Effectiveness of locally run conservation initiatives

in north-east Peru
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Abstract Amazonas and San Martin are two of the most
densely populated regions in rural Peru and have some of
the highest deforestation rates in the country. They are also
home to many threatened and endemic species and are
considered a high priority for conservation. Under Peruvian
law individuals and community groups can create private
conservation areas and conservation concessions, and we
evaluated the successes and challenges experienced in the
creation and management of such areas, using direct
observation, questionnaires and key-informant interviews.
Our results show that far from being a problem for
conservation many rural communities are actively promot-
ing or participating in conservation initiatives on a local
scale with landscape-level impacts. These initiatives include
land protection, hunting control and reduced deforestation,
thus providing effective solutions to threats. The main
obstacles we identified in relation to such campesino
(peasant farmer) conservation initiatives were the lack
of access to support from governmental and non-
governmental institutions and to economic resources to
fund the extensive bureaucratic processes of registering
protected areas. Many campesino communities bypass these
restrictions through informal conservation initiatives.
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Introduction

P eru has two kinds of non-government protected areas:
private conservation areas and conservation conces-
sions. Privately owned land, such as titled family plots or
community land, can be registered with the Ministry of the
Environment as a private conservation area for an unlimited
period and untitled state land can be registered with the
relevant regional authorities as a conservation concession
for up to 40 years at a time. Ecotourism concessions and
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ecological service areas are other legal designations under
which land can be protected. Private and communal
conservation initiatives are increasingly common in Latin
America, especially in the eight Amazonian countries
(Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Guyana, Peru, Surinam
and Venezuela). Of these, Peru has the largest area of
privately protected land (Monteferri & Coll, 2009), with
> 1,200,000 ha in 150 protected areas: 61 private conser-
vation areas, 44 conservation concessions, 40 ecotourism
concessions and five ecological service areas (SPDA, 2012).
This represents c. 5.4% of the area covered by the national
protected area system (SINANPE) and o0.011% of the
national territory (Conservamos por Naturaleza, 2012;
MINAM, 2012).

Although there are some large protected areas in Peru,
protected areas in the rural regions of Amazonas and San
Martin are generally small and isolated. They are therefore
insufficient for species conservation and must be comple-
mented by strategies for landscape-level management
(Harris, 1984; Newmark, 1987; Margules & Pressey, 2000;
Ancrenaz et al,, 2007). This is especially true for species
occurring in populated areas or areas under cultivation,
where designated protected areas are infeasible and
deforestation levels high (Ranta et al., 1998). Emphasis has
been placed on the importance of conserving forest
fragments and semi-natural landscapes for species (Harris,
1984; Hansen et al., 1991; Bierregaard Jr et al., 1992; Terborgh,
1992; Bennett, 1999; Gascon et al, 1999). Methodologies
include protection and restoration of corridors, in the form
of riparian forests or farm boundaries, forest enrichment
planting and controlled hunting (Lyon & Horwich, 1996;
Bennett, 1999; Margules & Pressey, 2000). Lyon & Horwich
(1996) and Horwich et al. (2010) described two case
studies from Belize and India in which community-based
landscape-level conservation has aided the recovery of
threatened primates in anthropogenic landscapes.

The species diversity in the tropical Andean forests of
Peru is comparable to that of the country’s Amazonian
lowlands, which cover c. 20 times more land area
(Mittermeier, 1988; Bubb et al., 2004; Pacheco et al., 2009),
and the forests have a higher diversity per km®. The regions
of Amazonas and San Martin are home to three endemic
primate species (Boveda-Penalba et al., 2009; Shanee, 2011;
Shanee et al., 2011), at least three endemic bird species
(Schulenberg et al., 2010), 10 Important and Endemic Bird
Areas (Stattersfield et al., 1998; O’Dea et al., 2006) and
countless endemic plant and invertebrate species (Myers
et al., 2000; Rodriguez & Young, 2000).
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Rural communities in these regions predominantly
comprise people of mixed indigenous and European origin.
These campesinos, or peasant farmers, endure land
insecurity and degraded environmental resources (Loker,
1996; Shanee, 2012a). The majority are migrants who have
been displaced from the highlands by the proliferation of
mining operations, a scarcity of fertile land, unaffordable
land prices and lack of drinking water and fuelwood
(Szablowski, 2002; Bury, 2005; Bebbington & Bury, 2009;
Shanee, 2012a). In the 1980s the construction of the Marginal
Highway and the coca Erythroxylum coca boom resulted in
mass immigration and associated deforestation in
Amazonas and San Martin (Young, 1996; Fjeldsa et al.,
2005; Shanee, 2012a).

Throughout South America immigrant campesinos are
often blamed for environmental destruction. Sundberg
(1998) gave many examples of NGO and state discourses
blaming campesinos for deforestation and land degradation
in Guatemala. Nugent (1993) mentioned that campesino
colonists are usually presented in the literature as maladap-
tive, with a hunger for land and forest resources. They are
also blamed for a lack of forest culture and intrinsic
antipathy towards naturalistic cultures (Loker, 1996;
Nygren, 2000). This reputation is also deeply rooted in
the environmental discourse on north-east Peru, which is
used by NGOs and public conservation agents to explain the
limited success of many conservation initiatives (Shanee,
2012a). However, destructive behaviours towards the
environment by campesinos are largely attributable to
economic and legal pressures rather than maladaptation or
inherent apathy to nature (Trenbath et al., 1990; Loker, 1996;
Nygren, 1998). Shanee (2012a) described an amalgam of
pressures and state requirements as well as a lack of
opportunity for sustainable practices in north-east Peru.

Since the 1980s there has been a growing understanding
that conservation effectiveness depends on partnership with
local stakeholders (Western & Wright, 1994; Brosius et al.,
1998; Adams & Hulme, 2001; Brown, 2002; Adams, 2004).
Many conventional conservation interventions promote
people-orientated projects, integrating conservation and
economic development (Jeanrenaud, 1998; Adams, 2004;
Agrawal & Redford, 2006). Such projects are often criticized
for failing to achieve conservation outcomes (Oates, 1999;
Terborgh, 1999; Kellert et al., 2000; Wilshusen et al., 2002;
Kiss, 2004; Hutton et al., 2005; Durand & Vazquez, 2010)
and sustainable development (Barrett & Arcese, 1995;
Wainwright & Wehrmeyer, 1998).

Brockington et al. (2008) defined this type of conser-
vation as mainstream conservation. Such schemes are based
on neoliberal ideologies whereby nature acquires economic
value and is commoditized to pay for itself (Hayden, 2003;
Breunig, 2006; Biischer & Whande, 2007; Sullivan, 2010),
suggesting that economic growth and conservation can
enhance each other to bring about wholly positive

outcomes. Neoliberal conservation discourse identifies
local populations as the primary threat to biodiversity
because of their proximity to forests (Igoe & Brockington,
2007). Neoliberal conservation aims to prepare local people
to enter the global economy by granting property rights and
building capacity to make them competent conservationists.
Local environmental knowledge and environmental initia-
tives are often ignored.

Pathak et al. (2004) defined community conservation as
the voluntary conservation of ecosystems, species, ecological
services or cultural values by local people through
community management decisions and efforts. Local
people, through community institutions, are the primary
decision-makers and enforce their own regulations, some-
times in collaboration with other stakeholders. Although
such locally run conservation projects are increasingly
common (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2004; Pathak et al,
2004; Horwich et al,, 2011) they are seldom described in the
literature (Horwich & Lyon, 2007; Igoe & Brockington,
2007; Fletcher, 2010; Horwich et al., 2011).

To address this gap we describe our experiences from 5
years of conservation in Amazonas and San Martin, Peru.
During this time we encountered hundreds of conservation
projects initiated and run by campesinos. These projects
varied greatly in magnitude and achievements. Here we
analyse, in the context of current conservation trends, the
potential of these projects to conserve natural habitats and
endemic species in north-east Peru.

Methods

Our study was carried out in rural Amazonas and San
Martin, on the eastern slopes of the Andes in north-east
Peru during 2007-2012 (Fig. 1). In 2010 questionnaires (in
Spanish) were distributed to 169 randomly chosen adult
residents of the community of Yambrasbamba in Amazonas
and the villages of La Primavera and Libano in San Martin,
to assess local wildlife extraction and deforestation patterns.
Questionnaires included socioeconomic questions as well as
questions about hunting, forest clearance and attitudes
towards forests, wildlife and conservation. We triangulated
answers by ethnographic methods, recording and analysing
decision-making, conservation actions and people’s atti-
tudes and behaviour towards environmental and conser-
vation initiatives. We used ethnographic methodologies,
including interviews with key informants from the com-
munities and regional authorities, and participant observa-
tions, participating in village meetings and visiting field sites
and conservation initiatives (LeCompte & Schensul, 1999).
Through contact with authorities in both regions and with
the central government we gathered information about
proposed and designated protected areas, the attitudes of the
authorities and the challenges they face. We also reviewed
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FiG. 1 Location of Amazonas and San Martin, on the eastern
slopes of the Andes in north-east Peru, where we carried out our
study during 2007-2012. The rectangle on the inset shows the
location of the main map in Peru.

relevant national and international laws. We calculated the
mean expenditure involved in the creation of protected
areas from our own experience and that of other institu-
tions.

Our work involved sustained contact with local groups
throughout Amazonas and San Martin, which facilitated a
thorough validation of the data as epistemic discourses
could be triangulated with the actions they promoted and
with their effect in practice. This work took place during our
time as directors of the Yellow Tailed Woolly Monkey
Project, run by the UK-based NGO Neotropical Primate
Conservation.

Results

Private protected areas

There are 18 private protected areas in Amazonas and San
Martin, with a total of 37,020 ha in Amazonas and 378,407
ha in San Martin. There are 16 proposals for conservation
concessions awaiting approval by San Martin’s regional
government and eight proposals for private conservation

Conservation in north-east Peru

areas in Amazonas and San Martin awaiting approval by the
Ministry of the Environment. Together these areas cover
97,153 ha (2.5% of the total land area) in Amazonas and
603,474 ha (11.8% of the total land area) in San Martin.
Twenty-two of these areas are run by campesino communi-
ties and associations, six by NGOs, eight by local
individuals, four by indigenous communities and associa-
tions, and two by local businesses (Supplementary Table S1).
New proposals are being developed by NGOs and local
communities and associations. At least 14 proposals for
conservation areas were dropped during the initial stages
because of conflicts with development projects or aban-
doned because of the complex registration process. There
are five state-run protected areas in Amazonas, totalling
605,327 ha, and four regional and state-run protected areas
in San Martin, totalling 997,796 ha.

The majority of interviewees (74.6%) were migrants,
many from the region of Cajamarca, which they were forced
to leave because of the lack of fertile land as a result of
overpopulation and mining-related environmental degra-
dation. Most interviewees were small-scale farmers, culti-
vating a mean of 9.6 ha for subsistence (mainly tubers, corn
and beans) and commercial use (cattle, rice, coffee and
cacao). According to a focus group in Yambrasbamba the
minimum income per family was PEN 450 per month. The
estimated maximum income was PEN 5,000 but only two
local families earned this amount. Circa 90% of interviewees
were at the lower end of the income scale.

In Yambrasbamba 59% of people had not been educated
beyond primary level; this figure was 74% in La Primavera
and Libano.

Private and communal protected areas in Amazonas and
San Martin were found to be initiated by local people who
declared part of their lands as intangible zones and later
asked private or public conservation agents to assist them in
legally registering them as protected areas. Other reserves
were initiated by conservation institutions approaching
local communities in areas of high conservation priority and
encouraging them to create and manage protected areas on
or adjacent to their lands.

Challenges of creating and maintaining private
protected areas

The application process for conservation concessions and
private protected areas is complicated, expensive and time
consuming. It involves regularizing the community’s or
association’s paperwork and, in the case of private pro-
tected areas, the land title. The initial proposal must be
expanded into a detailed technical document, which is often
>100 pages, with input from a geographer, biologists
of various specialities, a sociologist and a legal advisor
and with ongoing communication with the authorities.
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For conservation concessions details of the project must be
published in government and national newspapers 1 month
before the official application can begin and again after the
concession is awarded. The mean cost of these procedures is
USD 22,000. After the concession is awarded applicants
have 1 year to develop a management plan, build control
posts and delimit the area. Conservation initiators are under
pressure from the related governmental agencies to max-
imize their investments, and most local people cannot create
their own reserves without the help of NGOs. The full
process takes 1.5-5 years and the land is not legally protected
during this time, which sometimes results in conflicts over
land use. In such cases the area requires re-delimitation or
the initiative may be abandoned.

The majority of conservation organizations who pro-
mote private reserves infrequently enter rural areas,
resulting in a lack of dissemination of information. Few
NGOs support local conservation initiatives in the region
and local and national NGOs are constrained by the
availability of resources, relying on sporadic and limited
funding from larger NGOs (Shanee, 2012a). Consequently
many local initiatives, especially smaller ones, are not
followed up by any of the NGOs who initially promoted
their creation and are never fully realized because of the lack
of capacity amongst local initiators to meet the govern-
ment’s requirements.

Socio-political problems in local communities often
hinder the creation of reserves, especially in the case of
private land protection initiatives within titled community
lands, where a two-thirds majority is needed in a general
assembly, sometimes requiring the presence of > 1,000
people, and reserves cannot be created without the full
cooperation of community leaders.

Tension and distrust between rural people and the
authorities have increased with the introduction of
ecotourism and payments for environmental services
schemes, especially carbon sequestration through REDD
and REDD+ (Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and
Forest Degradation) schemes. These schemes are still in the
preliminary stages in north-east Peru and it is too early to
say whether they will be economically and/or culturally
beneficial to rural communities. Many campesinos are led to
believe that there is a lot of money to be made from these
schemes but the mechanisms are often unclear or even
concealed from them. Land-grabbing associated with REDD
schemes (Dooley et al., 2011; Espinoza-Llanos & Feather,
2011; Fairhead et al., 2012) is a growing phenomenon in the
lowland areas of Amazonas and San Martin. Such land grabs
by NGOs and corporations take three forms: (1) where no
land titles exist, large conservation concessions are assigned
to these organizations, (2) land is bought from local people
who have privately titled lands or only land possession
rights, encouraging illegal land invasions, and (3) organiza-
tions secure participation in local projects that include

communally titled lands. In such cases the benefits of
conservation are rarely shared with the local communities.

In San Martin > 1.5 million ha were designated as
permanent production forests for timber extraction as part
of a project executed by the National Institute of Natural
Resources and financed by WWF. The regional government
did not have a procedure for excluding areas requested for
conservation from designated forests, even in cases where
WWPF’s maps and the regional land-use plan were con-
tradictory, and therefore an area could be designated as
both permanent production forest and as a priority for con-
servation. This caused an 18-month delay for 10 proposed
conservation projects in San Martin. Minor concessions are
another barrier to the creation of reserves, and conflicts with
extractive industries are one of the main restrictions to both
private and state-run protected areas in Amazonas and
San Martin.

The proprietor incurs all costs of maintaining reserves,
with no funding from the government. They must provide
details, in the application and again in the management
plan, of how they intend to meet these costs through support
from the private sector or forest-related economic activities.
The person or entity applying for the concession is expected
to demonstrate a thorough understanding of economic
processes and accounting for the project to be approved, and
many rural people do not have the capacity or resources to
do this.

Landscape-level conservation

In Amazonas and San Martin landscape-level conservation
initiatives involve reducing clear-cutting and hunting to
reduce fragmentation and to allow wildlife to exist within
populated areas. These initiatives are additional to those
described above, designating locally run protected areas that
are formally registered with the state authorities in areas of
moderate to high human population densities. In this case,
conservation is administrated within inhabited and agri-
cultural lands without formal separation from other land
uses and human activities.

Some communal authorities promote or enforce bans on
hunting of threatened species and a general reduction in
hunting. The decision to reduce hunting is generally taken
in village assemblies. Results of questionnaires and key
informant interviews in the five villages of La Esperanza
showed that 2 years after bans were introduced hunting was
restricted to rodents such as agouti Dasyprocta spp. and
mountain paca Cuniculus taczanowskii, which damage
crops and have rapid natural reproduction. There were
rumours that other species were hunted, but by people living
in the remotest areas or by newly arrived migrants. The
use of slingshots by children was prohibited, to aid the
recovery of bird and arboreal mammal populations in and
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around villages. Bushmeat is rarely an integral part of the
diet or economy of rural people in north-east Peru
(Shanee, 2012b), and therefore hunting is easier to control
than in areas where bushmeat is a more dominant protein
source.

Our study revealed that, through communal organiza-
tions, local people had started to control and reduce land
invasion and immigration to the area. Environmental
education coupled with the threat of climate change have
catalysed rural communities to reduce forest clearance by
more tightly controlling slash-and-burn agriculture and
enriching fields and pastures with nitrogen-fixing tree
species. This was confirmed in Yambrasbamba and La
Primavera, where 63.9% of people reported that they did not
clear-cut additional primary forest but only fallow land and
secondary forest. Those that did clear additional primary
forests cleared a mean area of 0.9 ha annually. Although
clearing and burning of forest did not stop completely it was
reduced progressively during the study period. In a meeting
in the village of La Primavera in May 2011 residents reported
that no one in the village had cleared forest since 2010, only
opening areas of regrowth if additional agricultural land
was needed. They explained that this was a result of a
communal decision and subsequent social pressure. In 2010
the directive board of Yambrasbamba community decided
not to assign any more communal lands to new members of
the community and obliged people who owned cleared land
that they did not work to give it to people who needed it. In
other cases villages chose to protect river headwaters to
ensure their water supply.

Discussion

Efficiency of privately owned protected areas

In Peru private and communal conservation areas sup-
plement the national protected area network. Such
initiatives are increasingly popular and engender a sense
of pride and inclusion in the local people who implement
them (Shanee, 2013). However, many projects proposed by
local people are not realized because of a lack of outside
support.

As a result of the complicated application process only
people with the means and/or networking skills to obtain
support from government or NGOs are able to register
protected areas. Community leaders are essential to the
creation of conservation reserves but their willingness
to initiate conservation processes may be influenced by
corruption and social pressures (Shanee, 2012a). Until 2010
management plans for private protected areas were re-
quired to divide the area into no-use, limited-use and direct-
use zones but current legislation no longer recognizes
no-use zones, which suggests a change in paradigm from

Conservation in north-east Peru

conservation as a means of protecting biodiversity to
conservation for development. The 2010 legislation and
the complex, costly requirements for the creation of reserves
essentially exclude people with reduced economic means
from being able to initiate protected areas by themselves,
and indicate that the government views private conservation
initiatives as economic opportunities rather than a means to
conserve wildlife. Use of protected areas as incentives for
increased economic activity in rural areas and as a means
to control and exclude local people has been reported in
other countries (Schroeder, 1999; Singh & van Houtum,
2002; Langholz & Krug, 2004; Ferguson, 2006; Biischer &
Whande, 2007; Igoe & Brockington, 2007). Eliminating the
option to declare a no-use area also reduces the legal
supremacy of private protected areas when conflicts with
other land uses arise.

In Peru, and globally, initiatives based on economic
incentives are still in the early stages and have yet to be
assessed. The implementation of payment for environmen-
tal services and REDD projects by local communities may
have been hindered by poor planning and dissemination
of information (Shanee 2012a, 2013). The assumption that
conservation can only be achieved by giving nature a
market value presents many theoretical and practical
contradictions (Landell-Mills & Porras, 2002; Rosa et al.,
2003; Corbera et al.,, 2007a,b; Bhusal, 2009; Sullivan, 2009,
2010; MacDonald, 2010; McAfee, 2012). It discourages local
people from conserving wildlife for its intrinsic or cultural
value and promotes land trafficking and corruption
(Corbera et al., 2007a; Fairhead et al., 2012).

We found that for many people in north-east Peru nature
conservation is in line with their intrinsic, social, aesthetic
and moral values as well as a means to ensure their own
future through protection of water sources and mitigation
of climate change. In most cases economic benefits were
perceived as a welcome but secondary outcome and
occasionally even as a hindrance (Shanee, 2013). However,
unfulfilled expectations of economic benefits promised by
many NGOs and government agents could threaten the
future of some private reserves. Many conservation
initiatives in Amazonas and San Martin are still in their
early stages and thus it is too soon for a full assessment.
However, it is likely that the discourse that promotes wholly
beneficial conservation solutions with economic gain will
collide with low economic outcomes, especially in cases in
which poor people are unable to invest in the development
of economic alternatives. Together with the effort required
to maintain and protect reserves, the unrealistic expecta-
tions of the short-term benefits of conservation could
dissuade rural communities from initiating conservation
initiatives. The promotion of economic benefits could
also lead to private protected areas joining Peru’s legacy
of so-called paper parks (Rodriguez & Young, 2000;
Naughton-Treves et al., 2006), by attracting projects based
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on economic reasoning, which could lead to the abandon-
ment of projects when expectations are unfulfilled.

Efficiency of landscape-level conservation

Landscape-level conservation initiatives do not separate
people from nature by putting nature ‘in its place’, as de-
scribed by Adams (2004). They promote environmental
stewardship and more harmonious living with surrounding
nature (Lyon & Horwich, 1996; Horwich & Lyon, 2007).
This type of conservation is the least promoted in Amazonas
and San Martin. This may be because it is difficult to
quantify success or the exact role played by individual
institutions. Landscape-level conservation exists informally
in these regions but may be less respected by local people
and by the initiators themselves because of this informality.

The essence of landscape-level conservation is in its large
geographical extension and the inclusion of populated areas.
It is mainly informal and therefore has no legal standing
against national and regional development plans or against
continuous immigration to an area. Moreover, it does not
offer complete protection for forests and in most cases will
not benefit wildlife that need large areas of undisturbed
primary forest, and therefore is generally a complementary
activity in combination with the creation of better protected,
intangible private and state-run protected areas to efficiently
protect a range of species (Margules & Pressey, 2000).
Wildlife can quickly return to non-hunted areas, giving
local people a sense of success and pride. This type of
conservation also avoids the bureaucratic processes required
by the state. Informal conservation initiatives can be
implemented on individual, communal or regional levels.
They do not require a consensus, bureaucracy or the
cooperation of authorities. Horwich et al. (2011) mentioned
that in a first meeting with Belizean communities the local
authority opposed the idea of a conservation project but the
local people were positive about it. The NGO Community
Conservation signed individual conservation pledges with
each land owner, allowing the gradual accumulation of
people rather than the need for a majority vote. Landscape-
level conservation can therefore avoid many of the internal
social problems that arise in other conservation projects.
It also gives local people a sense of independence, as owners
of the project, rather than being reliant on economic and
technical assistance from NGOs.

It is difficult to monitor landscape-level conservation,
and long-term monitoring of forest and wildlife recovery is
required to define its success. However, there are few field
biologists working in conservation institutions in Amazonas
and San Martin (Shanee, 2012a). A significant, measurable
recuperation period is needed for the forest to re-grow and
wildlife populations to re-establish. Such long-term projects
are infeasible for many NGOs, as they are generally

required by funders to provide quick and conclusive results
(Biischer & Dressler, 2007; Igoe & Croucher, 2007; Biischer,
2008).

Conclusions and recommendations

Horwich et al. (2010, 2011, 2012) defined the contagion effect,
whereby the success and pride of one local group stimulates
similar conservation initiatives by other groups. This is a
common phenomenon in northern Peru and can explain
some of the increase in the number of private reserves.
However, because of the complex, expensive process
involved many of these areas have not yet been officially
designated, especially those managed by local people and
communities. NGOs and cooperatives have more resources
and power to lobby the authorities. Landscape-level
conservation is much more socially equitable and allows
for broader participation. Therefore we conclude that the
conservation initiatives that yield the most effective
solutions are the creation of private protected areas and
landscape-level conservation; protected areas give better
protection to smaller areas and landscape-level conservation
gives partial protection to extensive areas. Although some of
these initiatives are relatively small they complement the
national protected area network and provide connectivity,
and therefore their effect is greater than their combined size.

As mentioned before, local people who create reserves
are also responsible for their protection. We recommend
basic training in parabiology for local conservationists to
facilitate collection of baseline data about the region’s flora
and fauna (Hesse & Cuellar, 2007) and increase their sense
of ownership and stewardship of protected areas.

Our experience of north-east Peru indicates that an
increasing number of rural people are actively proposing
conservation projects and investing effort and resources
in them. We believe that negative conservation discourses
that undermine local initiatives actually damage the ability
of local people to get help from NGOs to realize their
conservation goals. The success of rural communities in
conserving their environments needs to be publicized in
both the academic and popular literature, to change national
and global discourses. Peru and other high-biodiversity
countries should be encouraged to simplify conservation
processes to provide equal conservation opportunities for
local communities. Landscape-level conservation should be
promoted on both local and international levels as a
valuable, inexpensive, socially acceptable option for conser-
vation in populated areas.

The effort invested by rural people and the lack of help
from NGOs suggest that international conservation orga-
nizations tend to increase the scale of their planning and
operations to attract funding rather than to focus on local
work (Chapin, 2004; Adams & Hutton, 2007; Brockington
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et al., 2008). We believe that the situation in north-east Peru
described here is not unusual and is replicated globally.
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