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Abstract
This research paper aims to analyse Peru’s forest sector at the macro level within political and economic contexts in which the state and the business sector had a paramount role in changing the forest environment in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. Firstly, the state fostered the inclusion of new forest players into the Peruvian tropical forests, namely, landless peasants and settlers, as a result of agrarian reform implemented in the 1970s that indirectly produced land conflicts between these actors and indigenous communities. Secondly, the promotion of large-scale agriculture development programmes and cattle ranching financed by the World Bank spawned forest loss in the Amazon Basin in the 1980s. Thirdly, neoliberal policies boosted a culture of privatization which reached the natural resources field in the decade of the 1990s. Indeed, the 27308 Forest Law defined forest concessions as a policy mechanism, establishing a set of rules and technical procedures to manage forests. However, this process concentrated forest concessions among powerful timber companies who networked with the largest concessionaires, illegal loggers and corrupt state forest agencies to extract timber, exacerbating deforestation and livelihood conflicts with ancestral tribes in the Peruvian Amazon Basin.

This study reveals that timber companies seem to have captured the Peruvian state. Indeed, they control the forest policy-making process, reflected in the way forest legislation enables large timber companies to manage tropical forests while excluding Amazonian tribes. This capture has been facilitated by intra-state conflicts and a lack of coordination and differentiated roles between non-state actors such as grassroots movements, national non-governmental organisations and civil society members, who would otherwise reinforce the state’s role as conservationist and advocate for indigenous communities’ livelihood in the Peruvian Amazon Basin.  

Relevance to Development Studies
This paper posits that the rights-based access approach, promoted by De Soto as a paramount element of overcoming rural poverty, is of limited use for development in contested spaces like Peruvian tropical forests, where timber companies hold a set of assets including capital, technology, market knowledge and access to authorities to profit from forests in an unsustainable way at the expense of trees and indigenous communities’ livelihoods. It is important to highlight that Peru represents a particular case in which these mechanisms of access have not only conferred them the ability to benefit from forests, but also the power to capture Peru’s forest sector. 
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Chapter 1
Introduction
The objective of this research paper is to analyze Peru’s forest sector at the macro level within a political and economic context influenced by neoliberal policies in the period 1990-2010. Analysing Peru’s forest sector is crucial because it is the ultimate legal authority mediating forest access in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. Indeed, Hobsbawm (as cited in Bryant and Bailey, 1997:74) highlights that: “the state remains indispensable today to the functioning of modern societies…the state is the only actor today in a position to address with authority political and ecological problems at a variety of scales”. 

Basically, Peruvian political leaders and government technocrats relied strongly on neoliberal policies and its market economy principles, namely, fiscal discipline, trade liberalization, privatization and deregulation, to curb hyperinflation and to reach equilibrium on the balance of payments as part of the Structural Adjustment Programme implemented in Peru in the early 1990s (Singh, et al. 2005: 1). Indeed, the market model was not only used to recover the national economy, but also to foster economic growth and welfare for citizens, as stated by many Peruvian economic pundits. In general, they highlighted the market economy as a system whereby different individuals can equally benefit by exchanging products and services. 
Particularly, for scholars like De Soto, law-based property rights represent a key mechanism in overcoming poverty, which reaches 40 percent on average in the Peruvian Amazon Basin, as stated by the Peruvian Bureau of Statistics (2009a)
. Indeed, he argues that indigenous communities can access loans by using their individual titles as a guarantee, and then become entrepreneurs and run businesses. As a result, with more income, they can satisfy their material needs, access to services and protect their forests against external encroachment (the Mystery of Capital among the Indigenous Peoples of the Amazon 2010). 
However, he neglects that Peruvian tropical forests represent a conflictive setting where different interests clash, namely, Amazonian tribes looking to assure their livelihood, timber companies interested in extracting the maximum number of logs and the state receiving loyalties. Consequently, law-based property rights are not automatic mechanisms which will bring benefits for all actors in the Peruvian Amazon Basin because forest players have varying levels of knowledge and power. Particularly, those actors accumulating major means of production like capital, labour and social relations with government officials will have the power to benefit from forests at the expense of weaker actors. As noted by Doornbos et al. (2001: 1): “forests…are now highly contested spaces, the arenas of struggles and conflicts, where both trees and forest dwellers usually find themselves on the losing side”.
Indeed, many socio-environmental conflicts are currently occurring in the Peruvian Amazon Basin, as stated by the Peruvian Ombudsman Office (2010a). Similarly, a Peruvian non-governmental organisation, Urku Amazonian Studies (2010) highlights that some local indigenous communities have migrated to other areas and some villages such as Barranquita have lost their natural water sources as a result of accelerated deforestation in the Amazonian Region of San Martin. 

Therefore, it is clear that the interaction of forest players with different powers produces outcomes that cannot be equally distributed among them. Furthermore, social and environmental problems like rural poverty and deforestation can hardly be approached under a simplistic logic of market mechanisms. Indeed, these problems are better understood within political and economic contexts in which forest players gained or lost the ability to benefit from forests,  congruent with Bryant and Bailey’ view (Op.cit., 28), which highlights that social and environmental changes are constructed within political and economic processes. 

In this way, it is important to look into the following research questions: How has the forest environment in the Peruvian Amazon Basin been formed historically and particularly within the political and economic context influenced by neoliberal policies? Which have been its main forest players and how have their relations been? What have been the policy mechanisms to manage forests and what consequences have these produced in the Peruvian Amazon Basin? How have Peruvian forest legislation, the formal organisational framework and the relations among forest players been drafted in the neoliberal context in the period 1990-2010?

To achieve this, the research paper uses as its method a qualitative analysis that is based on a deductive epistemological approach. Indeed, this study is supported by the political ecology field, whose concepts, ideas and approaches are key to answering the research questions. 

With regard to research technique, this study includes the collection, revision and critical analysis of government documents, namely, the Peruvian Forest Legislation and Policy and its diagnosis for tropical forests in the Peruvian Amazon Basin
. Indeed, the analysis of state documents allows us to answer the research questions, as these compose the state’s principles and paradigms on managing tropical forests where different non-state actors interact. Moreover, knowing that forest legislation and policy are results of the interplay between state and non-state actors with different interests, it is clear that official documents reflect power relations in their content, the analysis of which is crucial to assert which forest players gain major access to forests and with what consequences. 
In order to answer these research questions, this research paper is organized into five chapters including the introduction, Chapter One. Chapter Two outlines the analytical framework used to grasp how uneven power relations make forests a conflictive arena where different interests linked to political and economic contexts produce social and environmental crises in the Peruvian tropical forests. Chapter Three presents the historical and contemporary background whereby the forest environment has been formed in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. This chapter describes the Peruvian tropical forests, the policy mechanisms that deal with them, the interplay among the main forest players and their consequences. Chapter Four includes an in-depth analysis of Peru’s forest sector at the macro level, namely, forest legislation and policy, its formal organisational framework and the relations among forest players in the period 1990-2010, during which neoliberal policies spread on a large scale in Peru. Finally, Chapter Five presents the findings and conclusions of this study.  
Moreover, this study aims to challenge De Soto’s view that the possession of individual property rights is the key element of reducing poverty in the Peruvian Amazon Basin, a view that has become mainstream among Peruvian political leaders and technocrats. Basically, individual property rights can function in places where actors have a similar level of power and information to exchange products and services on the market. However, the rights-based access approach is less effective in contested spaces like Peruvian tropical forests where forest actors are not homogeneous economic agents, but rather a canopy dominated by timber companies whose power allows them to satisfy their interests at the expense of weaker actors. As a result, individual property rights are not automatic mechanisms that will bring dramatic investment and prosperity to indigenous communities, because the benefits of capitalism do not extend to these groups in the Peruvian Amazon Basin.  

Furthermore, this study fills a gap in the policy analysis of Peru’s forest sector by adopting a political and economic stance, as the major part of studies related to this sector have been approached from a techno-scientific view both by policy-makers and scholars in Peru.  

However, it is important to highlight that this study has some limitations. Indeed, it has not included an in-depth analysis at the community-level. Particularly, given the diversity of ethnic groups existing in the Peruvian Amazon Basin, it would be interesting to carry out fieldwork in order to know the dynamics of relations that some Amazonian tribes have formed with other forest players to gain privileged forest access. 

In addition to this, it is difficult to deal with roles and relationships among forest players given the limited scope of secondary sources with regard to this point. However, my prior knowledge and professional experience with multiple forest players, namely, state, the business sector, non-governmental organisations and indigenous communities, helped to overcome this constraint.

Chapter 2 
Analytical framework
This chapter uses as its analytical framework the political ecology field, which helps us to grasp how unequal power relations define the environment of  tropical forests where control over forests is connected to political and economic processes. 

Particularly, forests have been seen as a valuable commodity by timber companies within a neoliberal context, and the resultant struggles and conflicts among forest players have negative environmental and social outcomes that mainly affect indigenous groups. Indeed, Hong, Hecht, Cockburn, and Colchester (as cited in Bryant, 1998:85) highlight that: “modern development has often been associated with disrupted livelihoods, cultural genocide and the degradation of local environments [for ethnic groups]”. 
In this way, it is important to discuss a set of conceptual issues, namely, forests as contested spaces, a theory of access and the definition of a politicised environment to explain social and environmental changes such as poverty and deforestation in the Peruvian Amazon Basin.   

2.1
Forests as contested spaces

Peruvian tropical forests constitute a complex setting where not only forest dwellers but also other diverse actors converge with opposite ends, namely, timber companies interested in extracting timber to export to global markets; the state with its multiple roles as developer, protector and manager of the forests; environmental non-governmental organizations looking to protect forests; and transnational social movements interested in defending the human rights of tribal communities. In this way, forests constitute a conflictive arena where each actor seeks to impose its own interests and actions, the results of which asymmetrically affect other forest players. 

Particularly, some authors such as Doornbos et al. (Op.cit., 6) note that: “the process of transformation of forests from free goods to fully commoditized goods” produced a set of tensions that induced diverse actors to establish regulatory regimes to access and control forest resources, though the state remained the main claimant of superior rights over other actors. This simultaneity of rights forms an: “inter-active matrix of stakeholders each vying and contesting the claims of the other while attempting to derive from the forest its particular use and ex-change values” (Ibid). 
2.2
Theory of access
Ribot and Peluso (2003: 154) put forward a theory of access to grasp how actors benefit from things. According to them, access can be defined as: “all possible means by which a person is able to benefit from things. By focusing on natural resources as things, it is important to examine the range of powers embodied in and exercised through various mechanisms, processes and social relations that affect people’s ability to benefit from resources”. 

Mechanisms of access are divided into two categories, namely, rights- based access and structural and relational mechanisms. The former are supported by law, customs or convention, including illegal access. With regard to law right-based access, these include: “the holding of titles...permits and licenses, [whereas] customary access occurs of a given circumstance or practice by which people gain benefits”. Particularly, Ribot and Peluso highlight that law right-based access confers to the state great power in deciding to whom to confer rights, which produces “insecure arrangements that decision making agents can change at will, rather than establishing users’ rights” (Ibid., 163). Similarly, Borras and Franco (2010: 517-518) point out that: 
“formal land property rights are contested terrain, since they involve decisions about who counts and who does not. The legal recognition of people’s land rights has never alone guaranteed that they will be respected and protected. These legal property rights are embedded in power structures at multiple levels…that cannot be considered pro-poor”. 
Illegal mechanisms are defined as: “those rights based on rules made among resource users as long as they are not recognized by state and society” (Ibid., 160-164). For some scholars such as Peluso (1992: 19), theft can represent a unique way for meeting subsistence ends or for resistance against external agents who encroach on and control lands and trees of indigenous groups. 
With regard to the latter, structural and relational mechanisms comprise a set of assets such as technology, capital (financial capital and equipment), market access, social identities and social relations. Particularly, access to markets affords multiple ways to benefit from resources. In fact, due to the fact that players have different powers, those actors with major financial capital and knowledge can exclude weaker groups by fair exchange. Furthermore, powerful actors can also control labour opportunities exerting their major power to define wages and employees. Specifically, those job seekers without property rights, capital and technology are compelled to build paternalistic relations with employers to access resources (Ribot and Peluso Op.cit., 165-167). 

In addition to this, Ribot and Peluso (Op.cit., 170) highlight access to authority as a key element of social relations: 
“[It] is an important juncture in the web of powers that enables people to benefit from things. In effect, authorities are nodes of direct or indirect forms of access control where multiple access mechanisms or strands are bundled together in one person or institution. People and groups gain and maintain access to other factors of production and exchange through them”.
2.3
Politicised environment

As noted above, forests are contested spaces where each actor seeks to prioritize its own interests to access forests and where the ability to benefit from forests is not equal across forest players. Consequently, it is clear that power constitutes a key element of operating in forests by allowing actors to control and maintain forest access. 

With regard to this, Bryant and Bailey (Op.cit., 39-42) define power in a three-fold sense. Firstly, it is understood as the capacity that an actor has to control the access of other actors to [forests] in a system whereby the economic benefits of exploitation flow to the actor. Secondly, power is reflected in the way in which state documents are drafted. Thirdly, power is seen in the way in which environmental changes are results of power relations: “Thus, patterns of control involve powerful actors shaping the use of environmental resources through such economic activities as logging” (Ibid., 43). 
Particularly, political ecologists highlight as a basic condition of a politicised environment the fact that social and environmental problems are socially constructed within political and economic contexts where actors with different power levels perform and whose outcomes are unevenly distributed among these actors. 

In this way, they challenge the classical arguments that are used by different scholars to explain these problems. On the one hand, there are those who address these issues based on a Malthusian discourse where population growth is deemed a driving force that produces social and environmental issues. On the other hand, there are academics who explain social and environmental problems based on a “managerial problem-solving approach” (Ibid., 28). 

Indeed, these arguments have spread to many Third World countries like Peru. With regard to environmental problems such as deforestation, Peruvian technocrats define it as a problem of lack of technical and managerial skills to manage tropical forests by indigenous communities whose population growth is deemed as a driving force of deforestation (Ministry of Environment 2009, Government of Peru: 29-30). 
However, Colchester (as cited in Jaroz, 1996: 160) reports that population growth was a negligible cause of deforestation in Gabon, the Congo and the Central African Republic. Furthermore, other scholars such as Hartmann (2001: 51-52), highlight that no correlation was found between population growth and rates of deforestation in the Philippines. As a result, the empirical evidence stresses that in other developing countries the demographic factor was not determinant of deforestation. Particularly, Hartmann points out that it was illegal logging under Marcos’ dictatorship that brought about deforestation in the Philippines (Ibid). Similarly, illegal logging is producing forest loss both in national parks and indigenous people’ lands in Peruvian tropical forests, the lumber from which goes into international markets to wood importers co-responsible for deforestation. In this way, tropical deforestation in the Peruvian Amazon Basin must be understood within political and economic processes that began decades ago. As noted by Bryant and Bailey (Op.cit., 28), deforestation is embedded in political and economic processes that can “generate or exacerbate it”.
Social problems such as poverty are approached from an income perspective. Indeed, Peruvian technocrats use the concept of the poverty line to focus state spending both in urban and rural areas, defining as poor those whose income level is below the poverty line
. With regard to this, it is important to underline that for explaining poverty conditions in forested areas: “one needs to go beyond quantitative measures of cash income”, as stated by Sunderlin et al. (2005: 1385). 
In this way, it is more convenient to use Ellis’ livelihood definition which emphasises (Ibid., 1386): 
“[the possession] of a set of assets (natural, physical, human, financial and social capital), the activities and the access to these (mediated by institutional and social relations) that together determine the living gained by the individual or household. This definition stresses the means rather than outcomes. Poverty is a typical outcome-based measure of livelihood performance”. 
With regard to this, it is worth noting that Ellis’ livelihood definition is similar to the theory of access explained above which highlights mechanisms of access like rights-based access, technology, financial capital, market knowledge and social relations to access forests. 
Particularly, some academics like De Soto (2000) highlight law-based property-rights as a crucial mechanism to benefit from things. According to him, individual property rights bestowed by the state constitute a guarantee to access loans whereby individuals can run their businesses, obtain income and consequently satisfy their basic needs. His ideas have spread at the national level reaching remote places including the Peruvian Amazon Basin. Indeed,  De Soto, Director of the Institute for Liberty and Democracy, has carried out several workshops in Peruvian tropical forests where he highlights that individual property rights are a key element of overcoming rural poverty and protecting tropical forests, whereas, at the same time, he labels communal property systems an obsolete mechanism that produces unclear rules, major confusion and socio-environmental conflicts among indigenous communities. With regard to this, some scholars as Pal (2003: 194) note that De Soto in his book, The Mystery of Capital: “avoids reference to any systematic assessment of projects undertaken towards large-scale formalization of property-rights, especially their impact on poor and disadvantaged sections of the society”. Indeed, individual titling programmes implemented by the state in rural areas in the 1990s have not reduced poverty levels, as stated by Fort (2008: 72). Consequently, law-based property rights are not an automatic mechanism whereby individuals can improve their livelihoods. 
Therefore, if law-based property rights can hardly afford the ability to benefit from things, individuals require other kinds of instruments like structural and relational mechanisms, namely, financial capital, technology, market knowledge and social relations, with authorities and other actors to access resources. Indeed, these mechanisms of access represent a kind of power relation whereby actors gain access to resources as stated by Ribot and Peluso (Op.cit., 173). Particularly, the possession of this set of instruments affords actors great power to satisfy their interests in contested spaces like Peruvian tropical forests, where the state has established policy mechanisms like forest concessions, which include a set of rules and technical procedures to manage tropical forests based on scientific knowledge. It is thus clear that not all forest players can manage forests by timber extraction, which requires financial capital, technology, equipments, market knowledge and access to state forest agencies to comply with the rules of state-authorized forest concessions. 
With regard to this, Larson and Ribot (2007: 189-191) note that communities rarely hold policy-supported access to forests or to markets which may increase their income. Rather, they claim that: “forestry and regulatory policies continue to favor local elite access to forest resources at the expense of local smallholders and the poor”. 

In reality, timber extraction has greatly increased by state implemented policy mechanisms to manage forests in the Peruvian Amazon Basin, and timber companies now have a complete web of powers linking financial capital, technology, market knowledge and social relations to benefit from forests. However, their profit-driven practices have been depleting many trees and reducing food security and cash-income opportunities for indigenous communities that depend on forest based activities. As noted by Bryant and Bailey (Op.cit., 8), poverty in the Third World: “ensures that environmental conflicts are predominantly livelihood based. Moreover, knowing that forest players have different abilities to benefit from forests, it is clear that the impact of their actions will be unevenly distributed. Indeed, these scholars highlight that: “[the] costs and benefits derived from environmental changes are distributed among actors unfairly, these costs and benefits reinforce…existing social and economic inequalities” (Ibid., 29).
As explained above, deforestation and poverty can hardly be explained from a techno-scientific perspective in Peru, as forest players have different information, knowledge and economic power. With regard to this, Bryant (Op.cit., 88) notes that social and environmental matters can better be explained under political and economic processes where knowledge and power are key elements to access forests. The following chapter provides an analysis in this regard by explaining the way in which the forest environment has been historically and contemporarily formed in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. 

Chapter 3
The forest environment in the Peruvian Amazon Basin
This chapter aims to describe how the interplay of forest players with different interests forms the forest environment in Peru’s tropical forests. It locates the Peruvian Amazon Basin, analyses the historical and contemporary contexts occurring in Peru between 1970 and 2010 and describes the policy mechanisms that have deal with forests. Finally, this chapter stresses the consequences of clashing interests among forest players in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. 

3.1
The Peruvian Amazon Basin
The Peruvian Amazon Basin comprises five regions, namely, Loreto, Amazonas, San Martin, Ucayali and Madre de Dios located in the geographic zone known as selva which is the least populated area of the country
. This area spans 60 percent of Peruvian territory (750,000 Km2) and includes about 13 percent of the Amazon tropical rainforests, constituting the second largest forest of the Amazon Basin after Brazil and among the richest forests on Earth, both in terms of biological diversity and natural resources (Ministry of Environment 2009, Government of Peru; Butler 2006)
. 
Specifically, the population reaches 2,538,247 inhabitants in the Peruvian Amazon Basin where indigenous groups represent 8 percent (223,611 inhabitants), including the Awajun, Shipibo-Conibo, Lamas and Chayahuita as the largest ethnics groups (Peruvian Bureau of Statistics 2009b). 
3.2
Historical and contemporary contexts
Historically, tropical forests have engaged indigenous communities that used them both for subsistence ends and for ritual practices. In the Peruvian Amazon Basin, indigenous groups were deemed the forest’s ancestral guards. 

However, forests became contested spaces when other forest players stretched into tropical forests to exert their interests, namely, timber companies interested in the maximum extraction of logs and the state with its multiple roles as developer, steward and protector of forests. 

In this way, knowing that their actions are not conducted in isolation from political and economic contexts, it is important to analyse how these processes have influenced the forest landscape, the interplay among forest players and consequences in the Peruvian Amazon Basin over the last 40 years, during which critical political, economic and social events occurred. 

Period 1970-1980
This period was characterised by the governing of a military dictatorship whose main action was the implementation of agrarian reform that was embedded in the Alliance for Progress, an international aid programme promoted by the United States for Latin American countries in order to avoid major social rebellions in these countries similar to the Cuban Revolution (Fort Op.cit., 38-41). Although the agrarian reform was intended to eliminate smallholdings and to promote a more equal income distribution based on associative agriculture for rural people (Ibid), in the end, “just a negligible number of peasants has benefitted from the more productive lands, leaving out the majority. Disequilibrium and land dispossession [were still an intrinsic characteristic] of the Peruvian agrarian structure” (Ibid., 49). 
As a result, many landless peasants were forced to migrate into the Amazon Basin, specifically to San Martin, Amazonas and Loreto in order to find new lands and subsist. Furthermore, it is worth noting that many of these peasants had to apply practices of slash and burn agriculture in the tropical forests as their soil allows farmers to have three harvests. In addition to this, the implementation of transport projects such as the construction of the Marginal Highway was another factor that explained the migration of both peasants and settlers into the Peruvian Amazon Basin in the 1970s
. Consequently, the state’s actions spurred the emergence of new forest players, namely, migratory farmers and settlers whose actions not only feed the forest cover loss but also land conflicts with Amazonian tribes.

Period 1980-1990
This period was characterised by the implementation of big development programmes in the Amazon Basin as part of an Import Substitution Strategy. Indeed, the government boosted projects in the agriculture and cattle sectors by subsidizing commercialization and conferring credit and technical assistance in order to increase national production to meet domestic demand. Indeed, many projects were implemented, namely, the Alto Mayo Project in the Amazonian Region of San Martin, which included production of staple foods like coffee and rice, the construction of irrigation channels and rural roads and large-scale cattle farming in the Amazonian Region of Ucayali, all financed by the World Bank (Fort Op.cit., 66). With regard to this, scholars like Barraclough and Ghimire (1990: 15-16) note that deforestation in Latin America occurred as a result of: “conversion to agricultural uses, clearing for pastures destined to support cattle. Most of this deforestation would not have been feasible without hefty government subsidies, often augmented by support from international agencies”. 
In addition to this, it is important to stress that there was a severe political and social crisis in these years, namely, the rise of a terrorist group (Shining Path) in the Peruvian Andean Region that motivated a massive migratory wave of poor peasants into the jungle, many of whom dedicated themselves to migratory agriculture and coca growing (Fort Op.cit., 67). 
Period 1990-2010

The establishment of neoliberal policies dominated the national political economy in these years. Free-market advocates deemed the market mechanism the main instrument whereby the business sector would produce major income and welfare for citizens. Indeed, Alberto Fujimori’s government approved the Land Law in 1995 whose main objective was to foster private investment in economic activity under the belief that the private sector would produce employment and raise incomes for small peasants (Del Castillo 2008: 112) 
. 
Another example was the Rural Land Titling Programme implemented in 1996 and lead by De Soto, main economic advisor of Peru’s government in the 1990s, who argued that individual property-rights would reduce poverty for rural people
. With regard to this, Leigh (2006: 4) notes “[Peru]...embarked on one of the most neoliberal agrarian reforms in Latin America...rather than promoting community tenure, its reforms promoted individualization and privatization of tenure”.
Although more than 90 percent of peasants and indigenous groups had individual titling as noted by Del Castillo (Op.cit., 115), they were far from improving their quality of life as the state did not act to empower rural people. This means it failed to provide assets such as financial capital, inputs, technology and technical assistance by which peasants could gain access to the market to sell their products, even more so knowing that government spending was reduced in rural areas as a result of the structural adjustment programme implemented in the early 1990s in Peru. In reality, this set of assets represents mechanisms of access to afford rural people the ability to benefit from their lands, congruent with the theory of access explained in Chapter Two. Consequently without these instruments, the chances to enhance livelihood will be meagre both for peasants and indigenous communities. 
In addition to this, it is important to point out that the methodology of this programme was managed using a strong top-down approach in which the state’s technocrats led all workshops without including effective participatory mechanisms for rural inhabitants. What more, many peasants were coerced to assume private property rights, but they did not have a clear idea about why they should want individual titling, as noted in the Andean regions of Cusco, Puno, Ayacucho and Huancavelica (Ibid., 128). Particularly, the Environmental Investigation Agency (2010: 8) claims: “in the tradition of the Peruvian state, participation has been limited to convening [beneficiaries] to inform them of decisions that have already been taken or, in the best of cases, that are about to be taken”. 
Furthermore, it is important to highlight the privatisation process carried out in the early 1990s, when many state enterprises were sold to multinational companies not only as a way of gaining major financial resources, but also of getting a better public services management, as these enterprises were considered more effective than the state in managerial terms. Subsequently, the National Concession Programme was implemented in 1998 whereby the state conferred permits for the exploitation of natural resources as oil and minerals to the business sector within a certain timeframe in exchange for fixed payments to the state (Ruiz 2007: 134-138). As a result, many multinational companies such as Shell, Texaco and Antamina associated with national partners operating in the Peruvian Andes and the Amazon Basin. 

However, it was with the onset of the administration of President Alan Garcia from 2006 that the oil and gas industry extended into the Peruvian Amazon Basin. Indeed, 75 percent of Peruvian Amazon was covered by oil and gas concessions, many of which overlapped not only with indigenous communities’ lands but also with eleven natural protected areas as identified by Gamboa (2008: 23)
. Similarly, Dammert (2010) stresses how Garcia’s government intended reducing by more than 209,000 hectares the Bahuaja-Sonene National Park to establish a hydrocarbon lot. 
In this way, Garcia’s government represents the most radical version of neoliberalism in Peru from the implementation of the structural adjustment programme in the early 1990s manipulated by former President Fujimori. For some international analysts as Zibechi (2010): “neoliberalism in Latin America does not anymore rely on privatization, trade openness and deregulation, [but it exerts its control through] natural resources appropriation”.
3.3
Policy mechanisms 

The main policy mechanism to deal with tropical forests is the forest legislation. Indeed, there have been two forest laws since 1975 to date, each one formed within different political and economic contexts. The first, the 21147 Forest Law enacted in 1975 under the military dictatorship, intended to foster timber extraction through extraction contracts for large lumber companies and special permits for small entrepreneurs both in state and free availability forests. However, due to the fact that there was not a clear distinction between these forests, a great number of logs were extracted from indigenous communities’ lands with the sanction of state forest agencies (Ministry of the Environment, Government of Peru 2009). As a result, this law boosted the emergence of big timber export companies like the Bozovich Group which acquired great economic power by exporting valuable species such as mahogany and cedar between 1975 and 2000, the period of time in which the 21147 Forest Law was in force (Soko 2008) 
. 

Unlike the military government interested in addressing the national timber demand, Fujimori’s policies aimed to promote large-scale lumber extraction for international markets. Indeed, the new 27308 Forest Law approved in 2000 established a new forest plan as shown in the Table 1
. With regard to this, it is important to note that permanent production forests were considered the main area from which to extract logs. However, the state included within this category the primary forests that have always been untouchable and with scant human presence, as noted by Butler (2006).
Table 1:
Forest Categories in the Peruvian Amazon Basin
	Category
	Total (hectares)
	%

	Forests in natural protected areas and other conservation areas
	18,200,000
	24

	Forests in territorial reserves, indigenous and peasants communities
	13,203,389
	17

	Territorial reserves for isolated indigenous groups
	1,768,173
	

	Indigenous communities with land titles
	10,507,689
	

	Peasants communities
	927,427
	

	Forests for protection
	9,630,576
	13

	Permanent production forests
	20,915,484
	28

	Timber and non-timber concessions  
	8,623,340
	

	Conservation concessions
	349,507
	

	Ecotourism concessions
	54,114
	

	Chestnut concessions
	619,457
	

	Reforestation concessions 
	135,221
	

	Wildlife management 
	3,861
	

	Timber concessions
	7,461,177
	

	Available permanent production forests for concessions
	12,292,144
	

	Forests for future use
	10,500,000
	14

	Especial zone: Amazonian Wetlands
	3,150,551
	4

	Total Area (hectares)
	75,600,000
	100


 Source: Peruvian Ministry of Environment 2009.

Moreover, this law included the concession as the main modality to extract timber through 40-year renewable logging contracts between the state and timber companies for forest areas composed of 1000 to 40,000 hectares that were delimited based on a forest zoning plan. These contracts legitimized the forest management plan as the main instrument to manage forests, including technical requirements, environmental impact studies, managerial skills and a bank guarantee letter for those concessions between 10,000 and 40,000 hectares (Ministry of Agriculture, Government of Peru 2000). However, it is important to stress that the forest concessions process was carried out without accurate forest land information and participatory mechanisms among local indigenous communities by state forest agencies at the national level. 
Basically, the forest zoning process did not recognize indigenous people’s lands, which many local inhabitants use for communal hunting, fishing and gathering. Indeed, the state conferred forest concessions overlapping with indigenous communities’ lands, producing social conflicts between these groups and concession holders (Galarza and La Serna 2005). With regard to this, Colchester et.al (2006: 58) state that: “the concession process has hastily been made without consulting local people and using defective base maps without data of titled areas, [producing] many commercial logging concessions [overlapping] on indigenous peoples’ and other local communities’ lands”. 
As a result, new non-state actors, namely, large and small concession holders, arose among forest players in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. However, the major part of small concession holders had neither the financial capital nor the technical capabilities to manage tropical forests in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. Mainly, this situation was beneficial for timber export companies like the Bozovich Group, which formed the largest forest concessions in the Amazonian regions of Ucayali and Madre de Dios. With regard to this, it is important to point out that their own chief executive officers were managers of these concessions, as noted by the Peruvian journalist Soko (2008). 

However, the way in which these enterprises perform in the Amazon Basin is reprehensible. Due to forest harvesting contracts establish limits to extract wood, large concessionaires are compelled to seek new extraction areas. What more, knowing that forest extraction is highly selective and that the two most valuable species, mahogany and cedar are scattered in the Peruvian tropical forests, the only way to locate them is by cutting all trees in the way (White 1978: 403). 

Basically, they provide financial capital to small loggers that encroach on protected natural areas, indigenous communities’ lands and even territorial reserves for the isolated indigenous to extract mahogany and cedar. Indeed, the National Association of Amazon Indians, the largest indigenous organisation in Peru (2007: 29-31), highlights that large concessionaires boosted illegal logging in the National Reserve Pacaya Samiria and the Territorial Reserve Madre de Dios inhabited by ancestral tribes, located in the Amazonian regions of Ucayali and Loreto, respectively. Similarly, Fagan and Shoobridge, Peruvian Parks Watch’s members (2005), found illegal mahogany and cedar logging in the National Park Alto Purus in the Amazonian region of Ucayali. With regard to this, it is important to highlight the way in which illegal logs are laundered: loggers transport the wood from national parks or indigenous communities’ lands into adjacent forest concessions where small concessionaires sell blank forest transport permits to launder illegal wood to be transferred into sawmills. “The large-scale laundering of high value woods has been able to function due to the thriving illegal market of legal documents in Peru”, as noted by the Environmental Investigation Agency (Op.cit., 16). 

Specifically, the World Bank (2006: 8) notes that 80 percent of the total wood harvest in Peru comes from illegal logging, making it in this regard the second most active country worldwide after Cambodia. Moreover, it is important to emphasise that there are many constraints to controlling illegal logging in Peru. As stated by the Peruvian Ombudsman Office (2010b), state forest agencies lack enough forest keepers, financial resources and information technologies to exercise a better forest control in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. Furthermore, a culture of impunity when illegal logs are found means that concession holders pay bribes to counteract state punishment. With regard to this, some scholars argue that: “forestry-related corruption occurs at both political and bureaucratic levels, whereby payments are made to speed up regulatory and bureaucratic processes and to encourage officials to step outside their mandate, such as ignoring illegal acts”. (Well et al. 2003: 11 quoted in Colchester 2006: 35).

Another aspect that deserves to be addressed is the fact that nearly all wood harvests go into international markets, especially to Mexico and the United States, where the Bozovich Group comprised two companies, namely, BOZOMEX in Mexico and Bozovich Timber Products in the United States. With regard to this, Soko (2008) highlights the association formed between its American office, Bozovich Timber Group and two American importing companies, namely, T. Baird International Corporation of King of Prussia (Pennsylvania) and TBM Hardwoods of Hanover (Pennsylvania), which used their economic power to avoid being accused of illegal logging in the International Trade Court of New York by the Association of Indigenous Communities of the Amazonian Region of Madre de Dios. 
3.4
Consequences

Agrarian reform and the large development programmes implemented by the state in the 1970s and 1980s boosted the emergence of new actors, namely, poor peasants and settlers who migrated into the Peruvian jungle for subsistence ends producing land conflicts with indigenous tribes while large farmers, ranchers and timber companies were spurred to develop agriculture, cattle ranching and timber extraction, spawning forest loss in the Amazon Basin. Particularly, the political and economic context of the 1990s made tropical forests contested spaces as forests were a commodity for large-scale commercial ends, producing social constraints for indigenous groups. Indeed, the 27308 Forest Law promoted the rise of a powerful economic group, namely, the Bozovich Group, which held the largest forest concessions through which they controlled tropical forests. 

However, this company’s performance has been deplorable both in environmental and social terms. Large concession holders were the most responsible for deforestation in the Amazonian regions of Ucayali and Madre de Dios in recent years: they engage in extra-legal cutting of trees, affecting Amazonian tribes’ livelihood. With regard to this, some academics highlight that concessionaires extract timber from tropical forests in an unsustainable way that endangers the future livelihood of rural people and threatens their culture and communities (Blaikie 1985: 138; Bryant and Bailey 1997: 166-167).

It is important to note that timber concessions also indirectly contributed to a major deforestation by opening new rural roads that facilitate slash and burn agriculture practices by settlers in forest lands. This statement is reinforced by a study of the Carnegie Institution's Department of Global Ecology at Stanford University, which found: “synergies of logging, road access, and subsequent deforestation in the Amazon” (‘Selective Logging’ 2006). 

In addition to this, taking into account that the current economic context is characterised by a drastic integration into global markets, it can be argued that the international demand for Peruvian wood contributed to deforestation in the last ten years. As stated by Hartmann (Op.cit., 50): “effective demand elsewhere also may drive environmental degradation”. Similarly, the United Nations Research Institute for Social Development points out commercial logging for external markets in wealthy countries as the cause of deforestation in the Third World, as well as illegal logging that boosts: “grabbing by land speculators” (Barraclough and Ghimire Op.cit., 17).

Furthermore, forest concessions represented a hindrance for Amazonian groups as they lacked financial capital, equipment, technology, market knowledge and connections with state forest agencies, mechanisms crucial to forest access as explained in Chapter Two. 
As a consequence, indigenous groups had to build paternalistic relations with loggers as a mechanism to access forests. Indeed, there are several kinds of patronage in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. Basically, large concessionaires provide financial capital to loggers who subcontract forest dwellers to extract logs from their forests in exchange for labor opportunities and payments from their forests. However, indigenous communities receive miserable income and their employment level is unsustainable because they constitute a sporadic workforce, remaining unemployed after a job until a new opportunity to extract timber arises. In contrast, loggers receive significant income from lumber transport into concession zones and timber companies gain enormous profits derived from timber exports into external markets. As stated by Barraclough and Ghimire (Op.cit., 21): “the result is often larger poor population in areas where the traditional inhabitants have lost their life-support systems and where are few possibilities to find either jobs or secure access to agricultural land. They have little purchasing power, scant assets and little political influence”. 
Another way of gaining access to forests is when loggers offer finance capital to Amazonian tribes to extract timber, but the financial conditions are abusive as loggers charge high interest rates on their loans. With regard to this, the Environmental Investigation Agency (Op.cit., 14) in its report on Peru’s forest sector stresses: 
“the system of intermediaries that is extremely common in the commercial relations of the timber industry, constitutes in practice a relationship of slavery, in which those who extract the wood receive a financial advance and later become trapped in abusive financial relationships from which only with great difficulty can they escape”. 

Although the majority of forest communities are interested in obtaining better incomes derived from local timber extraction, there are experiences that stress the fact that indigenous people establish paternalistic relations with loggers in order to gain indirect benefits rather than direct benefits. Indeed, Medina et al. (2009: 764) note that timber extractors belonging to the Shipibo-Conibo ethnic group located in the region of Ucayali receive poor payments by selling their lumber to loggers, but indigenous people appreciate more non-economic benefits such as rural roads, boats and sporadic jobs offered by loggers. However, it is important to mention that this apparently friendly coexistence of actors obscures uneven power relations in which loggers exert dominance by overexploiting local timber and paying unfair prices to rural people. In this way, some scholars emphasise that: “paternalistic relationships [mask] possible contradictory or even conflictive interests….the tragic aspect of the Amazon frontier is to be seen in the form of friendly, paternalistic relationships between local communities and external agents rather than in explicit conflicts” (Bourdieu and Martins quoted in Medina et al. Op.cit., 764). As a result, Amazonian groups are doomed to economic exploitation and social abuses through multiple arrangements of patronage with loggers in the Peruvian Amazon Basin.
In addition to this, it is important to mention that for some Amazonian tribes, theft represents a unique means of access to forests and social justice, as stated by the Peruvian non-governmental organisation Law, Environment and Natural Resources (2006). Similarly, Peluso (Op.cit., 12) highlights: “If loss of resource access means losing the capacity for basic subsistence, this loss threatens the [forest dwellers] own survival and the survival of a way of life. In other words, their motives in using the forest derive from a desire to maintain and control their means of social reproduction”. In this way, indigenous tribes cannot be considered as poachers or criminals by Peruvian law, as tropical forests were owned by indigenous communities since centuries before the rise of the state. 
Basically, the state’s role as ‘developer’ has prevailed over its role as protector of forests and social rights for Amazonian tribes. The state bestowed forest concessions on indigenous groups’ lands, putting in peril their basic subsistence and producing land conflicts with concessionaires. Besides, its policy-mechanisms for managing forests did not include major support for ethnic groups; consequently, they were compelled to establish social relations with loggers, the outcomes of which have been detrimental for their livelihood. 

Therefore, deforestation and poverty in the tropical forests has been constructed within political and economic contexts from the 1970s onward. Particularly, neoliberal policies affected the forest environment in the Peruvian Amazon Basin from the 1990s onward by promoting the emergence of powerful timber companies that control access to forests and whose actions have produced egregious outcomes both for ancestral groups and standing trees. 

The following chapter provides an in-depth analysis of Peru’s forest sector at the macro level that helps to explain why timber companies control forests.

Chapter 4 
Analysis of the forest sector at the macro-level,  1990-2010

The purpose of this chapter is to analyse how uneven power relations have embedded Peru’s forest sector at the macro level within political and economic contexts influenced by neoliberal policies in the period 1990-2010. 

It first analyses how Peruvian forest legislation and policy has been drafted, then it presents the formal organisational framework of the forest sector. Finally, it analyses the roles and relationships among multiple forest players in the political arena. 

4.1
Forest legislation and policy
27308 Forest Law
Neoliberal mainstream policies dominated the political and economic context in the decade of the 1990s as explained in Chapter Three. Mainly, the administration of President Alberto Fujimori aimed to promote national exports through the active participation of the business sector. Particularly, its intention was to change the 21147 Forest Law into the 27308 Forest Law to enable large-scale logging in the Peruvian Amazon Basin.

However, it is important to highlight that this new forest law was approved by the Peruvian Congress in 2000 after ten years as the Bozovich Group represented by the Peruvian Forest Chamber, the National Timber Corporation and the Association of Exporters systematically boycotted any attempt to include indigenous groups, non-governmental organisations and civil society members in the policy-making process and influenced the draft bill crafted by the Ministry of Agriculture, as stated by Soria (2003: 6)
. Basically, the goal of logging companies was to continue extracting great numbers of valuable species like mahogany and cedar in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. Indeed, some organisations as the International Association for the Study of Common Property note: “forest law reforms tend to be heavily influenced by the timber industry lobby” (Colchester et al. Op.cit:, 7).
Basically, Fujimori’s government—although democratic in theory—exhibited characteristics of an authoritarian regime by excluding civil society and grassroots actors from the policy-making process as well as by suppressing all contesting political forces throughout the 1990s. “All kinds of citizen and institutional participation were not compatible with the authoritarian and centralist political regime of Fujimori’s government” (Soria Op.cit., 5).
In this way, the 27308 Forest Law only included timber companies’ interests, a fact reflected in the main policy mechanisms to deal with forests, namely, forest concessions established a set of procedures, rules and technical requirements to be fulfilled by these forest players who have mechanisms of access like financial capital, market knowledge, technology and equipment to manage forests, while indigenous groups are excluded.  With regard to this, Leigh (Op.cit., 4) asserts: “forest laws are said to have been developed with little community consultation and emphasise commercial forestry industry interests without recognizing the complexity of indigenous forest resource use”. 

As a result, the 27308 Forest Law was approved in a politicised environment where logging companies exerted their power to craft the main principles, rules and technical requirements to manage forests through their political connections with the Ministry of Agriculture and the Peruvian Congress, the main state institutions involved in the approval of the forest legislation
. 

1090 Forest Law
The Bozovich Group acquired great economic power in the decade of the 1990s. Indeed, it controlled 80 percent of all timber export market at the national level (Soria Op.cit., 2). Knowing that the tropical forests had been losing their  forest cover in recent years, and consequently, its main export products like mahogany and cedar, the Bozovich Group in conjunction with other private investors lobbied to bring new natural forests and forest lands under executive branch control by including two bills, namely, the 1090 Forest Law and 1073 Law, within the implementation process of the Free Trade Agreement between Peru and the United States, a link that expedited approval by the Peruvian Congress
. 

With regard to the former, the 1090 Forest Law was drafted by timber companies next to other powerful private groups that influenced President Garcia’s political discourse to promote large-scale private investment in the Peruvian Amazon Basin
. Indeed, Garcia highlighted the key role of the business sector in generating employment and income for Amazonian tribes through the implementation of large investment projects, as indigenous groups had neither the formation nor financial resources to produce development in the Peruvian jungle. However, his true objective was not to implement a transparent and competitive process in order to foster the sustainable use of forest resources, as stated in the 1090 Forest Law (Ministry of Agriculture, Government of Peru 2008), but to affect standing trees and local livelihoods for indigenous groups by only defining protected forests and national parks as forest resources. Thus, knowing that the majority of state forests are included in this category, this forest law orchestrated the conversion of 45 million hectares of indigenous communities’ forest lands into sites of large development projects like oil palm production, forest plantations with exotic species, agricultural crops and timber extraction. In addition to this, it is important to emphasise that this new forest law had no legitimate relation with the implementation process of the Free Trade Agreement between Peru and the United States (Environmental Investigation Agency Op.cit., 6).

The 1073 Law intended to change Article 10 of the Law of Private Investment on Indigenous Communities’ Lands (26505 Law) by reducing the representation of community decision-makers from 67 percent to 50 percent at local meetings authorizing communal lands for sale (Ministry of Agriculture, Government of Peru 2008). Consequently, it would have been easier to buy Amazonian tribes’ lands for powerful economic groups, which would have resulted in operations detrimental both for Amazonian tribes and their forests, given these groups’ poor record in the Amazonian Basin. 

As a result, a great social mobilisation materialized in the Peruvian Amazon Basin by which all indigenous communities advocated for the state to derogate these laws because they put in peril these communities’ livelihood, forests and security of land tenure. This mobilisation included riots and blockades in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. However, the state, still far from using democratic channels such as dialogue with tribal communities to find a solution, sent police officers in order to dramatically suppress the indigenous communities’ claims. The resultant 34 casualties make this encounter between indigenous people and police officers the worst social conflict in the last 30 years in Peru, as stated by the most prestigious Peruvian newspaper, El Comercio (2009). With regard to this, Peluso (Op.cit., 4) stresses the way in which the forest landscape is characterised by opposing interests between the state and forest dwellers. “So is the violence that erupts periodically or underlies the public relationships of these forest actors”. Finally, both laws were derogated by the Peruvian Congress in 2009 due to the great social pressure exerted by a set of actors, namely, the National Amazon Indians, peasant organisations, national and international non-governmental institutions, Peruvian media and the international community. 
In addition to this, it is worth stressing that both the 1090 Forest Law and the 1073 Law undermined the Amazonian tribes’ rights to take decisions on their own lands. Indeed, Pulgar-Vidal (2008: 27), director of the Peruvian Society for the Environmental Law, stresses that both laws violated the indigenous people’s rights to participate in political processes that involve their local livelihood established in Convention 169
. Similarly, the Environmental Investigation Agency (Op.cit., 6) points out: “the decrees did not comply with Convention 169, and that indigenous communities should receive prior consultation on legal norms affecting them”. Particularly, Colchester et al. 2006 (as cited in Larson and Ribot, Op.cit., 192) state: “[although many governments have signed international agreements that recognise indigenous land rights.…these have rarely been incorporated into forest legislation [and] in cases where land rights have been granted, this does not necessarily include rights over trees or forest management”. 

29317 Forest Law
Although the 27308 Forest Law is in force to date, a draft of a new legislation,  the 29317 Forest Law has been crafted by the Ministry of Agriculture in 2010 under the current Garcia government. However, it is worth noting that this new proposal was not an independent initiative of Peru but a result of external pressure from the United States, which demanded the adaptation of Peruvian forest legislation to the requirements of the Free Trade Agreement signed between both nations in 2006. Knowing that the United States has had a long history of eviction of American Indians by redrawing national parks (Brockington and Igoe quoted in Brockington et al. 2008: 10). There is no guarantee of significant social inclusion for Peruvian tribal communities for future forest conservation programmes sponsored by government officials.

Furthermore, it is important to highlight this discrepancy despite this proposal being publicly justified in the frames of sustainable development, forest governance and principles of equity (Ministry of Agriculture, Government of Peru 2010). In reality, it is not very different from previous versions as its policy mechanisms continue a focus on a set of market mechanisms such as forest concessions, land-use rights, forest management plans, licenses and permits, which can only be met by timber companies. 
Mainly, Garcia’s administration fostered the significant participation of non-state actors in the policy-making process of the 27308 Forest Law. Indeed, many non-state actors attended the different sessions arranged by the Agriculture and Environment Ministries, namely, grassroots actors such as the National Association of Amazon Indians, the largest indigenous organization in Peru; the National Confederation of Amazon Indians; civil society members like the Ecological Forum; international non-governmental organisations such as the World Wildlife Fund and International Conservation; and national non-governmental organisations like the Peruvian Society for Environmental Law, which was contracted by the state to draft this new Forest Law. In addition to this, it is important to highlight that the Institute for the Common Good, a non-governmental organisation financed by American partners and the main opponent of the state’s forest policies, was left out of this process
. 
However, grassroots participation was constrained to a mere passive and information-giving role. Basically, the business sector represented by the Forest Chamber of Commerce and the Association of Exporters exerted its major voice and decision-making powers in these meetings. With regard to this, the president of the Peruvian Ecological Forum, Sandro Chavez, challenges the transparency of this process, as grassroots actors, neutral non-governmental organisations and civil society members received the draft of the new forest law one month before the deadline whereas the business sector had it beforehand (‘Crisis of Governance in the Peru’s Forest Sector’ 2010).

  As a result, tribal communities had little space to put forward their own contributions and development purposes to attain major social inclusion in the forest legislation. In fact, this new forest law jeopardizes forest dwellers’ livelihood as the Ministry of Agriculture has the power to change land use from forest purposes to agrarian use and to other economic uses for which large-scale agriculture for biofuels, hydroelectric power plants, timber, hydrocarbons and mineral extraction would be expected to arise in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. With regard to this, Dourojeanni et al. (2009: 2) stress that: 
“the main environmental impacts would be the deforestation due to change of use of the land and the degradation of forests through agriculture, logging, mining, oil exploration and exploitation, and by their transformation into artificial lakes. The loss of rich natural biological patrimony of Peru’s Amazon would be unprecedented”.  
In addition to this, there are other examples regarding the way in which land-use change is affecting tropical forests. According to the Peruvian journalist Cesar Hildebrandt (2010), a Chilean group, namely, the SEM Group specialised in producing genetically modified seed, bought more than 50,000 hectares of Amazonian wetlands in the Amazonian region of Ucayali with support from the Regional Direction of Agriculture
. Meanwhile, the Caynarachi Enterprise, belonging to the Romero Group, acquired more than 3000 hectares of tropical forests and evicted local farmers from their own lands in the Amazonian region of San Martin to establish oil palm plantations. Besides, these enterprises had the sanction of central forest agencies to implement land-use change (‘The Romero Group in the Region of San Martin’ 2010)
.
Forest policy
It is important to mention that Peru is a country with poor planning capability. Indeed, it has not had a development plan over the last 20 years since the former Minister of Economy and Finance Carlos Boloña, main promoter of the Structural Adjustment Programme in the 1990s, eliminated the National Planning Institute. At present, Peru simply possesses a general document entitled: “Peru Plan 2021” with unclear development goals drafted by the National Centre for Strategic Planning, an institution fashioned in 2005. 
Consequently, this lack of planning transferred into many economic sectors, particularly the forest sector, which has not had a forest policy in the period 1990-2010. Nowadays, there is just a draft of a forest policy whose objectives are based on the sustainable development concept understood as the promotion of economic growth, generation of social welfare and conservation of forest resources (Ministry of Agriculture, Government of Peru 2010). Besides, the forest policy employs the technocratic planning approach as its major discourse about sustainability
. This paradigm is characterised by stressing the state’s role in planning forest activity through forest zoning, regulations and technical procedures established in the forest management plans to ensure the sustainable use of forest resources. With regard to this, Pellegrini (2009: 7) asserts: “[this kind of model] rests on strong assumptions on the effectiveness and capability of state institutions to implement the law and assure enforcement”. Similarly, Silva et al. (2002: 65) note: “this policy narrative views forestry issues as technical problems best left to professional foresters in the public bureaucracies”. 
Of all subjects specified in the forest policy, there are two issues which deserve to be analysed, namely, forest management and commercial forest plantations. Firstly, forest stewardship is led by government officials both in natural protected areas and in permanent production forests. With regard to the former, the state exerts direct management through local forest agencies located in the Peruvian Amazon Basin, whereas the latter are managed by private holders through forest concessions contracts, the conference of which includes a set of technical procedures. With regard to this, it is important to highlight that forest policy leaves out community-based forest management. This contempt for forest management led by tribal communities relies on the fact that government officials consider indigenous groups “backward” actors with poor technical and managerial skills to deal with forests. By contrast, they blame ethnic groups for deforestation in tropical forests and argue that a communal propriety system produces unclear rules, confusion and depletion of forest resources. To face this, government agencies implemented an individual titling programme in the Peruvian Amazon Basin with the idea that a private property system would guide Amazonian tribes to regulate forest use. However, the effectiveness of a stewardship system has no relation with a particular system of property; both state, private and communal systems can be effective or ineffective in managing forests, as stated by the United Nations Research Institute for Social Development (Barraclough and Ghimire Op.cit., 24).

In theory, the state’s rules and regulations for managing permanent production forests would assure their proper use. However, there are technical failures in these rules regarding the yield coefficient to extract wood. Indeed, the Environmental Investigation Agency (Op.cit., 16) highlights that: “the yield coefficient for the export of tropical forest species such as mahogany and cedar almost never goes beyond 50 percent of the volume of the standing tree, and normally is around 30 percent”. Conversely, Peru’s timber extraction has been performing with higher levels for many years, extracting 80 percent of the volume of a standing tree. With regard to this, Soko (2008) describes how powerful timber companies opposed the intention of the former Natural Institute of Natural Resources to change these standards to 29 percent for mahogany and 37 percent for cedar
. These firms’ political connections with the Minister of Agriculture, Ismael Benavides, allowed them to ignore the forest authorities who had established these new measures
. Finally, a new head of this institute approved new yield coefficients of 37 percent for mahogany exports and 52 percent for cedar. Consequently, it is clear that the strong connection between the state and timber companies is the main constraint to assure the sustainability of tropical forests in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. 

In this way, the state’s failures in terms of forest resources management might be indicating a change to community-based forest management. Indeed, there is empirical evidence of superior performance for forest management by local people in other developing countries (Folke 1994, Ostrom 1990 quoted in Pellegrini Op.cit., 8). However, local forest management will be unsuccessful if indigenous groups lose ownership of their forests. With regard to this, Blaikie (as cited in Peluso Op.cit., 8) stresses:
“colonial and contemporary states have often appropriated large tracts of land for forests…usurping prior systems of land rights and establishing new land use and resource laws…. Tribal people gain little from the centralization and transfer of forest control other than occasional work an unskilled or semiskilled laborers on lands they once controlled. While the new forest bureaucracies proclaimed their superior ability to sustainably manage natural resources, in many countries land degradation and rural poverty in forest areas began or were exacerbated as a result of the drive of colonial or contemporary governments to control land, forest products growing on that land, and the labor available to work it ”. 
Furthermore, indigenous groups lack mechanisms of access like financial capital, equipment, technology and market knowledge to benefit from forests, as explained in Chapter Three. Therefore, all intent of fostering self-governance by indigenous groups is complex, as they must compete with powerful timber companies, which have controlled tropical forests for many decades and influence or even direct the policy making process. 
Secondly, the national forest policy has a strong bias that is eminently pro-market. According to its discourse, the state fosters private investment in tropical forests; special emphasis is given to commercial forest plantations. But there is not deep knowledge about exploiting forest plantations for commercial ends among government officials and forest agencies. In this section, I highlight some relevant aspects of this issue based on my professional experience in Peru’s forest sector in the period 2005-2007. 

Commercial forest plantations were introduced by the Fund for the Promotion of Forest Development in 2005
. Its policy was focused on the establishment of commercial forest plantations at the national level through high-technology forest nurseries, in order to foster rural employment, improve incomes, reach major export volume and contribute to carbon sequestration. To achieve this, Peru replicated the Brazilian model which works with genetically modified seeds of exotic species like eucalyptus and pinus that have major yields compared with natural forests, both being among the most preferred species for pulp and paper industries. As a result, state forest agencies boosted the installation of these nurseries in several regions, even in the Amazonian regions of San Martin and Ucayali without considering a feasibility study regarding Amazonian land adaptation.

In general, there were not positive outcomes when eucalyptus was introduced in the Peruvian highlands in pilot projects carried out in the 1980s. According to agricultural specialists, this species consumes much more water than  natural species, preventing the growth of other crops
. With regard to this, Borras and Franco (Op.cit., 517) stress that: “industrial monocropping such as [eucalyptus plantations], portrayed as environmentally friendly, actually undermines the lands ecologically”. 
Similarly, Bryant and Bailey (Op.cit., 62) note that reforestation programmes focused on pine and eucalyptus are spawning tropical deforestation and social conflicts at the local level in many countries. In this way, knowing the state’s interest in spurring forest plantations on a large scale in the Peruvian Amazon Basin, it is highly likely that major socio-environmental conflicts would appear in tropical forests. 

4.2
Organisational framework
The formal organisational framework is constituted both by the Agriculture and Environment Ministries. With regard to the former, it is worth stressing that the agriculture sector has always been a powerful player at the national political arena by designing, implementing, monitoring and evaluating the entire portfolio of agricultural projects financed by national and international resources since its creation in 1942. Formally, there is no forest sector but a forest sub-sector within the agriculture sector where both the executive board and forest technicians seek to extract the maximum number of logs from tropical forests. With regard to this, Walker (as cited in Bryant and Bailey, Op.cit., 55) points out: “[States’ objective] was to maximize natural resources production, often beyond sustainable levels”.
The Ministry of Environment, by contrast, has little historical record as it was created in 2008 as part of implementation of the Free Trade Agreement between Peru and the United States through the 1013 Law during Garcia’s administration. In general, there were great expectations among other forest players, especially, grassroots actors and environmental non-governmental organisations who seek an empowered state body, to promote an effective, sustainable use of resources in the tropical forests. However, the central government is far from conferring to the new Ministry of Environment responsibilities regarding the promotion of sustainable forestry and forest conservation; these functions remain within the Ministry of Agriculture. Another clear example of the state’s unwillingness to adopt a responsible environmental role is the fact that there was no financial transfer from the national budget for the launch of the Ministry of Environment, but rather it was contingent on donations from the European Union
.

As a result, the environmental sector works under a conflictive political setting. As argued by Bryant and Bailey (Op.cit., 65): “the state is an actor that rarely speaks with one voice, but rather represents an amalgam of institutional interests. Under such circumstances, the tension between the state’s role as developer and steward of the environment often plays itself out in terms of conflict between rival agencies within a state”. 
Besides, it is important to mention that the creation of the Ministry of Environment produced a new organisational structure for the Ministry of Agriculture. Basically, two new forest areas were fashioned, namely, the Forest and Wildlife General Direction and the Environmental Affairs Direction. The former is in charge of designing politics, plans, programmes and strategies regarding the sustainable use of forest resources and forest conservation, whereas the latter of coordinating the sustainable use of renewable natural resources with the Ministry of Environment and approving environmental impact studies on land and its tenure. Besides, the Ministry of the Environment includes a Vice-Ministry of Natural Resources whose function is to design an integral management policy of natural resources (Organisational Handbook, Ministry of Environment 2008). 

Thus, there is an overlapping of functions in the formal organisational framework in the forest sub-sector which should not be striking. Indeed, Pathak and Rush (as cited in Bryant and Bailey 1997: 68) observe: “[there has always been an historical record of] persistent conflict between agriculture and forestry departments”. However, this intra-state conflict would not be a major problem for the Ministry of Agriculture as the 29317 Forest Law recognizes it as the ultimate authority to manage forest resources and wildlife. Moreover, forest legislation represents a higher level considering the organisational hierarchy of the Peruvian legal system. Consequently, the environmental sector has little capacity to regulate forests use in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. With regard to this, Bryant and Bailey (Op.cit., 69) highlight: “resource departments have usually been around much longer than their environment counterparts, and hence can draw on a much more extensive network of political contacts than their colleagues in environment departments or agencies”. 

In addition to this, the decentralisation process carried out in 2007 whereby the central government transferred operational and administrative functions to manage forest resources into regional and local governments added more complexity to the state’s conservationist role. In short, it was drafted under a heavy top-down approach where the state was seen as the main actor to manage forests without including grassroots actors’ participation. With this regard, Ribot and Oyono (2005: 207) note: “if a reform involves transfer of powers, but the actors receiving them are not representative or downwardly accountable, then perhaps it is privatization or deconcentration”. Particularly, this deconcentration process in Peru transferred the same organisational structure from central government into regional and local governments, which included an Area of Environment and Natural Resources. However, as explained above, this new area has little power to deal with forests, as the forest law empowers local agriculture offices represented by the Regional Directions of Agriculture from regional and local governments to manage forests. As a result, Offices of Environment and Natural Resources are only allowed to manage renewable resources other than forests. Consequently, this represents an advantageous situation for timber companies that can easily form linkages with local authorities, even more so given their experience dealing with major political leaders from the central government. Therefore, the formal organisational framework enables timber companies’ interests to prevail.

4.3
Roles and relationships among forest players

There are not many secondary information sources regarding roles and relations from forest players in the Peruvian scholarly community. Therefore, I analyse these issues based on my intimate knowledge and multidisciplinary work with diverse forest actors, namely, the state, the business sector, non-governmental organisations and grassroots movements. 

Tropical forests constitute contested spaces as explained in the analytical  framework where diverse stakeholders, including state and non-state actors, converge. With regard to the former, the predominance of the state’s role as extractor over its protector role and its connections with the timber business sector has spawned major socio-environmental conflicts in the Peruvian Amazon Basin in the period 1990-2010. Particularly, the timber sector has all mechanisms of access to benefit from forests, namely, financial capital, technology, equipment, market knowledge and strong linkages with state forest agencies to influence the forest policy-making process. With regard to this, Newell and Wheeler (2006: 9) remind us: 
“contests over how resources are to be used, for what, and by whom assume fundamental relations of social power. It is this social power, related as it is to political and material power, that defines the context determining who is in a position to hold who to account and the means by which they are able to do so”. 

In addition to this, there are a set of factors that facilitate the timber sector’s forest control. Firstly, the newly-fashioned Ministry of the Environment  and the Peruvian Ombudsman Office, the two entities that represent the state’s role as environmental and social protector, have little political power to demand from the central government a more efficient forest resource-use allocation and mechanisms of access whereby indigenous groups could benefit from forests. Secondly, rampant corruption among state forest agencies, low law enforcement, low operational capabilities and scant budgets for the Peruvian Amazon Basin weaken the state’s role as forest protector. Thirdly, political struggles over major budget allocations among diverse state agencies have been another recurrent characteristic in the Peruvian political context constraining any support in favour of forest dwellers. Lastly, forest legislation and policy largely benefit timber companies. Thus, these players have an almost-absolute control of tropical forests. 

Consequently, the only practicable method of accessing forests available to indigenous groups is through paternalistic relations that are socially and economically unfavourable, otherwise Amazonian tribes resort to thievery as the last defense mechanism to ensure their social reproduction, as explained in Chapter Three. In addition to this, scholars such as Ribot and Peluso (Op.cit., 154) emphasise: “some people and institutions control resource access while others must maintain their access through those who have control. Attention to this difference in relations to access is one way access can be seen as a dynamic analytic”. 

With respect to non-state actors, they are represented both by grassroots movements and environmental non-governmental organisations, the latter being backed by international partners in some cases. The former are composed  of two associations: (1) the National Association of Amazonian Indians of Peru, which comprises 64 ethnic groups and represents the main force contesting the state, claims not only ownership of forest resources but also advocates for social inclusion and respect for their ancestral cultures; and (2) the National Confederation of Amazonian Indians, which is closer to the government and keeps a more conciliatory discourse, encourages participation of indigenous groups in public debates, state development projects and sustainable development in the tropical forests
. This second group aims to build a social web among the state, the business sector and other indigenous groups to achieve its goals. Thus, it is seen that the most important grassroots movements do not necessarily share the same development objectives. As a result, there is little coordination and space to establish a social web among them.  

While environmental non-governmental organisations encompass a set of institutions, the most visible being the Peruvian Society for Environmental Law, the Institute for the Common Good, International Conservation and the Worldwide Wildlife Fund. The first has always showed a critical stance regarding forest legislation from the central government, especially the 1090 Forest Law that produced major socio-environmental conflicts in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. However, it is worth stressing that this organisation was also contracted to draft the new 29317 Forest Law by the administration of President Alan Garcia. 
In response to this request, the new proposal includes a conflictive article referencing the land-use change from forest to agrarian ends whose implementation would produce egregious consequences for Amazonian tribes and tropical forests as explained above. This confirms a change in stance and suggests a newfound affinity between the central government and the Peruvian Society for Environmental Law. With regard to this, Sanyal (as cited in Bryant and Bailey Op.cit., 152) points out: “[when]  environmental non-governmental organisations were to side with the state, eventually they would either controlled or coopted by the state, thereby losing their legitimacy and effectiveness”. By contrast, the Institute for the Common Good has been the main opponent of the states’ forest legislation; it claims better land-use planning and forest management, demands the transparency of government officials and the effective participation of Amazonian tribes in the policy-making processes that involve their lands and trees. However, all these actions are plotted and executed following its strategies without considering local knowledge or significantly involving indigenous communities. Lastly, International Conservation and the Worldwide Wildlife Fund are the only non-governmental organisations that receive direct technical and financial support from international partners. The former has a strong environmentalist stance, its main aim being to protect tropical forests and wildlife; it sees tropical deforestation not only as a main result of state failure but also by local people’s population growth. The latter aims to protect forests and biodiversity in the Amazon, but is prone to a market-friendly approach where natural resources represent environmental services that can be traded on global markets to provide improved income sources for indigenous groups.

In addition to this, there is little connection among these organisations. Even when major socio-environmental conflict occurred between the state and Amazonian tribes in 2009, each organisation acted independently following its own strategies. With regard to this, Bryant and Bailey (Op.cit., 133) note: “Third World environmental non-governmental organisations operate alone rather than in a partnership with other organisations due to increasing rivalries for funds, they tailor their environmental campaigns to the interests of potential or actual sponsors”. However, this web formed between national non-governmental organisations and their international partners can be hopeful: donors pressured their own governments to demand the Peruvian government to curb the socio-environmental conflict occurring in the Amazon Basin in 2009. 

Finally, there is no connection between grassroots movements and national non-governmental organisations. Particularly, grassroots actors challenge two particular recurrent characteristics of these organisations, namely, the major predominance of scientific forestry over local knowledge and the lack of space for meaningful indigenous participation in and management of the forest project portfolio. In the absence of a unified voice for socio-environmental activists, timber companies easily push their private interests through this fragmented forest landscape in the Peruvian Amazon Basin.

Chapter 5
Conclusions
The forest environment in the Peruvian Amazon Basin has been formed through conflicts and struggles among diverse actors with contrary interests, namely, indigenous groups interested in subsistence ends and sources of income, logging companies in extracting the maximum number of logs to obtain profits and the state with multiple roles as developer, protector and steward of forests. As stated by Peluso (Op.cit., 4): 
“competition over access to land and trees, and over the control of that access, characterizes the relations between foresters and villagers. Claims and counterclaims, threats and counterthreats, and struggles to support diametrically opposed production-consumption units-forest-based households and a powerful forestry parastatal are the stuff of forest politics. So is the violence that erupts periodically or underlies the public relationships of the forest players”. 

Particularly, Peruvian tropical forests became contested spaces after the implementation of agrarian reform and the construction of the Marginal Highway during the military government in the 1970s, which propelled a great migratory wave of landless peasants and settlers into the tropical forests, producing land and livelihood conflicts with indigenous communities. The state’s development programmes financed by the World Bank to promote large-scale agriculture and cattle ranching spawned deforestation and the loss of biodiversity in the Peruvian Amazon Basin in the 1980s. With regard to this, Bryant and Bailey (Op.cit., 89) highlight: 
“development projects sponsored by the World Bank destroyed livelihoods and degraded environments, as the environmental resources of poor grassroots actors were despoiled by loggers, engineers, mining companies, cattle ranchers, agri-businesses or land-hungry migrants encouraged by state and World Bank officials”.

It is important to emphasise that neoliberal policies exacerbated these environmental and social problems in the tropical forests from the 1990s onward. These policies undermined the state’s presence at the national level, most evident in remote places like the Peruvian Amazon Basin and promoted timber extraction for the global markets. With regard to this, Bryant and Bailey (Op.cit., 91) stress: “Third World states were usually required under structural adjustment programmes to curtail government spending and to promote a pro-market and export-oriented development strategy that typically boiled down to enhanced exploitation of natural resources”. 

In this way, forests were deemed a valuable commodity from which the state could obtain loyalties and timber companies could obtain wood for export. Consequently, the state approved the 27308 Forest Law in 2000 establishing forest concessions as the main policy mechanism to manage forests. The process of approving this law lasted ten years, as timber companies were boycotting any attempt to include social mechanisms in favor of indigenous groups; their strong connections with the highest government officials of the Ministry of Agriculture allowed them to continue extracting great numbers of logs from tropical forests. Indeed, Lewis (as cited in Bryant and Bailey, 1997: 62) highlights that: “a characteristic of the political process in many Third World countries is the existence of a close and symbiotic relationship between state and business leaders”. 
Basically, forest management was based on a top-down approach where the state’s rules and technical requirements were deemed the main guidelines by which forest players could manage forests. There was no mention regarding  community-based forest management because the state considered forest dwellers “backward” and, in a few cases, even criminal. As noted by Peluso (Op.cit., 19): “from the state’s point of view, forest villagers are breaking the law by striking, and acting ignorant or remaining backward by adhering to cultural norms that do not achieve the ends desired by the state”.
However, forest concessions only benefited timber companies like the Bozovich Group that had a set of assets such as financial capital, equipment, market knowledge and political connections to access forests. Furthermore, poor forest planning overlapped forest concessions and Amazonian tribes’ lands, producing land conflicts among them. In practice, timber export companies controlled forests through a powerful chain that included large concession holders and loggers. Indeed, the Bozovich Group owned the largest forest concession, which provided financial capital to small loggers to extract wood outside their areas, and subsequently, laundered logs through forest transport permits bought from small concession holders or through bribes to local officials. 
In addition to this, low law enforcement spawned the encroachment of loggers both on natural protected areas and forest dwellers’ lands. Particularly, the state showed a complete lack of interest in protecting communal forests, as private timber companies paid bribes to have leeway from state forest agencies. This produced a dangerous situation in which communal property regimes were seen as open access regimes. As stated by Bromley (1999: 100-101): 
“if those threatening village forests enjoy political favor from the state, then the protection of common forests will be indifferent at best. Then a common-property regime becomes a de facto open access regime [where potential forest users] behave as they wish without regard for the interests of those dependent upon the natural resources”. 
As a result of these institutional failures, many trees were felled in the Peruvian tropical forests. 

Another consequence of forest concessions is that Amazonian tribes were compelled to build social relations with loggers as a way of accessing forests. In this way, paternalistic relations are a kind of mechanism of access to forests as explained in Chapter Two. Nevertheless, this represents an abusive instrument that imbues loggers with the power to define job opportunities and income. Indeed, indigenous communities receive miserable payments in the workforce and a negligible price for their trees, which command higher prices in international markets. Moreover, it is important to highlight that where indigenous groups deplete tropical forests, they do it as a subsistence strategy to protect their lands from settlers. With regard to this, Bryant and Bailey (Op.cit., 167) note that Shuar Indians located in the Ecuadorian Amazon were forced to deplete extensive local forests in order to secure rights to their lands and to avoid external encroachment by settlers. 
Therefore, the state and timber companies have together been mainly responsible for deforestation, social conflicts and loss of livelihood for indigenous communities in the Peruvian Amazon Basin within political and economic contexts influenced by the implementation of neoliberal policies. Indeed, some scholars like Hurst, Utting and Dauvergne (as cited in Bryant and Bailey, 1997: 62) point out: “a state-business partnership has been the source of many of the physical changes to the environment, and related environmental conflict that is at the heart of the politicised environment”.
Particularly, strong alliances among timber companies, multinational partners and other powerful economic groups lobbied President Alan Garcia during the drafting of the 1090 Forest Law in 2008 in order to get new forests for large-scale logging, oil palm and eucalyptus plantations. However, this forest law was rejected by the Peruvian Congress as a result of a great social conflict between indigenous groups and the state, as it jeopardized 45 million hectares of natural forests and the security of land tenure for Amazonian tribes. 

Furthermore, it is important to mention that the 29317 Forest Law was crafted in 2010 as part of the compromises assumed by Peru to adapt its forest legislation to the American standards. Unlike the 1090 Forest Law, this law included a participatory process where civil society representatives and grassroots actors could take part. Although they had the opportunity to offer their contributions, these actors were left out of major debates with state forest agencies. In this way, participatory mechanisms operate on a basic level where weaker actors do not have decision-making power. For this reason, the 29317 Forest Law included a controversial article whereby the Ministry of Agriculture can authorize land-use change for developing “other economic activities”. However, the objective is to promote the development of mega-projects such as large-scale agriculture for biofuels, hydroelectric power plants, hydrocarbons and mineral concessions in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. Consequently, Peruvian forest legislation has evolved to benefit large capitalist interests at the expense of weaker actors and their local environment. With regard to this, Johnston (as cited in Bryant and Bailey Op.cit., 54) notes: “the state’s role as the facilitator of the capitalist system links that actor to contemporary environmental problems that are an essential by product of that system”. 
In general, neoliberal ideas affected the state’s capacity to draft their own sectoral policies. Particularly, there was no forest policy since 1990 until a draft policy was designed in 2010 as part of the implementation process of the Free Trade Agreement between Peru and the United States. Basically, this policy describes forest management from a techno-scientific stance where the state defines a set of technical requirements to ensure sustainable use of forest resources that can theoretically be fulfilled by timber companies whose economic power and managerial skills would be crucial to their success. It is further important to stress that there is no mention of community-based forest management in this draft due to the fact that the state considers indigenous communities “backward” actors whose population growth is deemed a driving force for deforestation. 

In this way, government officials overlook the fact that deforestation has mainly been produced by the state since the 1970s and accelerated by timber companies and state policies in the 1990s, as explained in Chapter Three. Indeed, Colchester et al. 2006 (as cited in Larson and Ribot, Op.cit., 190) note: “there is no evidence that current forestry management policies are better than local exploitation practices— legal or illegal — and they are probably worse, given that they are formulated for the maximizing of extraction”. 

Indeed, timber companies’ performance has not been successful in practice. On the contrary, they have not only exceeded timber extraction allowed in their forest concessions, but also spanned into indigenous communities’ lands, isolated groups’ areas, national parks and protected natural areas through a powerful network constituted by illegal loggers, middlemen and local forest agencies, affecting indigenous communities’ livelihood and their forests. In addition to this, the roads built to transport extracted logs have caused indirect effects such as settler migration, land grabbing, spawning social conflicts with tribal communities and deforestation in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. 

Moreover, the high influence of timber companies within each state branch has produced the capture of the forest policy-making process in Peru’s forest sector. Therefore, forest legislation only benefits these powerful economic groups, whereas it excludes Amazonian tribes who do not have a set of assets to benefit from forests, namely, financial resources, equipment, technology, market knowledge and political connections with forest agencies, which are key to overcoming rural poverty (Ribot and Peluso 2003; Sunderlin 2005). As a result, there is recurrent social exclusion of indigenous groups from tropical forests. With regard to this, Hall and Hill (as cited in Winter, 1996:16) state: “a small ruling group, performs all political functions, monopolises power and enjoys the advantages that power brings, whereas [marginalised groups] are directed and controlled by the first, in a manner that is now more or less legal, now more or less arbitrary and violent”. 

This situation compels us to reconsider Peru’s democratic essence as the protector of human rights for indigenous groups in the Amazon Basin, where they are doomed to suffer eviction by their own state and labor exploitation by timber companies. Additionally, this finding is useful to challenge De Soto’ s view, which asserts that individual property rights are a key element of reducing rural poverty for indigenous inhabitants in the Peruvian Amazon Basin. As demonstrated, he neglects the fact that mechanisms of access like financial capital, equipment, technology, market knowledge and access to authorities exert power over access to and control of forests. The set of distinctive instruments through which indigenous communities gain the ability to benefit from forests thus emerges from Ghani’s concept
 of the “bundle of powers” as opposed to the “bundle of rights” preferred by De Soto. 
This study has revealed that the Ministry of Agriculture is the main state agency in promoting the sustainable use of forest resources and conserving tropical forests and wildlife. The creation of the Ministry of the Environment in 2008 represented a mere formality to fulfill the requirements of the Free Trade Agreement signed between Peru and the United States. Besides, the accompanying transference of administrative powers and functions from the central government to regional and local governments has altered their internal organisation by complicating the bureaucracy. In consequence, heightened corruption is expected in Peruvian tropical forests, knowing the high value that forests represent both for local political leaders and timber companies. 

Furthermore, this study has shown the heterogeneity of forest players. Firstly, there are intra-state conflicts through which each ministry struggles to gain major political and economic power; there are overlapping functions and little coordination among them. Secondly, there are different roles and conflicts among non-state actors. Thirdly, there are no relationships between state-actors and non-state actors, except for the powerful timber companies that have captured the state, while other non-state actors like grassroots movements and civil society members are just mere spectators in the policy-making process. As a result, the perfect scene is set for the spread of capitalist interests in the Peruvian Amazon Basin, which make us question non-state actors’ effectiveness in constituting a more integrated social force to reinforce the state’s role as conservationist and to recover its democratic tradition. 

Finally, this study provides evidence on how the forest legislation has exacerbated social, environmental and institutional conflicts within the forest sector. The Peruvian case represents a particular context where neoliberal policies have stretched into forest policy-making processes. The multiple versions of the forest legislations reveal the state’s prioritization of its role as “developer agent” by facilitating the rapacious extraction of wood for timber companies at the expense of indigenous communities and their trees. Moreover, the way in which it carries out forest policy-making process is far from a democratic form of government. Self-interest, an intrinsic characteristic of a free-market economy, has spread at the micro level, where non-state actors, namely, grassroots movements, non-governmental organisations and civil society representatives act separately with poor relationships and without minimum coordination among them. These factors conspire to make Peruvian tropical forests not only sites of contested resources, but also sites of dominated resources, where powerful timber companies maintain a web of economic and political powers to exploit forests and capture the state, to the detriment of Amazonian tribes and their ancestral standing trees.

Appendices
Appendix 1: 
Poverty Rates in the Peruvian Amazon Basin

	Regions
	Poverty Rate (%)

	San Martin
	44

	Loreto
	56

	Amazonas
	60

	Ucayali
	30

	Madre de Dios
	13


Source: Peruvian Bureau of Statistics 2009.
Appendix 2: 
Oil Concessions in the Peruvian Amazon
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� See Appendix 1.


� This diagnosis is included within the Programme for the Conservation of Peruvian Forests, drafted by the Ministry of Environment in 2009.


� The World Bank defines monetary poverty as the percentage of the population living below the poverty whose current level is 1.25 US$ PPP per-day.


� Its population reaches 3,675,292 inhabitants which represents 13 percent of Peru’s population. See http://censos.inei.gob.pe/Anexos/Libro.pdf


� Peru’s total territory extends to 1,285,215 km2.


� A. Vargas, email communication, 12 August 2010.


� Fujimori governed Peru in the period 1990-2000. 


� A. Vargas email communication, 01 September 2010.


� See Appendix 2.


� It is the main timber export company in Peru.


� This law is in force to date.


� Soria is a Peruvian lawyer and member of the Peruvian Ecological Forum.


� A deeper explanation of the role and relations among these actors will be explained in section 4.3.


� A set of 101 legislative decrees was included in this process. 


� Garcia is the current president, who also ruled Peru in the period 1985-1990.


� The Convention 169 was established by the International Labor Organisation in 1989. Its purpose is to defend indigenous people’s human and social rights.


� A. Vargas, email communication, 03 September 2010. 


� See �HYPERLINK "http://www.urkuperu.org/sp/noticias-front/grupo-chileno-compra-51-mil-700-ha.-de-amazon-a-protegida-de-ucayali-a-100-soles-ha.html"�http://www.urkuperu.org/sp/noticias-front/grupo-chileno-compra-51-mil-700-ha.-de-amazon-a-protegida-de-ucayali-a-100-soles-ha.html�.


� The Romero Groups is the second largest economic group in Peru. 


� Silva et al. highlight four Dryzek’s approaches: market-friendly, technocratic planning, social forestry and conservation paradigm. 


� It was the forest authority until November 2008. Nowadays, it is part of the Forest and Wildlife General Direction of the Ministry of Agriculture.


� The Minister of Agriculture belongs to the Benavides Family, which is the main shareholder of the Yanacocha Mining Company, the largest gold producer in South America.


� This is a public-private entity belonging to the Ministry of Agriculture.


� A. Vargas, email communication, 06 September 2010.


� A. Vargas, email communication, 08 September 2010.


� There is no specific information regarding the number of associated indigenous groups on its website. 


� Ribot and Peluso Op.cit 158.
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