes
Term
A1
A2
A3
B1
B2
B3
C1
C2
C3
C4
D1
D2
D3
E
F
G

Interaction
Natural resource access : Forest access
Wealth PC : Forest access
Altitude : Market distance

Well-being framing : Materialistic PC
Intrinsic motivation for conservation : Social-over-eco PC
Social services quality : Ecosystem services quality
Materialistic PC : Altitude : Market distance

351

Estimate
0.23***
0.24***
0.22***
0.15*
0.15*
0.12+
0.23***
0.17**
0.21***
0.09***
-0.12*
-0.10+
-0.17**
-0.07*
0.06*
0.06*

S.E.
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.02
0.06
0.05
0.06
0.03
0.02
0.02

Table A5: Registry of all semi-structured interviews and qualitative materials analysed
Code
IB.IM.1
IB.IM.2
IB.IM.3
IB.IM.4
IB.IM.5
IB.IM.6
IB.IM.7
IB.IM.8
IB.IM.9
IB.IM.10
IB.IM.11
IB.IM.12
IB.IM.13
IB.IM.14
IB.DR.1
IB.DR.2
IB.DR.3
IB.DR.4
IB.DR.5
IB.DR.6
IB.DR.7
IB.DR.8
IB.DR.9
IB.DR.10
IB.DR.11
IB.DR.12
IB.DR.13
IB.DR.14
IB.DR.15
IB.DR.16
IB.DR.17
IB.DP.1
IB.DP.2
IB.DP.3
IB.DP.4
IB.DP.5
IB.DP.6
IB.DP.7
IB.DP.8
IB.DP.9
IB.DP.10
IB.DP.11
IB.DP.12
IB.DP.13
IB.DP.14
IB.DP.15
IB.DP.16
IB.DP.17
IB.DP.18
IB.DP.19
IB.DP.20
IB.DP.21
IB.DP.22
IB.DP.23
IB.DP.24
IB.DP.25
IB.DP.26
PF.IM.1
PF.IM.2
PF.IM.3
PF.IM.4
PF.DR.1
PF.DR.2
PF.DR.3
PF.DR.4
PF.DR.5
PF.DR.6

Date
01/2016
12/2013
07/2015
01/2016
10/2014
02/2016
03/2015
01/2016
12/2015
11/2015
01/2016
12/2013
01/2016
01/2016
12/2014
2015
2015
2015
12/2014
2016
2016
01/2015
12/2015
2013
2011
2012
10/2012
2013
2016
2010
12/2012
2015
07/2017
07/2017
09/2015
2016
2014
2015
2015
07/2017
2010
2016
07/2017
08/2017
02/2015
03/2017
11/2016
06/2017
2014
2015
01/2016
02/2012
2015
12/2015
11/2014
10/2013
2013
12/2013
02/2016
10/2014
01/2016
11/2011
12/2012
12/2014
08/2016
09/2016
09/2016

Description
Semi-structured interview with conservation project manager
Semi-structured interview with cooperative manager
Semi-structured interview with cooperative manager
Semi-structured interview with cooperative manager
Semi-structured interview with cooperative manager
Semi-structured interview with cooperative manager
Semi-structured interview with cooperative manager
Semi-structured interview with cooperative manager
Semi-structured interview with community association
Semi-structured interview with community association
Semi-structured interview with community association
Semi-structured interview with conservation project manager
Semi-structured interview with conservation project manager
Semi-structured interview with conservation project manager
Conservation project communication strategy
Conservation project strategic planning report
Conservation project technical report
Conservation project technical report
Conservation project progress report
Conservation project technical report of monitoring results
Conservation project technical report
Conservation project progress report
Cooperative technical report
Cooperative presentation
Cooperative management plan
Cooperative social and environmental management plan
Development agency project design
Development agency project description
Conservation project guide for monitoring
Conservation project monitoring plan
VCS verification report for conservation project
Conservation project video
Conservation project website
Conservation project website
Conservation project presentation
Conservation project video
Conservation project video
Cooperative project presentation
Cooperative project flyer
Cooperative project website
Cooperative project presentation
Cooperative project presentation
Development agency project video
Development agency project video
Development agency project video
Development agency blog post
Development agency blog post
Development agency project report
Development agency presentation
Conservation project video
Conservation project presentation
Conservation project presentation
Conservation project video
Conservation project presentation
Conservation project presentation
Conservation project presentation
Conservation project presentation
Semi-structured interview with conservation project manager
Semi-structured interview with conservation project manager
Semi-structured interview with conservation project manager
Semi-structured interview with conservation project manager
Conservation project strategic planning document
CCBA project validation and verification report
Conservation project monitoring and implementation report
Conservation project monitoring and implementation report
CCBA verification statement for conservation project
VCS verification report for conservation project
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PF.DR.7
PF.DR.8
PF.DR.9
PF.DR.10
PF.DR.11
PF.DR.12
PF.DR.13
PF.DP.1
PF.DP.2
PF.DP.3
PF.DP.4
PF.DP.5
PF.DP.6
PF.DP.7
PF.DP.8
PF.DP.9
PF.DP.10
PF.DP.11
PF.DP.12
PF.DP.13
PF.DP.14
PF.DP.15
PF.DP.16
PF.DP.17
PF.DP.18
PF.DP.19
PF.DP.20
PF.DP.21
PF.DP.22
PF.DP.23
CO.IM.1
CO.IM.2
CO.IM.3
CO.IM.4
CO.DR.1
CO.DR.2
CO.DR.3
CO.DR.4
CO.DR.5
CO.DR.6
CO.DR.7
CO.DR.8
CO.DR.9
CO.DR.10
CO.DP.1
CO.DP.2
CO.DP.3
CO.DP.4
CO.DP.5
CO.DP.6
CO.DP.7
CO.DP.8
CO.DP.9
CO.DP.10
CO.DP.11
CO.DP.12
CO.DP.13
CO.DP.14

2006
06/2010
2011
2007
05/2016
05/2016
08/2015
07/2017
07/2017
07/2017
09/2012
01/2015
12/2013
2013
07/2013
10/2015
09/2015
09/2015
07/2017
07/2013
09/2013
11/2016
07/2017
2013
2014
07/2017
07/2007
2013
2014
2014
01/2016
12/2013
01/2016
12/2013
04/2013
2013
2014
2014
2014
2013
04/2015
06/2015
09/2015
12/2015
02/2017
07/2013
10/2015
03/2014
10/2014
2014
2016
2016
2016
2014
12/2014
04/2016
2015
04/2016

Conservation project strategic planning document
Conservation project guide to monitoring impact
Conservation project annual monitoring report
Conservation project strategic planning report
Summary of conservation project results from monitoring
Document outlining compensation given in conservation project
VCS conservation project description document
Conservation project website page
Conservation project website page
Conservation project website page
Conservation project video
Conservation project video
Presentation of conservation project in Lima
Conservation project presentation
Conservation project blog post
Conservation project blog post
Conservation project blog post
Conservation project blog post
Conservation project website page
News article about conservation project
News article about conservation project
News article about conservation project
Conservation project donor website
Conservation organisation annual report
Conservation project presentation
Business website of conservation project
Conservation project presentation
Conservation project video
Conservation project video
Conservation project video
Semi-structured interview with community association
Semi-structured interview with conservation project manager
Semi-structured interview with conservation project manager
Semi-structured interview with community association
Community association meeting notes
Conservation project planning document
Conservation project planning document
Conservation project planning document
Conservation project planning document
Conservation project report
Conservation project trimester report
Conservation project trimester report
Conservation project trimester report
Conservation project trimester report
Conservation association project video
Community conservation project video
Community conservation project video
Community conservation project video
Conservation project presentation
Conservation project report
Conservation project video
Conservation project video
Conservation project video
Conservation project video
News article
News article
Conservation project presentation
News article

Note: Codes are based on the formatting provided in Table 9.2; Descriptions do not include project or actor
names to protect anonymity
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