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Preface

The day that I went to the Netherlands to study my MSc, I promised myself to return to my 
country with the highest academic degree: a PhD. So, after obtaining my MSc degree, I started to 
develop my PhD research proposal. My main motivation to pursue a PhD study on environmental 
policy has been the need to deepen my understanding of the patterns and perspectives that enable 
and constrain governing the environment, particularly regarding the role of non-state actors. 
The complex Peruvian reality and the failing of the Peruvian state in leading environmental 
improvement provided a rich context to study non-state actors and their roles towards sustainability.

This thesis deals with two groups of actors that are less investigated regarding their current 
and potential roles in making production and the market sustainable: NGOs, and the most 
rapidly growing and environmentally sensitive segment of Peru’s national economy: SMEs. The 
changing roles of NGOs in promoting sustainability of SMEs in Peru are investigated through the 
perspectives of networks and discourses. The thesis investigates the actual and potential changes in 
networks and discourses that NGOs supporting SMEs are undergoing. The investigation focuses 
on the domains of organic production, business social responsibility and sustainable production 
using the theory of network society and the theory of ecological modernization as frameworks.

This PhD research project came out based on my personal experience, concern and commitment 
to the Peruvian people. The collaboration of Wageningen University in The Netherlands and 
the Pacifico University in Peru, under the financial sponsorship of the Wageningen University 
Sandwich PhD Fellowship, has made this achievement feasible. I am very grateful to them for 
believing in the value of my PhD research project. During the past years, many people have 
contributed in different ways to my research. I owe very special thanks to my major professor 
and promoter, Prof. dr. ir. Arthur P.J. Mol, Chair of the Environmental Policy (ENP) group at 
Wageningen University, The Netherlands, and to my co-promoter, dr. ir. Kris van Koppen, associate 
professor of the ENP group at Wageningen University, the Netherlands. Both professors guided 
me throughout the entire research, from the start by commenting my early writing drafts until 
the end by editing the dissertation and the propositions. Dr. ir. Kris van Koppen guided me in 
the details of preparing the research proposal, helped me to design and plan the research, and 
assisted me to solving most of the difficulties faced while the research was being conducted. His 
extensive knowledge of environmental issues, policy and management was reflected by his critical 
comments to the dissertation drafts. Words are not sufficient to express my gratitude to him.

I express my deep appreciation to Dr. Winfried Timmers, Director of Tactum company. He 
was the one who encouraged me in elaborating my own PhD research proposal. I could develop 
the research proposal, implement the research and finalize successfully the PhD thesis primarily 
thanks to his trust. He always cared about, and encouraged me during, the critical moments of 
my research.

Thanks are due to Dr. Eduardo Moron, Director of the Centro de Investigación de la Universidad 
del Pacifico (CIUP) in Peru. Thanks are also due to Dr. Carlos Loret de Mola de Lavalle and Mariano 
Castro Sánchez Moreno, president and executive secretariat of the National Environmental 
Council (CONAM in Spanish acronym) respectively. Their support was key to starting the PhD 
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research. Special thank to Elsa Galarza, Rosario Gomez, Felipe Portocarrero and Cynthia Sanborn, 
researchers at CIUP, for their support and guidance during the fieldwork period of the research.

I would like to express my thanks to the local and international NGOs, local SMEs and 
other organizations/institutions mentioned in the case studies for their kind collaboration and 
contributions to my research data.

While studying and doing my research at the Wageningen University’s ENP group, I enjoyed 
very much, thanks to the kind assistance provided by all the ENP staff to whom I am grateful. 
Many thanks go to Dr. ir. Peter Oosterveer, Prof. dr. ir. Gert Spaargaren and Prof. dr. ir. Jan van 
Tatenhove for providing me additional literature and encouragement.

My life and study in Wageningen was so much interesting thanks to the great friendship 
provided by the PhD students at the ENP group. I would like to thank Judith van Leeuwen, Jorrit 
Nijhuis, Michiel de Krom, Dries Hegger, Elizabeth Sargant and Maria Tysiachniouk. I would also 
like to extend my thanks to others, whose names are not listed here but who have also, directly or 
indirectly, helped me in various ways by contributing to this dissertation.

My life in Wageningen has been unforgettable. This is largely due to the kind friendships 
provided by a number of people. My gratitude to my unforgettable friends Sander ten Meulen, 
Jordi ter Meulen, Raul van Veek, Peter van der Werf, Jonah van Beijnen, Maarten van Soest, Hugo 
Calvillo, Nico Mentik, Enrique Diaz and Claudia Pavon. Their companionship taught me the value 
of trust and intercultural friendship. My deepest gratitude also to Hein Schafrat, Marta Evelina 
Collahuacho, Doris Collahuacho, Alma Inkari, Juana Vera and Zamir. They have encouraged me 
to conduct and finalize this research and their thoughts always were a source of fresh ideas that 
enriched my understanding of Peru and Europe.

Finally, I dedicate this work to my mother and my father who, during their entire lives, 
encourage their children to become well educated. I thank my sisters and brother for strongly 
supporting and continuously encouraging me during my higher education. Last but not least, I 
thank Edith (Kusiquyllur) Casafranca, my yanallay for her love, trust and patience, especially 
during the writing stage of the thesis. I devote this work to Qarwapuma Rikra, my one year old 
son. I owe them the rest of my life. In memory of my grandparents, examples of living in harmony 
with nature.

Wageningen May, 2013
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Chapter 1.  
Introduction

1.1 Background and problem description

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) have been recognized as a major source of employment 
and income in developed and developing countries (Bridge, O’Neill & Martin, 2009; Mead & 
Liedholm, 1998; Pradhan, 1989). Roughly 70% of global economic activities are generated by 
SMEs (Cerin, 2004). In Latin American countries SMEs play a substantial role in the development 
process (Peres & Stumpo, 2000). In the region, SMEs are important in economic and social 
development due to their contribution to the strategies of poverty alleviation and diminishing 
of unemployment rates (Corral, Isusi, Peinado-Vara & Pérez, 2005). The number of micro scale 
enterprises in Latin America, representing the majority of SMEs, is about 98% of the total number 
of enterprises (Ferraro & Stumpo, 2010). In the Andean countries SMEs represent more than 75% 
of the total number of companies and generate most of the employment (Flores, 2004; TTN-Red 
Andina, 2005).

In Peru the importance of SMEs for local and global economic supply chains is out of the 
question. According to Su (2004), Peruvian SMEs represent 98% of the total number of companies 
registered in the country. Small and micro scale enterprises provide employment to 53% of 
the economically active population (EAP) at the national level and 76% in Lima, the capital of 
the country (Corral et al., 2005; Minaya, 2007). According to Arbulú (2007) small and micro-
enterprises, the largest portion of SMEs in Peru, are responsible of 60% of the national employment. 
The number of Peruvian micro scale enterprises registered officially is 622,209 representing 94.4% 
of the total number of companies registered in the country (Corral et al., 2005). SMEs contribute 
with 42% to the gross domestic product (GDP) (Su, 2004). Thus, SMEs, including microenterprises, 
constitute an important portion of the business sector in Peru, not only in terms of numbers but 
also in terms of employment and contribution to GDP.

Organized in associations, clusters, cooperatives and single companies, SMEs are prominent 
in several productive activities such as agriculture, agri-industry and agri-exportation, forestry 
and manufacturing, aquaculture and fishing, fiber, textile and garment, mining, metallurgy and 
metal working, waste management and water treatment, energy supply, and tourism and craft-
making (Su, 2004). According to Corral et al. (2005) 12% of the SMEs are dedicated to productive 
actives, the others are engaged in commercial and services activities.

However, next to their positive economic role, SMEs are also responsible for significant 
disturbances of nature, environmental degradation and threats to human health (CEPAL, 2006; 
Pimenova & Van der Vorst, 2004). Environmental pollution related to the increase of productive 
activities has become evident in Peru and the entire region of Latin America (UNEP, 2003). Air and 
water pollution are the most important sources of health impacts in Peru (Liebenthal & Salvemini, 
2011). Chemical soil pollution is also an important environmental problem in the region related 
to the growth of agri-SMEs using agrochemicals over the past 30 years. When compared to global 
consumption, Latin America is an important consumer of fertilisers, representing 9% of the total 
world consumption and with an annual growth rate of 4%. Agricultural production causes land 
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degradation, increases deforestation, pollution and emissions of greenhouse gases, diminishes 
biodiversity, and further exploits natural resources. According to UNEP (2003), agrochemical 
pollution has impacts on soil, water and on the human health of farmers and consumers. Moreover, 
environmental pollution by SMEs, particularly textile, leather, food and metal transformation 
industries, is related to low quality employment in terms of productivity, income and working 
conditions (Minaya, 2007; Zucchetti & Alegre, 2001). Low environmental performance of SMEs 
impacts on their business performance and competitiveness in a globalized market (Flores, 2004; 
Su, 2004; TTN-Red Andina, 2005). Thus, moving from polluting SMEs to sustainable SMEs, where 
environmental rationality goes hand in hand with economic rationality, is an urgent need in Peru 
and the entire Latin American region.

Because of such environmental challenges, Latin American governments have developed 
regulations and implemented command-and-control strategies for the industrial sector in order 
to include environmental considerations as a part of the companies’ overall management. Peru 
has taken a number of initiatives to further integrate the different elements of its environmental 
management framework, including the establishment of the Structural Framework for 
Environmental Management of 1993, the National Environmental Management System Law of 
2004, the General Environmental Law of 2005 and the creation of the Ministry of Environment 
(MINAM) in 2008 (Liebenthal & Salvemini, 2011). Nonetheless, the country faces significant 
challenges in terms of controlling pollution and advancing sectoral environmental management, 
and most importantly, in addressing environmental health impacts, disaster prevention, and risk 
mitigation (Liebenthal & Salvemini, 2011). Implementation of regulatory strategies has not been 
effective in treating environmental pollution problems in the whole business sector. According 
to IDB (2008), national governments are facing institutional weaknesses, implementation gaps 
of environmental policies, shortage of financial resources, and operational limitations in law 
enforcement and reaching SMEs targets. From an institutional viewpoint, there is a lack of 
collaboration with other actors and resource allocation bears little relationship to sector priorities. 
For instance, national governments and NGOs collaborate scarcely and their relationship is 
characterized by tension and power struggle (Bebbington & Thiele, 1993). According to CEPAL 
(2010) public policies for supporting SMEs in Latin American countries are not effective. Also 
SMEs need to be part of the agenda of priorities of the Peruvian government, and not only large 
extractive activities such as mining and oiling exploitation (IDB, 2008).

SMEs are facing several challenges due to low efficacy of national governments. In Peru, SMEs 
are facing problems such as lack of support, capital, skilled human sources and technology, unfair 
foreign competition, access to credits and limited access to national and international markets 
(Korhonen, 2000; Villarán, 2001). For instance, expenditures in research and development (R&D) 
for industrial environmental upgrading in Peru, including SMEs, over the last decade is estimated at 
0.22% of GDP. This percentage is below the average of 0.64% in developing countries and of 2.92% 
in developed countries (Su, 2004). Until 2004 the investment of Peru in science and technology 
which is related to the development of national SMEs has been about 0.15% of GDP, which is 
lower than the regional average of 0.6% (CONCYTEC, 2009). Only 5% of the 60 millions SMEs 
have access to credit in Peru (Su, 2004). To generate quality employment and sustainable economic 
growth an investment of US$ 4,000 millions (8% of GDP) in SMEs development is needed (Su, 
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2004). Moreover, national programmes of support for SMEs do not reach most SMEs (Corral et 
al., 2005), which makes tackling environmental problems even harder.

The limited success of regulatory strategies in tackling industrial’ environmental problems has 
made that in several countries governmental policy-makers embrace pollution prevention and non-
regulatory environmental management concepts, in the hope that they can bring environmental 
relief by getting to the root of the problems (Brilhante, 2001). In environmental policies worldwide, 
increasing attention is paid to the role of other societal actors than governments in promoting and 
enabling conditions for environmental friendly practices for the industrial sector (Brilhante, 2001; 
Thorpe, 1994; Verheul, 1999). In this new approach of environmental governance, the process of 
internalizing the environmental dimension in the economic functions of SMEs is not only the role 
of governments but also of companies themselves and other non-state actors. Based on such an 
approach, the Peruvian government has encouraged industries to adopt environmental standards, 
cleaner technologies and energy saving measures in partnership with international cooperation 
agencies, businesses and local NGOs (MINAM, 2011).

As these developments show, actors such as NGOs, business associations, labour unions, 
CBOs (community-based organizations) and universities can contribute significantly to creating 
conditions for sustainable SMEs in developing countries. Particularly NGOs are of special interest 
because they are organized in platforms and networks of collaboration, from local to global and 
thus reach beyond the scope of national governments. Additionally, NGOs are diverse in their 
perspectives and often believed to be not as bureaucratic as national governments; so they can 
specialize in addressing particular needs of SMEs (Bebbington & Thiele, 1993). Therefore, there is 
much potential in the strategy of NGOs towards cooperation with and supporting SMEs to move 
into more sustainable directions. In Peru, several NGOs are very active in promoting sustainable 
SMEs. A well-known example in which several local NGOs have been supporting a cluster of small 
enterprises to improve their environmental performance is the ‘Villa El Salvador Industrial Park’ 
in Peru (Condor, 2001). Moreover, collaboration efforts towards SMEs in Peru do not only involve 
local NGOs but also international ones, such as OXFAM, HIVOS, CORDAID and ICCO. Usually, 
this active role of NGOs in improving environmental performance of SMEs is strongly linked with 
business strengthening, community development and poverty reduction strategies (Lee, 1998).

As NGOs get more embedded in supporting productive activities of SMEs for local and global 
markets, they are changing their traditional roles. NGOs are evolving from a social focus to a 
market focus. Before the 1990s NGO intervention in Peru has been strongly based on philanthropy 
and charity (Sanborn & Portocarrero, 2008). NGOs were linked strongly to peasant movements 
and social liberation. This pattern changed in the 1990s, when the neoliberal structural adjustment 
policies that came into Latin America pushed Peru and other neighbouring countries to open their 
economies (Jiménez, 2001). Donors often preferred to work with NGOs, claiming that government 
counterparts were inefficient. As a consequence a strong shift took place in the way NGOs and 
other international cooperation agencies deliver their developmental mandates. While some NGOs 
kept to the ideology and motivation of the 1960s and 1970s, other changed course; also new and 
more opportunistic types of NGOs emerged following these changes (Bebbington & Thiele, 1993).

These developments in Latin America mirrored similar developments in other parts of 
the world, where NGOs emerged to perform a range of crucial roles in greening SMEs. NGOs 
acted as intermediary organizations and ‘green’ stimulators by supporting SMEs with technical 
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support for sustainable production and eco-efficiency, guidelines for good house keeping, codes 
of conduct, higher value products, green labelling, ‘green’ (micro-) credits and employee training. 
NGOs also facilitated links of SMEs with business partners, governmental authorities, and 
development agencies, and promoted institutional conditions under which SMEs can improve 
their environmental performance, innovation, productivity and competitiveness (Bianchi & Noci, 
1998; Brio & Junquera, 2003; Frijns & Van Vliet, 1999; Gombault & Versteege, 1999; Hyman & 
Dearden, 1998; Kaimowitz, 1993; Korten, 1987; Mol, 2000; Vonortas, 2002). Moreover, NGOs also 
gave a voice to their SME target groups in the media, thereby influencing citizen and consumer 
opinions (Landim, 1987).

On a more theoretical level, such developments imply that the market has become a new battle-
field for NGOs in their efforts to support sustainable development of SMEs. Focusing on social 
and economic actors beyond the government means for NGOs to explore new ways to advance 
the environmental governance of production in a globalizing context (Buttel, 2001; Mol, 2000). 
NGOs are becoming central actors in social and economic development, overtaking tasks of 
national and local governments and engaging with economic actors, such as local enterprises (Mol, 
1995). This increasing role of NGOs in engaging with productive activities and market processes 
challenges conventional theories of governance which centred on the national government, as 
well as conventional theories of NGOs which centred on conflict and protest strategies.

However, these changes mean also uncertainties for NGOs. According to Bebbington and 
Thiele (1993) the changes of NGOs in Latin America have danger to undermine their legitimacy 
and even the very credibility of the label NGO. Many NGOs are driven today less by ideals and 
more by income-enhancing concerns of a professional middle class staff. New types of NGOs with 
opportunistic features would be more than willing to fill the gaps left by a receding state, as long 
as they are paid to do so. Bebbington and Thiele (1993) highlight that the risk for NGOs is that 
they will end up performing new instrumentalist roles, stimulated by donors and governments, 
rather than a genuine role as agents of democratization.

From this introductory overview, it becomes clear that there is a need to further investigate the 
actual and potential roles of NGOs in the environmental transformation of SMEs. The potential 
of NGOs in the environmental governance of SMEs is not fully realised. On the one hand a 
complex set of factors is limiting the innovative power of SMEs, while on the other hand NGOs 
have to reinvent their conventional roles in a global context of shifting agendas of business and 
government. More knowledge is needed on the actual roles, impacts and degrees of success of 
NGOs in promoting SME environmental improvement, especially in developing countries (Bianchi 
& Noci, 1998; Condor, 2001). As Vakil, (1997) argues, answers to these concerns may well lead 
to a distinctive body of theory on organization strategies pertaining to NGOs as special types of 
organizations.

To shed more light on actual and potential roles of NGOs in this changing societal context, 
this research explores the changing roles of NGOs in promoting sustainability of SMEs in Peru. 
The research is based on two theories that deal with non-state actors: ecological modernization 
theory (e.g. Mol, 2000) and network society theory (e.g. Castells, 2000). Perspectives of networks 
and discourses are used as analytical tools, with which these theories are applied to understand 
the changing role of NGOs towards greening SME production. The research focuses on three 
domains of environmental reform of SMEs: organic production, sustainable production and 
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business social responsibility. All three domains represent promising approaches to bring 
environmental considerations to bear on production and markets. While the approaches share 
commonalities in engaging a wide range of local and global actors involved in the economic and 
social development of SMEs in developing countries, each approach has its own claims in bringing 
environment to production and markets. Indeed, each approach gives a different emphasis to 
managerial and technological tools to promote sustainable business. For instance, business social 
responsibility focuses on codes of conduct, guidelines, indicators of sustainability and ISO 14001. 
Sustainable production focuses on good house-keeping, eco-efficiency and energy saving, among 
others. Organic production concentrates on organic products and certification and labelling. 
Moreover, business social responsibility and sustainable production are relating larger business 
and multinationals to local exporting SMEs. While business social responsibility and sustainable 
production prioritize SMEs that are keen to reach national and international markets, organic 
production focuses on SMEs oriented to local and international markers.

Based on the aforementioned theories, perspectives and domains, the research analyzes in 
depth the changes in networks and discourses of NGOs that support SMEs are undergoing. Central 
to our analysis are (1) the mechanisms by which networks of NGOs are collaborating to support 
the sustainability of SMEs in Peru, and (2), the discourses that NGOs utilize to justify and shape 
their approach to promote sustainability in SMEs. This analysis will help to provide theoretical 
and empirical knowledge to better understand and explain the actual, new and potential roles 
of NGOs and the social-political relations, dynamics and inter-organizational relations between 
NGOs, SMEs and other societal actors in the greening of SMEs. Also, this study analyzes the 
implications of changes in the roles of NGOs for the environmental governance of SMEs in Peru 
and Latin America.

1.2 Research aim and research questions

The central aim of this research is to provide a better understanding of the changing roles of 
NGOs in promoting sustainability of SMEs in Peru. The perspectives of networks and discourses 
will be used for this.

The main research questions in this thesis are:
a. What are the networks of NGOs promoting sustainability of SMEs involved in the domains 

of organic production, business social responsibility and sustainable production in Peru, and 
what are the main changes in time in these networks?

b. What are the main discourses fostering sustainability that prevail and are articulated in these 
networks of NGOs and what are the main changes in time in these discourses?

c. How to understand and assess the actual, new and potential roles of NGOs in promoting 
sustainability of SMEs in terms of network society theory and ecological modernization theory?

1.3 Scope of research

NGOs, as a concept used in this research, includes a broad and heterogeneous set of non-profit 
organizations ranging from informal social movement organizations to highly professionalized 
ones, from local (national) to international organizations, and from northern to southern NGOs. In 
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this study the universe of NGOs is narrowed to NGOs operating in Peru, organized in networks at 
national, regional and global scale, and aiming to support local SMEs in their aim for sustainability. 
Those NGOs provide support (a) to medium and small scale producers and producer associations 
to bring organic products to local and global markets, (b) to urban and rural small scale enterprises 
to adopt cleaner production and appropriate technologies, and/or (c) to SMEs to upgrade social 
and environmental standards within value chains involving large companies.

For the purpose of this research, SMEs are defined by the number of employees. To be considered 
a medium-sized enterprise the number of workers employed are more than 50 and less than 100 
workers; a small sized enterprise has more than 10 and less than 50 workers (Teszler, 1993; Uribe-
Echevarria, 1991). This research also includes micro-enterprises with less than 10 workers. Thus 
defined, SMEs include among others rural small scale enterprises, urban small scale enterprises, 
small scale producers, small family holders, small and medium agri-industries, garment workshops 
and craft-makers. This research particularly focus on SMEs that are internalizing sustainability 
by improving their social and environmental performance and are supplying products for local 
and international markets in collaboration with NGOs. In specifying the scope of the research, 
it is worth noting that in developing countries micro scale enterprises are socio-economically 
related to small-sized enterprises and small-sized enterprises are socio-economically related to 
medium-sized enterprises. Furthermore, this last group of enterprises are the minority of SMEs 
in number, but not necessarily in contribution to GDP. Because of this particularity, research 
and public policies focus more on the ‘cluster’ of small and micro scale enterprises (the so called 
‘MYPE’ in Latin America, a Spanish acronym) than on the entire SMEs. This is also the case in 
this research. So when I use the term ‘SMEs’ in this study, I most often refer to small-sized and 
micro scale enterprises, though not excluding medium-sized companies.

The research is not limited to a certain geographical area within the country, neither to a 
particular production domain, since NGOs carry out projects throughout the country and support 
several types of SMEs. Some SMEs are concentrated in the main cities of Peru such as Trujillo, 
Arequipa and Lima, while other SMEs, such as organic food producers, are spread all over the 
country. In any case, SMEs under this research have collaboration ties with the NGOs to be studied.

Networks, in this thesis, are understood as composed of collaborative relationships and 
exchange of resources between actors promoting sustainability of SMEs. Usually, the actors 
involved in these networks of sustainability of SMEs are NGOs, SMEs, international cooperation 
agencies, large companies and governmental agencies. Networks in this study have often a ‘hybrid’ 
character as NGOs are usually considered part of civil society and companies are usually considered 
part of the economic domain. The study of NGO networks starts from the country level, but also 
involves local networks and regional and global networks. The NGO networks are often organized 
around platforms at national, regional and global scales. Both key platforms and key individual 
organizations are defined as central nodes in these networks.

Discourses, in this thesis, are understood as storylines articulating the promotion of 
sustainability of SMEs, with specific perspectives on markets, environment and production. 
Discourses are a coherent set of views, changing in time, and constraining and enabling the 
adoption of sustainable practices of SMEs. Discourses of sustainability of SMEs can be and are 
shaped by local and global agents; they can depart from conventional development discourses 
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but can also extend and enrich them. Discourses are studied to uncover the rationality behind the 
support strategies of NGOs towards sustainability of SMEs in the context of markets.

1.4 Overview of the thesis

The thesis is organized in nine chapters. Chapter 2 provides an overview of the theories framing 
this study: ecological modernization theory and the network society theory. Chapter 3 presents the 
methodology and describes in detail the concepts of social network analysis and discourse analysis 
and the key variables to be analyzed for mapping the networks and discourses of sustainability of 
SMEs. The chapter also includes the case selection and the data collection methods.

Chapter 4 provides an overview of the domains of organic production, business social 
responsibility and sustainable production, with special attention to the international level. 
Subsequently, the three case studies are presented. The case of organic production is presented 
in Chapter 5, the case of sustainable production is presented in Chapter 6 and the case of business 
social responsibility is presented in Chapter 7. Each case study maps the networks and discourses 
with a focus at the national level, but involving local and global linkages.

In Chapter 8 the discourses and the networks promoting sustainability of SMEs in Peru are 
analyzed comparatively. Based on this comparative analysis, the roles and perspectives of NGOs 
are investigated in relation to the Peruvian state and to international cooperation agencies. Finally, 
in Chapter 9 the research questions are answered by drawing main conclusions in terms of shifts 
in networks and discourses. In addition, a theoretical reflection on the outcomes of the research 
is presented. The chapter also includes recommendations for policy and research on the role of 
NGOs in the environmental governance of SMEs worldwide.
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Chapter 2.  
Analysing changing NGOs-SMEs interactions: theories, 
concepts and a framework

2.1 Introduction

In this study ecological modernization theory and network society theory are applied as research 
frameworks to shed light on the changing roles of NGOs promoting sustainability of SMEs in Peru.

Ecological modernization theory helps to understand changes in discourses, with a focus on 
three main issues: the institutional transformation of NGOs as agents improving environmental 
conditions of SMEs, the reinforcing position of environmental rationality in the development of 
SMEs and the access and development of sustainable markets by SMEs. It helps to understand 
under what conditions NGOs are effective in catalyzing environmental reform of SMEs. As NGOs 
are organized in networks of global reach, network society theory offers insights in contemporary 
changes in governance arrangements, and in cooperation and power relationships that affect the 
networks of NGOs.

The chapter will first give an overview of these theories, and then discus their application to 
this research.

2.2 Ecological modernization theory

Ecological modernization theory is one of the major sociological theories aimed at understanding 
how modern societies are dealing with environmental reform. Environmental reform encompasses 
the notion that modern industrial societies can solve environmental problems through intensified 
development of innovative industrial technology, through modification of processes of production 
and consumption according to ecological criteria and the application of ecological efficiencies 
measures, and through green marketing and other strategic environmental management practices 
(Buttel, 2001; Mol, 1995).

During the early development of ecological modernization theory in the 1980s the emphasis 
was on the role of technological innovation, especially in the sphere of industrial production. 
From the late 1980s onward, more attention was given to the institutional and cultural dynamics 
of ecological modernisation. The emphasis was still very much on national studies regarding 
West-European countries. From the mid 1990s onward, increasing attention has been paid on the 
one hand to the global dynamics of ecological modernisation, and on the other hand to national 
studies in developing countries, Central and East European nation-states, and the USA (Huber, 
2000; Mol, 2000, 2001; Spaargaren & Mol, 1992).

Below, three key concepts of ecological modernization theory are presented in more depth, 
because they are of particular relevance to this study: institutional transformation, environmental 
rationality and market dynamics.
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2.2.1 Institutional transformation

Ecological modernisation theory recognizes the structural character of environmental 
problems but nonetheless assumes that existing political, economic, and social institutions can 
internalize environmental protection. To restructure modern societies on an ecological basis, the 
institutions of modern society, such as markets, the state and science and technology, need to be 
radically transformed (Mol, 2000). According to ecological modernization theory institutional 
transformation means redefinition of roles of the state vis-à-vis market actors and NGOs (Mol, 
1995, 2000; Seippel, 2000). This transformation implies furthering ecology into the process of 
modernization, according to some in a so-called process of hyper-or-superindustrialization (Mol, 
1995). It also implies a transition of modernity to a reflexive modernity phase (Spaargaren, 2000) 
that will be radically different from the simple modernity phase which prevailed during most of 
the twentieth century. Thus, ecological modernization theory incorporates the idea of reflexive 
modernization in dealing with the ecological crisis (Mol, 1995; Mol & Spaargaren, 2000).

An important aspect of institutional transformation is the increasing role of non-state actors in 
environmental policy and the replacement of the old hierarchic state model with new governance 
styles (Mol & Spaargaren, 2000). Under these new governance styles, the state, businesses and 
NGOs are identified as companions in environmental struggles rather than enemies (Mol, 2000). 
Ecological modernization theorists observe that the current environmental movement is shifting 
from radical opposition to more cooperative stances toward industry, encouraging environment-
oriented business practices (Buttle, 2001; Grohmann, 1997; Hallstrom, 2004; Mol, 2000). As a 
result this change in ideology and strategy seems to provide NGOs with better access to both 
the general public and the core of policy communities in the environmental field (Mol, 2000).

2.2.2 Environmental rationality

Environmental rationality means focusing on re-directing economic processes according to 
ecological criteria and towards ecological goals. To institutionalize environmental rationality 
in production and consumption processes, and thus to redirect economic practices into more 
ecologically sound ones, the ecological sphere, characterized by ecological rationality, has to be 
emancipated from the economic dimension of modernity (Mol, 1995; Mol & Spaargaren, 2000; 
Spaargaren, 2000). The emancipation of ecological rationality is not perceived as a process towards 
the dominance of ecological rationality or the ecological sphere over or instead of the economic 
rationality and sphere. Each one has its own goals, realm and legitimacy (Mol, 1995). The social 
practices of production and consumption should be designed and evaluated according to both 
environmental and economic rationalities (Mol, 1995). Furthermore, environmental rationality is 
no longer automatically linked to, nor can it be reduced to, more traditional political, economic, 
social or other rationalities, or to ideologies such as socialism, conservatism and liberalism (Mol, 
2000).

There are two main mechanisms in the re-structuring of economic practices according to 
principles of ecological rationality. These mechanisms are called ecologizing of economy and 
economizing of ecology. Ecologizing of economy refers to the development of new and more 
environment-friendly technologies and processes. It includes several strategies, such as more 
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efficient material and energy use, closing of substance cycles and the monitoring of material 
and energy flows. It also may imply substitution of ecologically maladjusted technical systems 
and economic sectors. Economizing of ecology refers to placing an economic value on nature 
and environmental pollution. It include several strategies, such as eco-taxes, environmental 
liability, insurance for environmental care, technological transformation and change such as 
cleaner production, ecological sound products on the market, environment as factor in economic 
competition, environmental audits as precondition for commercial loans and economic investments, 
and environmental accounting and bookkeeping (Mol, 1995).

The restructuring process should result in the institutionalization of ecology in the social 
practices and institutions of production and consumption. Through these processes, as ecological 
modernization posits, it is possible to combine economic prosperity and environmental protection. 
Environmental protection is no longer seen as a burden upon the economy, but rather as a 
potential source of future growth (Langhelle, 2000). Thus, a sound environmental performance is a 
precondition for sound economic performance and, vice versa, that taking care of the environment 
could mean profitable business (Seippel, 2000).

2.2.3 Market dynamics

Market is a key concept in ecological modernization theory. In the process of ecological 
modernization, liberal market capitalism is redirected and transformed in such a way that it less 
and less obstructs, and increasingly contributes to, the preservation of society´s sustenance base 
(Mol & Spaargaren, 2000). Market dynamics are seen as a social carrier of ecological restructuring 
and reform (Mol, 2000).

The theory highlights the new role of the market in triggering environmental protection (Mol 
& Spaargaren, 2000). Not only do the emerging environmental interests open up new markets 
and create new demands, it also stimulates innovation in methods of production, industrial 
organization and market supply. Rather than a threat for the system, markets become a vehicle for 
its innovation (Hajer, 1995). According to Mol and Spaargaren (2000), market forces, innovative 
entrepreneurs, consumers, insurance companies, creditors and commissioners, among others, 
will emerge as new important forces in and drivers and social carriers of the ongoing process of 
socio-ecological transformation. Examples of profitable market activities are the expanding eco-
innovations in the chemical industry, the development of environmental technologies and the 
provision of ecological advice (Mol, 1995).

According to ecological modernization theory, the market is considered to be a more efficient 
and effective mechanism for coordinating the tackling of environmental problems than the state 
(Mol, 1995). Being rooted in the principles of a preventive environmental policy and a social market 
economy (Andersen & Massa, 2000), ecological modernization theory argues for a transfer of 
certain responsibilities, incentives and tasks from the state to the market. The state provides the 
necessary conditions and stimulates social self-regulation, either via economic mechanisms or via 
the public sphere of citizen groups, environmental NGOs and consumer organizations. The shifting 
traditional role of state worldwide is one of the factors contributing to the shifting roles of NGOs.
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2.3 Network society theory

Network society theory argues that the current society constitutes a new type of social structure 
characterized by two emerging social forms of time and space. These are timeless time and the 
space of flows. Timeless time is defined by the use of new information technologies (Castells, 
2000). The space of flows organizes the simultaneity of social practices at a distance, by means of 
telecommunications and information technologies. The space of flows is not placeless. It is made 
of nodes and networks which are connected to the space of places. The space of places is the 
material support of time-sharing social practices where meaning, function and locality are closely 
interrelated. It privileges social interaction and institutional organization on the basis of physical 
contiguity (Castells, 2004). What is distinctive of the new social structure, the network society, 
is that most processes, including power concentration, wealth creation and distribution, and 
information exchange are organized in the space of flows. Nevertheless, most human experience, 
and meaning, is still locally based. According to network society theory, there is a fundamental 
opposition emerging in the network society between two logics of space, that of the space of flows 
and that of the space of places. The disjunction between the two spatial logics is a fundamental 
mechanism of struggle in our societies, because the core economic, symbolic, and political 
processes shift away from the realm where social meaning can be constructed (Castells, 1997). 
Thus, dominant functions in current society are organized in networks pertaining to a space of 
flows that links the networks around the world, while fragmented subordinate functions and 
people are located in the multiple spaces of places. According to Castells (2004), the main option 
that the local has to avoid being overwhelmed by the global is to become a node in alternative 
global networks.

In network society theory, networks are defined as a set of interconnected nodes and open 
structures able to expand without limits, integrating new nodes as long as they are able to 
communicate within the network. Thus, a network-based social structure is a highly dynamic, 
open system, susceptible to innovating without threatening its balance. Networks can be seen 
as an organism where all the individual units (nodes) of the network cooperate to achieve their 
goal (Castells, 2000). Flows are the streams of information and other resources between nodes 
circulating through the channels of connection between nodes (Castells, 2004). Networks are 
very old forms of social organization but only with the recent development have they become 
the dominant form of social organization. On the one hand, networks are flexible and adaptable 
forms of organization, able to evolve with their environment and with the evolution of the nodes 
that compose networks. On the other hand, networks have considerable difficulty in co-ordinating 
functions, in focusing resources on specific goals, and in managing the complexity of a given task 
beyond a certain size of the network (Castells, 2000).

Below, three key concepts of network society theory are presented in more depth: governance 
arrangements, cooperation and power relationships.

2.3.1 Network governance arrangements

According to network society theory, economies throughout the world have progressively become 
globally interdependent, introducing a new form of relationship between economy, the state, and 
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society, in a system of variable organizational structures and strategies. Network society theory 
emphasises organizational transformation and the emergence of a globally interdependent social 
structure. What matters in this new social arrangement is the networking capacity of institutions 
and organizations, both locally and globally (Castells, 2004).

Particularly, the relationships of production and consumption are structured under new 
governance arrangements (Castells, 2000). Thus, the diffusion of networking logic in processes of 
production substantially modifies their operation and outcomes. Production is defined in network 
society theory as technological arrangements. It means a set of tools, rules, and procedures through 
which scientific knowledge is applied to a given task in a reproducible manner (Castells, 2000). 
Production is the action of humankind on nature, to appropriate it and transform it for its benefit 
by obtaining a product, consuming part of it, and accumulating surplus for investment, according 
to socially decided goals (Castells, 2000). Currently activities of production, consumption, as well 
as their components (e.g. capital, raw materials, management, information, technology, markets) 
are organized on a global scale, either directly or through a network of linkages between economic 
agents. In fact, capitalism itself has undergone a process of profound restructuring, characterized 
by greater flexibility in management, decentralization and networking of organizations in their 
relations. In this new context, despite the fact that the network society is the dominant new 
paradigm, industrialism does not disappear. Indeed, industry is seen as fundamental component 
of the new paradigm (Castells, 2004).

As a result of such re-arrangements, during the last years environmental networks organized in 
regional and global platforms have been emerging as part of the new societal spaces. These global 
environmental movement networks are diverse in their composition, and vary widely in their 
expressions from country to country and between cultures. Castells (1997) argues that there is a 
relationship between the rise of environmental global networks and the fundamental dimensions 
of the network society. Due to the pervasive profile of the space of flows, most environmental 
NGOs have become largely institutionalized, that is, they have accepted the need to act in the 
framework of existing institutions, and within the rules of the global market economy. The 
environmental movement is at the same time localist and globalist: globalist in the management 
of time and localist in the defence of place. Much of the success of the environmental networks 
comes from the fact that they have been able to best adapt to the conditions of communications 
and mobilization in the new technological paradigm (Castells, 1997).

Business has been influenced by changes in the environmental movement, and has tried to adapt 
their process and their products to new legislation, new tastes, and new values, while trying to make 
profit out of it at the same time. An example of adaptation of business to the new conditions is the 
endorsement by companies of emerging approaches promoting sustainability, such as business 
social responsibility and cleaner production. Furthermore, the increasing organization of business 
in global value chains such as food and garment is contributing to decentralize environmental 
transgression to SME suppliers spread in several countries all over the world. As Castells (1997) 
states, the growth of production and the flow of supply of SMEs towards the global markets have 
implications on the distribution of the environmental burden. Therefore, to influence properly the 
global business networks, environmental NGOs have to decentralize their action from the centers 
of global consumption to the ‘tails’ of global production. This means NGOs (aim to) influence 
not only the business headquarters but also their SME suppliers. To do so, environmental NGOs, 
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like business, have to be organized in networks of global reach. Furthermore, to be effective in 
tackling environmental burdens of global supply chains, global networks of NGOs need to include 
SMEs in the decision making. Therefore, improving the environmental conditions of SMEs need 
a close coordination of local NGOs, international NGOs, SMEs and larger companies involved 
in value chains.

2.3.2 Network cooperation

According to Castells (2004), cooperation in networks is based on the ability to communicate. This 
ability depends on the existence of codes of translation and inter-operability between networks 
(protocols of communication), and the access to connection points (switches) (Castells, 2004).

Cooperation has become a key issue in the network society. For instance, economic networks 
establish alliances, agreements and joint ventures in order to have access to profitable markets 
and to be able to compete (Castells, 2000). Major companies work in a strategy of changing 
alliances and partnerships, specific to a given product, process, time and space. Similarly, SMEs 
are connected in networks. Such networks are often established for the purpose of specific business 
projects, e.g. a particular production process, and disappear or are modified into another network 
as soon as the project is finished (Castells, 2000). The unity of the production process is not the 
firm but the business project. The firm become a node that is part of global economic networks 
and flows (Castells, 2000).

Network society theory acknowledges cooperation between environmental networks and 
business networks. Over the last few decades, both networks have been working in coordination 
and have put their perspectives and needs in a common agenda. Environmental networks focus 
on making environmental legislation and governance by lobbying the state and collaborating with 
companies (Castells, 1997). None of the actors involved in the networks has the capacity on its 
own to bring about the changes necessary for environmental reform. Therefore, in environmental 
reform business and NGOs have starting to move to strategies of cooperation and trust rather 
than confrontation (Brand & De Bruijn, 1999).

2.3.3 Network power relationships

Power is understood in this research in terms of flows of resources, connections and values. 
Particularly, resources are exchanged through the networks as flows of information, funding and 
technical expertise. The capacity to be resourceful and allocate resources puts actors in position 
of power. What resource is powerful and powerless is defined by key actors. Key actors are the 
power holders in the networks, performing as network nodes. As influential actors, they are in 
best position to define the aim and the configuration of the networks. If a key actor in the network 
ceases to perform a useful function, it is phased out from the network, and the network rearranges 
itself. Some nodes are more important than others, but they all need each other as long as they 
are within the network (Castells, 2000). Therefore, networks work on a binary logic: inclusion/
exclusion. All there is in the network is useful and necessary for the existence of the network. 
What is not in, is ignored or eliminated (Castells, 2000). Nodes increase their importance for the 
network by absorbing more relevant information, and processing it more efficiently. The relative 
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importance of a node does not stem from its specific features but from its ability to contribute to 
the network goals (Castells, 2004).

Networks have no centre and actors share decision-making (Castells, 2000). While some actors 
have a greater degree of influence than others, there is never an absolute power or zero degree 
of influence of one actor over another (Castells, 2009). Networks make it materially impossible 
to exercise hierarchical power without processing instructions in the network, according to the 
network´s rules. While hierarchical power implies a chain of command among actors, democratic 
power implies a shared decision making among actors. Thus, in the network society, power is 
redefined, but it does not vanish. Nor does social struggle. Each network defines its own power 
system depending on its programmed goals (Castells, 2004).

The ability of exercising control over others in the network depends on two basic mechanisms: 
the ability to program/reprogram the networks; and the ability to connect different networks to 
ensure their cooperation by sharing common goals and increasing resources. Castells (2004) 
calls the holders of the first power position ‘programmers’ and the holders of the second power 
position ‘switchers’. Network nodes are the key actors and because of their position in the social 
structure, they exercise power in the network society (Castells, 2004).

The power relationships in networks are also related to the dynamics of domination and of 
resistance to domination. Dominant functions are no longer organized in geographical spaces 
but rather in the space of information networks (Castells, 2000). This brings togetherness and 
separation of networks at the same time. According to Castells (2000), the dialectical opposition 
of space of flows and the space of places provokes simultaneous processes of globalization and 
localization. In the struggle for domination, environmental networks emerge as challengers of 
the dominant structure of the network society, which is made up of the global financial market 
networks and the network enterprises.

Power relationship is particularly central in the social structure of production and consumption 
(Castells, 2000). Political institutions are not the main site of power any longer. The more decisive 
power is the power of information and communication flows, and cultural codes embedded in 
networks (Castells, 2000). Actors, rooted in the social structure of the network society, influence 
the relationships of production and consumption by enacting, reproducing or transforming it. 
This process, naturally, involves actors in sharp conflicts and strong disagreements with each other 
(Castells, 2000). Political institutions embodied in the national government have partly retreated 
from governing production and consumption structures in favour of global (financial) market 
networks. This increasing loss of power of governmental structures sets the stage for a more 
dynamic role of the networks of NGOs in influencing production and consumption structures. 
Particularly, NGOs are challenged to stand for the social and environmental concerns caused 
by such structures. This can be done not only by pressuring global market networks but also by 
making alliances with companies endorsing sustainability and ‘green’ products and consumption. 
Thus, the power struggle is not only between the NGO networks and business networks but also 
between ‘frontrunner’ companies and ‘laggard’ companies, and between NGOs opposing market 
dynamics and NGOs endorsing it.
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2.4  Application of ecological modernization theory and network society theory 
to the research

Before explaining the applications of ecological modernization theory and network society theory 
to the research, the main features of both theories are presented in the Table 2.1.

The application of ecological modernization theory and network society theory to the research 
is organized in three themes, each of which is particularly linked to specific key concepts that 
were elaborated for each theory – though all themes also build on the wider argument developed 
above. The first theme deals with governance arrangements for environmental reform of SMEs, 
the second with cooperation of environmental NGOs and SMEs, and the third with shifts from 
hierarchical power to more democratic ways of power.

2.4.1  Governance arrangements for environmental reform of SMEs: larger, diversified 
and flexible roles for NGOs

This theme is particularly linked to the aforementioned key concepts of ‘institutional transformation’ 
and ‘network governance arrangements’. Building on these notions, the following arguments can 
be made.

First, the institutional transformation of NGOs contributes to increasing their potential roles. 
The main institutional changes that NGOs are undergoing are: change in the relationships with 
business from confrontation to cooperation; the acceptance of the market as playground for 
development efforts towards SMEs; and the move from isolated work to more coordinated work 
with other actors. In supporting SMEs, NGOs increasingly work with several actors including 

Table 2.1. Main features of ecological modernization theory and the network society theory.

Dimension Ecological modernization Network society

Core environmental reform global networks
Emphasis cooperation struggle, inclusion/exclusion 
Focus institutional transformation institutional domination and resistance
Economic system capitalistic capitalistic
Social structure modernity post-modernity
Material structure industry information technology
Claim reform of capitalism new era 
Environment independent rationality part of wider social sphere
Environmental NGOs central in reform of modernity alternative networks
Power business, NGOs network enterprise, global financial 

network
Scope industrialized and industrializing 

countries
global scope 

Subscribe reflexive modernity social justice
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multilateral cooperation agencies, international financing organizations, grant-making foundations, 
larger companies and governmental agencies. Those changes have opened new fields of action for 
NGOs, especially fulfilling the needs of SMEs at the market.

Second, the diversification of roles of NGOs is expected to answer the heterogeneity in 
characteristics and types of SMEs. The diversification of roles has to do with two processes 
that SMEs are undergoing: the increase in linking and embedding of SMEs in global market 
networks and the growth of SMEs anchored in the geographical space. NGOs can support global 
market oriented SMEs, the so-called ‘exporting’ SMEs, by performing as market facilitators and 
market intermediaries. NGOs might engage with business associations to lead self-regulatory 
initiatives, and with citizen associations to empower consumers. As SMEs’ production becomes 
globally oriented, NGOs increasingly target them to support the reduction of their environmental 
impact, the meeting of international standards and facilitating linkages between local SMEs 
and global buyers. On the other hand, NGOs can also support place-bound SMEs, the so called 
‘surviving’ SMEs, by linking them with the space of flows. Actually, networks of NGOs promoting 
sustainability of SMEs are part of what Castells calls the space of flows, but anchored in the space 
of places. To be effective in making the links, NGOs with local roots are needed. While local NGOs 
are rooted in the geographical space, international NGOs are mainly part of the space of flows as 
they intend to influence SMEs located in far away places. In supporting surviving SMEs, NGOs 
might provide assistance in the development of low-cost production methods and technologies, 
the efficient use of natural resources and the identification of niche sustainable markets for their 
products. The fostering of environmental reform for both the exporting SMEs and surviving 
SMEs, has to include, as Mol (1995) claims, ways to de-link SMEs’ economic growth with their 
environmental degradation.

Third, NGOs have flexible roles in supporting SMEs by combining cooperation and pressure 
strategies. Environmental NGOs usually have emphasized pressure strategies against business 
and the state. As the market has become central in economic relationships, traditional roles of 
NGOs have changed and new roles have also emerged. Open confrontation has been replaced 
by monitoring, influencing and advocacy. New roles based on cooperation, such as alliances, 
partnerships and join ventures, have emerged. Therefore, environmental NGOs, as part of the 
environmental movement, have obtained flexible roles. On the one hand, they challenge the 
power of global markets, but on the other hand they collaborate, for instance, by helping SMEs 
to access these markets.

Fourth, the potential of SMEs to adopt sustainable practices has to be realized in the design 
of reflexive governmental arrangements. Exporting SMEs are usually seen as forefront SMEs in 
adopting sustainable practices. According to Castells (2000), most of the initiatives among SMEs 
on environmental management strategies, for instance, on eco-labelling schemes, have been 
reported to come from the exporting SMEs. However, SMEs are seen as a business sector facing 
more constrains than larger companies. While in all major economies larger companies are at 
the centre of the structure of economic power, SMEs are seen as marginal economic actors with 
limited competitiveness. Nonetheless, SMEs have showed to be resilient agents of innovations and 
job generation. SMEs appear to be forms of organization well adapted to the flexible production 
system of the global economy. Actually, larger companies increasingly are subcontracting SMEs, 
whose vitality and flexibility allows gains in productivity and efficiency (Castells, 2000). On the 
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other hand, products exported from developing countries are made not only in formal enterprises 
but also in the informal sector with small, possibly household-level, units. Certainly, as Hale 
(1996) argues, engaging SMEs in environmental reform would be a challenge, especially for large 
number of ‘surviving’ SMEs in developing countries, which belong to the informal sector. However, 
surviving SMEs have also potentialities to be engaged in environmental reform. The principle 
to address environmental reform in surviving SMEs is that environmental protection and the 
conservations of natural resources are the bases not only to survive in the market but to become 
competitive. As surviving SMEs have experience in doing business and know well their local 
environment, they can easily implement changes and innovations in their production processes 
and technology appropriate to their needs in line with environmental goals. As a result, surviving 
SMEs might orient their products from low lucrative markets to profitable sustainable niche 
markets. Additionally, next to technological considerations, social and cultural aspects have to be 
considered to address properly environmental improvements in this type of SMEs. This analysis 
of the potential of SMEs to endorse environmental reform shows the heterogeneity of SMEs in 
developing countries and, therefore, no universal governance arrangement can optimally address it. 
A feasible model of environmental governance has to encourage the increase the production scale 
of SMEs, the building up of SME structures for reform, and the design of strategies of centralization 
and decentralization of SMEs production. Therefore, cooperation of SMEs and NGOs in working 
towards environmental reform implies the development of ‘reflexive’ environmental governance 
arrangements tailored to the heterogeneity of SMEs.

2.4.2  Cooperation of environmental NGOs and SMEs in developing and accessing 
sustainable markets

While the previous theme mainly addressed the governance context of SMEs-NGOs cooperation, 
we can also apply the theories in formulating expectations regarding the nature of that cooperation, 
building on the key concepts ‘network cooperation’, ‘ecological rationalization’ and ‘market 
dynamics’.

First, environmental NGOs and SMEs will often need each other to achieve their goals. While 
SMEs provide legitimacy to environmental NGOs, environmental NGOs help SMEs to improve 
their social and environmental performance. NGOs can cooperate with businesses, including 
SMEs, to face the heightened social, legal and global market pressures to operate more sustainably. 
NGOs are good in generating new ideas, mobilizing consumers and organizing public support 
or disapproval (Mol, 1995). Furthermore, NGOs can be allies of SMEs by launching credible 
environmental initiatives through ‘green alliances’. Green alliances are defined as collaborative 
partnerships between environmental NGOs and businesses that pursue mutually beneficial 
ecological goals (Arts, 2002; Brand & De Bruijn, 1999; Stafford, Polonsky & Hartman, 2000). The 
shared goals of environmental NGOs and sustainable SMEs are to make business sustainable and 
expand sustainable production and sustainable markets. While not all environmental initiatives 
lead to competitive gains, a confluence of ecological, social and market objectives is possible 
from green alliances because they facilitate opportunities for stakeholders to specify problems, 
discuss needs, establish common ground and implement environmental programs that address 
the multiple needs of affected parties.
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Second, collaborative alliances between NGOs and SMEs need to be oriented – at least to some 
extend – to developing sustainable local markets and accessing sustainable national and global 
markets. During the last decade, a set of interrelated issues regarding globalization and trade 
has increasingly led NGOs into unprecedented alliances with market actors. According to Buttel 
(2001) environmental NGOs can be most effective if they engage in collaborative relationships 
with business whose actions have an impact on the environment. In the same vein, Biekart (2005) 
argues that NGOs might contribute to make SMEs’ production and products more environmental 
friendly by establishing collaborative alliances between market actors, the state and other civil 
society actors, both in the global north and the global south. NGOs and SMEs might work together 
in developing sustainable local markets, such as organic farmers markets. NGOs and SMEs might 
also work in collaboration with larger buyers to access sustainable national and global markets; for 
instance, supermarkets and malls. The development of sustainable markets for products coming 
from, for instance, ecological industrial parks and organic farmers markets is important to ensure 
the creation and nesting of sustainable SMEs. Similarly, the access of environmental friendly SMEs 
to national and global markets, such as supermarkets, governmental procurement and global ‘green’ 
buyers, is important to ensure the expansion of sustainable SMEs. In the former scheme, NGOs 
might support SMEs by providing knowledge, technology and economic incentives. In the latter 
scheme NGOs can support SMEs by being engaged with other actors such as larger companies. 
Particularly in this latter scheme local NGOs, on the one hand, have to simultaneously operate at 
local and national levels with target groups, including individual SMEs and SMEs associations, 
while, on the other hand, they need to interact with larger companies and international NGOs at the 
international level. Moreover, traditional cooperation strategies of SMEs focus on the supply-side, 
for instance provision of training, credit facilities and infrastructure, and this effectively reaches 
only a small number of SMEs. According to Frijns and Van Vliet (1999) a supportive strategy for 
SMEs to access sustainable markets could best focus on the creation of favourable conditions on 
the supply-side and on the demand-side of the market. Cooperation of NGOs and SMEs might 
contribute not only to take advantage of such favourable conditions, but also to create them.

Third, the cooperation of NGOs and SMEs is expected to be organized on several levels of 
network aggregation, in line with a tendency of NGOs and SMEs themselves to be organized on 
multiple levels. NGOs are often clustered in ‘umbrella’ (membership) NGOs. The umbrella NGOs 
are organized in platforms at national, regional and global scope. SMEs are also increasingly 
organized in clusters of SMEs, SME associations and cooperatives, most of them of national reach. 
Particularly the cooperation between SMEs is becoming an important feature of economic relations 
in developing countries (Frijns & Van Vliet, 1999). During the last decades many SMEs have also 
taken the initiative in establishing networking relationships with several larger companies and/or 
with other SMEs, finding market niches and cooperative ventures. SMEs have the ability to link 
up in networks among themselves and with larger companies to be able to compete in the global 
markets. Also, the cooperation benefits with larger companies within industrial networks can 
provide SMEs with the needed resources in new areas of business strategy, such as environmental 
management (Korhonen, 2000). So, NGOs and SMEs are familiar to the network dynamics, though 
operating usually in separated networks. This acknowledgement of network dynamics will be 
valuable to start cooperation between their networks.



40  NGOs and the sustainability of SMEs in Peru

Fourth, cooperation between NGOs and SMEs might be affected by self-interests and struggles 
for power positions. Collaboration represents also challenges for NGOs and SMEs. Indeed, the 
networks are a field of cooperation and struggle among their constituencies. NGOs and SMEs might 
have different motivations to get engaged in collaboration schemes and different perspectives of 
sustainability. While NGOs main aim is to promote development, SMEs main aim is to produce 
products or deliver services at the market. Both aims can complement but they can also clash. The 
clash has to do with the establishment of priorities, the discourses endorsed and the struggle for 
power position. Indeed, authors such as Stafford, Polonsky and Hartman (2000), Rossi, Brown 
and Baas (2000) and Arts (2002) highlight constrains and complexities related to cooperation. 
This fourth point is also related to the next theme.

2.4.3  Shift of power from hierarchical to more democratic ways of power enables SMEs 
to develop and access sustainable markets

The final theme to be mentioned is the power relationships that govern the mutual roles of NGOs 
and SMEs. Here we build on the key concepts of ‘network power relationships’ and ‘market 
dynamics’, among others.

First, power is re-defined in the networks as they get mature. As was described earlier, in a 
network society hierarchical power among actors will shift to more shared ways to make decisions 
when a network gets mature. Hierarchical power and democratic power are both present in the 
networks promoting sustainable SMEs. NGOs and international cooperation agencies used to 
control power and deliver development towards SMEs based on a top-down approach, while SME 
used to be passive beneficiaries. In line with Castells, we might expect that networks are undergoing 
a re-definition of power towards more democratic power among and between NGOs and SMEs. 
As long as SMEs move from beneficiaries to legitimate actors they will increasingly challenge the 
power of traditional power holders. In this new context, local and international NGOs have to 
share power with SMEs and SMEs will gain power vis-à-vis the powers of NGOs, international 
cooperation agencies and larger companies. Furthermore, network nodes and the entire network 
can change over time due to change in the power relationships among their members. In this 
process of change, new and different networks might be formed. Therefore, under such a new 
dominant power relationship based on democratic values, SMEs will be able to work hand-by-
hand with local and international NGOs in a more influential and participatory way to develop 
sustainable markets at the local level and to access global sustainable markets.

Second, re-definition of power in networks is not free of struggle. Networks are a space of 
struggle since the members have their own interests and motivations. The expected shift from 
a top-down and paternalistic relationship of NGOs, international cooperation agencies and the 
government with SMEs will not happen without conflict and struggle. Particularly local NGOs, 
which are closer to SMEs, will be impacted by the rise of SMEs in the networks. Actors in the 
networks may abandon traditional perspectives and gain new capabilities to face successfully the 
re-definition of hierarchical power. Conflicts and disputes for power positions between NGOs and 
SMEs in the networks will be expected as long as SMEs gain in power position. Market dynamics 
can enhance struggles in the networks by motivating SMEs to use their resources to gain power.
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Third, as both ecological modernization theory and network society theory posit, the power 
position of the national government will become less or even marginal in the networks of NGOs 
and SMEs. While the power of the national government decreases, the power of NGOs may 
become more central. Also, business actors, including SMEs, may gain a stronger power position. 
By consequence, the networks promoting sustainability of SMEs will be the result of NGOs 
and business relationship rather than of national government leadership. Obviously, national 
governmental agencies are also involved in promoting sustainability of SMEs. However, as the 
national government has showed to face structural limitations to handle environmental problems, 
low effectiveness of governmental agencies involved in promoting sustainable production for 
SMEs is expected.

2.5 Changing roles of NGOs in terms of changes in discourses and networks

Since this research sets out to describe changes in the relationships of NGOs and SMEs, it is useful 
to add to this theory chapter a brief consideration on identifying changes. Within the framework 
of this research, changes in the roles of NGOs will be measured in terms of changes in discourses 
and networks of NGOs.

Changes in discourse will be identified by analyzing the perspectives on environmental reform 
of SMEs that are advocated and promoted by NGOs. NGOs can potentially play influential 
roles in facilitating the exchange of sustainability perspectives from one place to another to 
foster environmental reform of SMEs. Such roles increasingly involve delivering and exchanging 
discourses containing particular perspectives about the liberal market, production and the 
environment, and shifts in the self-definition of NGOs from movement types to network types, 
and from charity deliverer to market player. NGOs not only hold an extraordinary vitality and 
dynamism in implementing discourses in practice, as Buttel (2001) argues, but they may also 
contribute with new perspectives to enrich traditional discourses and even create new discourses.

Changes in networks will be identified by analyzing shifts in the engagement of NGOs with 
larger companies, the joint collaboration of NGOs and SMEs, the emergence of new types of NGOs 
and the increase of power struggle in the networks as the result of power increase of SMEs. Such 
analyses will contribute to identify the changes of NGOs in terms of increasing diversification and 
flexibility of their roles towards collaboration with business (particularly SMEs) that are oriented 
to developing and accessing sustainable markets.

The theories, the analytical tools and the case domains are presented in a conceptual model 
that charts the research (Figure 2.1).

2.6 Relevance of the research

Despite the economic importance and recent growth in number of SMEs in Latin America, little 
attention has been paid to their sustainability. Sustainability of SMEs appears complex in the 
region since the environmental problems are interlinked with other relevant problems such as 
economic inequalities and political instability. Thus, it is imperative for the policy agenda of the 
region to explore strategies not only for improving the environmental sustainability of SMEs but 
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also to encourage the social and economic sustainability of SMEs. This thesis aims to contribute 
to policy making by researching such strategies.

Sustainability represents a challenge for SMEs in the region, particularly in Peru, and the design 
and implementation of sound policies of environmental reform of SMEs require the cooperation 
of several actors, with a significant role for NGOs. NGOs are non-state actors with a long history 
in the region. They have shown active and often leading participation in social movements 
confronting the business. However, during the last decades NGOs organized in international 
networks, including local and international NGOs, are working together with SMEs throughout 
the region to improve their environmental and social conditions. The remarkable feature of these 
developments is the fact that this is happening without the leadership of the national government 
and with a prominent position of NGOs vis-à-vis SMEs. The in-depth analysis of such international 
networks operating in Peru, and their (changing) discourses, will provide valuable inputs for the 
design of sound policies of environmental reform of SMEs in developing countries.

Networks of SMEs sustainability  Discourses of SMEs sustainability

Organic production
Business social responsibility 

Sustainable production

Patterns and trends

Network society theory Ecological modernization theory

• Institucional transformation 
• Environmental rationality 
• Market dynamics 

• Governance arrangements 
• Cooperation 
• Power 

Changing roles of NGOs in 
promoting sustainability of SMEs 

Environmental governance of SMEs

Figure 2.1. Conceptual model to study the changing role of NGOs promoting sustainability of SMEs 
in terms of changes in discourses and networks.
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This thesis also contributes to the theoretical understanding of institutional change of NGOs 
in terms of their role, position and discourses in being potential agents of environmental reform 
of SMEs in developing countries. Some studies have been carried out on the role of environmental 
NGOs for environmental reform, but not specifically on local NGOs in the Latin American 
region, nor for local SMEs. Most studies focus on collaboration of international NGOs with larger 
companies. The innovative contribution of the research is the combination of network analysis 
and discourse analysis in identifying the main patterns and shifts in the relationships between 
NGOs and SMEs in dealing with sustainable production and consumption. Understanding such 
relationships is paramount to identifying the constraining and enabling factors in establishing 
sustainable practices in SMEs. According to Anheier and Katz (2004) an explicit and systematic 
focus on network analysis has not been common in global civil society research. Thus, the research 
makes substantial contribution to the empirical application of network analysis and discourse 
analysis to characterize the networks and discourses promoting sustainability of SMEs in a setting 
of a developing country. The research is also innovative in applying two of the major contemporary 
sociological theories – ecological modernization theory and network society theory – to frame 
such analyses.

Finally, in elaborating a set of case studies in the main domains promoting sustainability 
of SMEs in Peru, such as organic production, business social responsibility and sustainable 
production, the research provides fresh empirical evidence of environmental reform of SMEs. 
Thus, the thesis sheds light on the main pathways of environmental governance for the diversity 
of SMEs in Peru and the wider Latin American region.
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Chapter 3.  
Methodology

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents in detail the concept of social network analysis (Section 3.2) and the concept 
of discourse analysis (Section 3.3), and their application to this thesis. Social network analysis 
and discourse analysis are the research analytical tools to be used in the thesis to operationalise 
ecological modernization theory and network society theory presented in Chapter 2 into an 
applicable set of key variables to guide the mapping of networks and discourses promoting 
sustainability of SMEs in Peru. The network mapping is based on the identification of key actors, 
cooperation strategies and power relationships in the networks under study. Similarly, the discourse 
mapping is based on the identification of basic entities, assumptions, agents and their motives, 
and key metaphors and their rhetorical devices of the discourses under study. The case selection 
(Section 3.5) and the data collection methods (Section 3.6) are also presented.

3.2 Social network analysis

3.2.1 Background

Network analysis is a useful tool to study social structure in which actors engage in more or less 
permanent and institutionalized interactions (Wellman, 1983, 1988). According to Mol (1995) 
network analysis has the advantage of combining both the structural properties of institutions and 
the interactions between actors constructing a network. Network analysis identifies the patterns 
of ties linking interdependent network members (Faust & Wasserman, 1994; Wellman, 1983, 
1988). Granovetter (1983) highlights the importance of weak and strong ties in shaping network 
structure. According to this author, ties act as bridges between network segments such as groups 
in which most members are directly linked with each other; or, in the words of Wellman (1983), 
between clustered networks, facilitating macro organizational integration. The amount of ties in 
the network conditions the degrees of density of networks. Thus, networks can range from loosely 
bounded low-density networks to tightly bounded densely knit networks (Granovetter, 1983; 
Wellman, 1983). Ties provide the structural bases for cross-linkages among actors and, therefore, 
for cooperation (Wellman, 1983).

Networks involve power. Power can be expressed in the networks as function of actors based on 
their ability to control resources. Actors assume functions in the network, for instance, designing 
or operating assignments based on their ability to control knowledge, funds and other kind of 
resources valuable for the network members. Actors with strong influence and skill to control 
resources often are key actors, or ‘nodes’ in the networks. Indeed, a major characteristic of social 
networks is the power position of actors and the ways in which the patterns of ties allocates 
resources. In the words of Faust and Wasserman (1994), the ties among actors are channels to 
transfer resources, but the flow of resource distribution through the ties is not equal. According 
to Wellman (1983) the differential possession of scarce resources at the ties causes dependency 
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relationships in the network. This author argues that unequal access to scarce resources may in 
turn increase the asymmetry of ties and it may lead to social structural change. Mol (1995) also 
highlights the importance of resources to structure the relations between different organizations 
in societal networks with respect to environmental reform. Therefore, networks are not only a 
space of cooperation among actors, but also of struggle for resources.

Network analysis seems to be an appropriate tool to study the complex influence that actors 
have on the environmental performance of SMEs and how actors and social structure limit, 
condition and enable the environmental reform of industries (Wattanapinyo, 2006). Similarly, 
network analysis is suitable to analyze the changing roles of NGOs, since NGOs structured in 
networks go across the nation-state, regions and continents to cooperate with SMEs. Most of the 
studies operationalizing ecological modernization theory (e.g. Chavalparit, 2006; Dieu, 2003; 
Frijns, Kirai, Malombe & Van Vliet, 1997; Hotta, 2004; Phoung, 2002; Wattanapinyo, 2006) 
have focused on the institutional context of business and their networks, but hardly any of them 
has primarily focused on NGOs and their networks. However, in the last years, social network 
analysis is increasingly being applied to study NGOs. A study that refers to networks and NGOs 
is that of Oosterveer (2005), who operationalized network society theory to study the dynamics 
of global food governance, and more specifically to identify new and innovative regulatory 
arrangements to deal with changing and new environmental and food safety concerns on a 
global scale. Besides official regulations and private certification schemes in governing food trade, 
Oosterveer highlighted the role of NGOs in introducing labeling arrangements, e.g. for organic 
farming and fair trade. Anheier and Katz (2003, 2004) showed the potential of network analysis 
for understanding global civil society by studying the connectedness of NGOs at global level, and 
Diani and McAdam (2003) used network analysis to study social movements.

3.2.2 Application of network analysis in this thesis

Network analysis is used in this thesis to systematically analyze the actual and potential roles 
of NGOs promoting sustainability of SMEs by studying the relationships of the actors involved 
in the networks. Especially, the analysis intends to capture the complexity of the relationships 
between NGOs and SMEs and between them and other actors in the network, identifying the 
main patterns and shifts. The analysis crosses the boundary of social and economic spheres since 
NGOs are usually considered part of social networks and SMEs are usually considered part of 
economic networks. By mapping the networks of NGOs promoting sustainability of SMEs it is 
possible to understand not only how network relationships constrain both the changes of roles 
of NGOs and the adoption of sustainable practices by SMEs, but also how network relationships 
enable those changes and adoptions.

Three key variables are identified to map the networks promoting sustainability of SMEs: (1) 
actors, (2) cooperation and (3) power. Actors involved in the networks of sustainability of SMEs 
are NGOs, SMEs, international cooperation agencies, larger companies and governmental agencies. 
Actors are organized in single networks or clustered networks with ties that go from local to global 
reach, beyond the national borders of Peru. Although analysis focuses on cooperation between 
NGOs and SMEs, cooperation of other actors with NGOs and SMEs is included. Cooperation of 
actors might be expressed in the networks by alliances, joint project implementations, coordinated 
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actions, participation in common platforms and technical assistance oriented to environmental 
improvement of production of SMEs and to the position of SMEs in sustainable markets. Power 
relationships in the networks are identified in terms of the ability of certain actors to control 
resources. The analysis includes the identification of key actors, conflicts and other evidences of 
power struggle.

3.3 Discourse analysis

3.3.1 Background

Discourse analysis is a useful tool to study the shared ways of looking at the world called discourses. 
Discourse analysis is approached from two perspectives; one is mainly directed to the discursive 
process, the other to the discursive structure. While the first one focuses on communicative 
processes, the second one focuses on structure and coherence of discourses.

Environmental discourse, in the process perspective, is seen as a communicative process that 
places into debate belief systems, ideologies, norms and values in society, which are applied to 
human interrelations and to human relations with the environment (Mühlhäusler & Peace, 2006). 
It refers not only to the consensual perspective or viewpoint arrived at in such a communicative 
process, but also the competing and contentious discussions about, for instance, the environmental 
crises at the global level. In the process perspective, discourses are never static and rarely stable. At 
any one time there may be multiple and competing discourses in process of flux. Language is the 
means by which arguments about the relationship between humans and the nature are articulated 
and certainly the language one uses privileges certain perceptions and actions; expressing matters 
differently will privilege others. In the discursive processes, the ideas take on a specific meaning 
and inform particular practices, describing, explaining and justifying human-nature relationships 
(Benton & Short, 1999). In this perspective, environmental discourse is seen as overarching category 
with scarce coherence, including different speakers and addresses, and competing metaphors.

In the structural perspective, environmental discourses identify storylines and there can be 
several distinct discourses for a particular environmental problem (Hajer, 1995). Despite the fact 
that environmental discourses can be fragmented and contradictory with claims and concerns of 
a large variety of actors, a discourse, in this perspective, has specific structural characteristics with 
a certain level of consistence and stability. According to Dryzek (1997) a discourse rests on some 
common definitions, judgments, assumptions, and contentions. As a result, the way a discourse 
views the world is not always easily comprehended by those who subscribe to other discourses. 
The structure of a discourse is important as it conditions the way we define, interpret, and address 
environmental issues. In this thesis the analysis will mostly be directed to the discursive structure 
of discourses.

Environmental discourses have vastly increased in recent decades in response to worldwide 
awareness of environmental crises. There are quite a number of authors that use discourse analysis 
as a tool to frame concrete environmental problems and environmental politics. For instance, by 
studying the influence of ecological modernization on the regulation of acid rain in Great Britain 
and the Netherlands, Hajer (1995) analysed the policy discourse of ecological modernization and 
how this discourse affected policy making. Litfin (1994) analyzed the changes that have occurred 
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in the international discourse on global ozone layer depletion in the 1980s. Environment is 
also gaining position in contemporary development discourses. For instance, authors such as 
Ebrahim (2005) use discourse analysis to study the natural resource management approach for 
rural development in India, putting special attention to the exchange of resources, the power 
relationships and organizational learning. Moreover, environmental discourses bring the concerns 
about environmental crises in wider political debates. A study that refers to this is done by Noble 
(2000), who assesed the degree of influence of NGOs and environmental discourse perspectives 
in the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED)’s Declaration 
of Principles and Agenda 21.

3.3.2 Application of discourse analysis in this thesis

Discourse analysis is used in this thesis to systematically identify the main claims presented in 
the networks promoting sustainability of SMEs. In investigating these claims we focus on three 
critical issues for SMEs: market, environment and production. The analysis intends to identify 
the current discourses promoting sustainability of SMEs, find out their origins and foreseeing 
their future pathways. Moreover, our analysis intends to point out communalities and differences 
of discourses, to identify clues for cross fertilization, and to find out to what extent the identified 
discourses enrich or challenge traditional development discourses. Local perspectives may be as 
crucial as global ones in analyzing the discourses promoting sustainability of SMEs, so we will 
not only investigate the adoption of global perspectives at the local level but also the emergence 
of new perspectives enriching or challenging existing discourses from the local. By mapping the 
discourses promoting sustainability of SMEs it is possible to understand their constraining and 
enabling functions in establishing sustainable practices in SMEs.

As suggested by Dryzek (1997) four key variables are identified to map the discourses promoting 
sustainability of SMEs: (1) basic entities whose existence is acknowledged, (2) assumptions about 
natural relationships, (3) agents and their motives, and (4) key metaphors and their rhetorical 
devices. The four variables are structured in storylines for each identified discourse. Basic entities 
are views and elements that are acknowledged in the discourse. Entities can be, among others, 
political systems, ideologies and actors whose existence is acknowledged. Entities are the core 
claims of the discourse. Discourses imply assumptions in the relationships between different 
entities. The discourse can assume hierarchical relationships based on expertise, or virtue, or 
both; or equalitarian relationships. Hierarchy implies subordination to other entities. Other 
assumptions can be on cooperation or competition. Agents are individuals and collectivities that 
have agency capacities. Thus, agency is understood as having the capacity to act. Agency can be 
reserved for elites or granted to everybody. Motivations of agents can be material self-interest or 
public interest, among others. Key metaphors and their rhetorical devices highlight particular 
situations, issues or concerns in such a way that they express key perspectives of the discourse in 
a telling and understandable way.
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3.4 Relationships of network analysis and discourse analysis

In analyzing the relationship between networks and discourses, this research distinguishes three 
main forms of relationships. First, network ties are important for the transfer of discourses. 
Network ties not only carry resources such as provision of funds and knowledge, but are also the 
means by which ideas and information flow through the network. Such non-material components 
are structured in discourse storylines, which flow between actors in the network. Second, the 
key actors and agents are linked with one another, and have a common reference. Key actors are 
elements of networks and agents are elements of discourses. While actors denote a function in 
the network, agents denote capacity to take action, and these two are clearly related. The position 
of NGOs as actors in the network, for instance, can be strengthened or weakened by the degree 
of agent capacity attributed to them is a discourse. Third, motivations and assumptions of agents 
affect the network relationships in terms of cooperation and power distribution. The establishing 
of ties in the networks is not enough for actors to cooperate. Actors have to be keen on working 
together, and this depends on whether they share discourses on how to improve environmental 
conditions of SMEs. Figure 3.1 presents the research analytical tools to study the relationships 
between networks and discourses promoting sustainability of SMEs.

Network mapping

Key variables: 

• Actors 
• Cooperation  
• Nodes and power 

Discourse mapping

Key variables: 

• Basic entities 
• Assumptions  
• Agents and their motives  
• Key metaphors and their rhetorical devices  

Social network analysis Discourses analysis

Relationships of network and discourse

Research analytical tools

Patterns and shifts

Figure 3.1. Research analytical tools to study networks and discourses promoting sustainability of 
SMEs.
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3.5 Case selection

Case study research is adopted as the main strategy to carry out the gathering and processing of 
data into answers to the research questions. In order to guarantee sufficient variety on relevant 
data for the comparison and interpretation of cases, as Verschuren and Doorewaard (1999) 
recommend, three interrelated cases are selected: organic production, business social responsibility 
and cleaner production.

The case studies do not focus on NGOs as such but on networks and discourses in which, 
NGOs are major actors (in the networks) and major agents (in the discourses), and which include 
local SMEs (as an actor) and environmental reform of SMEs (as a basic entity). Most local SMEs 
tied to NGOs are producer associations, or agro-processing, garment, textile, leather and metal 
processing small enterprises, most of them supplying environmental friendly products to local 
and international markets. They can be urban-based SMEs (e.g. running small workshops and 
small industries) or rural-based SMEs (e.g. association of small producers, rural small industries, 
etc.). As NGOs and local SMEs, at least in part of the cases, are tied to international NGOs, 
international cooperation agencies and larger companies, those actors are also included in the 
cases. The overview of how the case studies are organized is presented in Table 3.1.

The three case study domains selected cover the most important networks and discourses of 
sustainability involving collaboration of NGOs and SMEs in Peru. Other domains of sustainability 
promotion involving NGOs and SMEs in the country are, for instance, green energy, ecotourism, 
fair trade and biotrade. Networks in those domains are not as well developed and large as the 
case study domains selected.

All three cases are characterized by significant changes from the 1970s until now, and therefore 
provide valuable clues to understand the changes of the discourses and networks promoting 
sustainability of SMEs. Furthermore, the large number of local and global actors involved in the 

Table 3.1: Overview of case studies (see list of abbreviations for explanation)

Case study domains Key NGOs SMEs

Networks and discourses of organic 
production

RAE Peru
Grupo Ecologica Peru
ANPE

Small scale producer associations
Small scale cooperatives 

Networks and discourses of business social 
responsibility

CEDAL
PERU 2021

Small scale enterprises

Networks and discourses of cleaner 
production

CER
ITACAB
Practical Action
CONCYTEC
CITEs
IPES

Micro rural/urban enterprises
Small rural/urban enterprises 
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three domains and the diversity of networks and perspectives are strong points with regard to the 
possibility of generalizing the results beyond the cases and beyond Peru.

3.6 Methods of data collection

Qualitative research methods are used to gather data for the case studies. Data for qualitative 
research can be distinguished, according to how they are acquired, into primary and secondary 
data.

The case studies are elaborated based on primary and secondary data collected. Primary data 
collection included the application of in-depth interviews with semi-structured questionnaires, 
formal and informal meetings, field observations, and seminar/workshops participations. Interview 
questionnaires were adapted to the specific respondents, but for each of the domains a specific 
general guideline was used to structure the interviews. Those guidelines are differentiated for local 
NGOs (Appendices 3a, 3b and 3c), for international NGOs (Appendix 3d) and for SMEs (Appendix 
3e). The questionnaires were designed to collect data and information for the aforementioned 
key variables of networks and discourses. In each NGO selected, a number of key informants 
were interviewed face-to-face. International NGOs interviewed were selected on the basis of 
their links with the key local NGOs identified. Extra interviews were done at local levels to SMEs 
representatives and relevant government officials and experts at the national level. A complete 
list of interviewees is presented in Appendix 1. The field data gathering in Peru was conducted 
in the departments of Lima, Huancayo, Arequipa and Trujillo from April 2006 to January 2010, 
including the exploratory and main fieldwork phases. Secondary sources of data gathering included 
reports, publications and websites of NGOs, SMEs and governmental agencies, and scientific 
journal articles and books.

In total 28 persons of local NGOs, international NGOs, SMEs and the national government 
including programme coordinators, managers and directors were interviewed. They usually were 
interviewed, depending of the relevance of the information, more than one time, and in the case 
of the key NGOs they were tracked during the entire fieldwork period.
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Chapter 4.  
Three global mechanisms for greening SMEs

4.1 Introduction

Business social responsibility, organic production and sustainable production are three mechanisms 
of global scope that aim to include social and environmental concerns in production and markets. 
As explained in the Chapter 1, the domains selected in this research to investigate the roles of 
NGOs in promoting sustainability of SMEs correspond with these three mechanisms. This chapter 
provides an overview of the three domains. For each domain the concept, the development and 
trends, and the key agents involved are described. To provide a global context for the chapters to 
follow, the overview gives particular attention to the international level.

4.2 Organic production

4.2.1 Concept

Organic production, also referred to under the name of organic farming and organic agriculture, 
is a widely respected process in agricultural production that aims to improve soil fertility, nutrient 
cycling, and food security, and reduce the use of veterinary medicines. A central element of organic 
production is the efficient use of on-farm and local resources like farmyard manure, indirect 
crop protection and local seed (Vogl, Kilcher & Schmidt, 2005). Organic production intends to 
overcome the negative environmental impacts such as global warming, reduction in biodiversity, 
soil degradation and ground water pollution caused by agrochemical-based agriculture (Halberg, 
Alrøe, Knudsen & Kristensen, 2006). Especially in developing countries, organic production not 
only contributes to improving the environment but also aims at strengthening socio-economic 
development.

Organic production is embedded in local cultures, including their knowledge, ethical values and 
beliefs (Yussefi & Willer 2003). According to Benzing (2001) traditional agriculture provides useful 
models of sustainable agriculture and its achievements, especially in Australia, India, Central and 
South America, have served as foundations to develop modern organic production. For instance, 
the traditional agriculture of Central and South America has been central in the development of 
the concept of agro-ecology (Altieri, 1999; Altieri & Nicholls, 2000). Peru being one of the world’s 
five centres where agriculture has originated, traditional agriculture presents particular features 
such as the vertical control of ‘ecological floors’ (one of the ways Andean societies organize the 
supply of goods, including food, because of the steepness of the Andes), diversification of crops and 
indigenous farming technologies (Altieri, 1995; Espinoza, 1987; Murra, 1975; Rostworowski, 1999). 
Furthermore, organic production in Latin America, particularly in Peru, not only encompasses 
traditional farming practices but also a dynamic movement of farmers and organizations (Altieri 
& Nicholls, 2000; Wezel, Bellon, Dore´, Francis, Vallod & David, 2009). These particularities show 
that organic agriculture has local and regional distinctiveness, although it is a global phenomenon 
(Holt & Reed, 2006; Kristiansen, Taji & Reganold, 2006).
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4.2.2 Developments and trends

After the 1960s the organic production movement underwent significant change. The appearance 
of Rachel Carson’s ‘Silent Spring’ in 1972, the Club of Rome’s ‘Limits to Growth’ in 1972 and 
Schumacher’s ‘Small is Beautiful’ in 1974 marked a turning point. One of the results was that the 
organic and environmental movements came together. A major landmark was the formation of 
the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM) in 1972 (Kristiansen, 
Taji & Reganold, 2006). During the last 25 years, organic agriculture expanded from a movement 
with political, philosophical and religious motivations to a movement with economic motivations. 
This is shown in the responses against the introduction to Genetic Modified (GM) crops at 
country level because such technologies are seen by organic agriculture embracers as a threat for 
traditional agriculture and crops (Altieri & Nicholls, 2000; Halberg et al., 2006; Kristiansen, Taji, 
& Reganold, 2006). These characteristics provide sociological and political relevance to organic 
production (Holt & Reed, 2006).

In the last two decades organic production has achieved formal political and legislative 
recognition at national and international level. Together with governments and other stakeholders, 
the organic production sector has developed standards and legislation on organic farming, which 
include rules for processing, trading, monitoring, and certifying agricultural produce. Examples 
of such standards are the European Council Regulation on Organic Farming No. 20292/91, the 
IFOAM Basic Standards, and the US Organic Food Production Act.

Organic production is currently distributed in about 100 countries and the area is increasing. 
When it comes to certified organic land Australia, Argentina and Italia are located at first place. 
The regions with largest areas of organically managed agricultural land are Oceania (12.1 million 
hectares), Europe (8.2 million hectares) and Latin America (8.1 million hectares) (Willer & Kilcher, 
2010). About one-third of the world’s organically managed agricultural land (12 million hectares) 
is located in developing countries. Most of this land is localized in Latin America. In developing 
countries organically managed agricultural land is owned mostly by small scale organic producers. 
According to Willer and Kilcher (2010), the countries with the highest number of organic producers 
are India (340,000 producers), Uganda (180,000) and Mexico (130,000).

Organic production and consumption has increased over the last decade. Although many 
organic products are consumed locally, global trade of organic products, especially between North 
and South, is a growing reality (Halberg et al., 2006; Vogl, Kilcher & Schmidt, 2005). In the 1980s 
organic production experienced explosive growth. In the major markets for organic produce – 
North America, western Europe and Japan – organic produce began to appear in supermarkets 
in the early 1980s (Holt & Reed, 2006). In the late 1990s organic production strongly became 
more rationalized and market-driven. In the 1990s, and into the new millennium demand and 
production continued to grow exponentially around the world, often at 20-30% per year. Most 
consumption takes place in western countries. The global organic market involves about US$ 23 
billon annually (Holt & Reed, 2006). Europe and North America represent the major markets 
for certified organic products, accounting for roughly 97% of global revenues (Kristiansen, Taji 
& Reganold, 2006). Products traded are coffee, tea, cocoa, spices, cane sugar, tropical fruits, and 
beverages, as well as seasonal fresh produce (Halberg et al., 2006). However, the average organic 
production per country is less than 6% of the total agricultural production, so compared with the 
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conventional production the share of organic production is modest (Holt & Reed, 2006). Another 
development of the two decades has been the resurrection of the farmers’ market where producers 
sell goods directly to consumers (Kristiansen, Taji & Reganold, 2006).

Global markets impact organic production by pushing farming to rationalization. 
Rationalization, in this context, refers to specialization and enlargement of farms, increasing 
capital intensification and marketing, and a strong orientation on export. These developments 
represent threats and opportunities for organic production. In most national organic sectors 
across the planet, agribusiness has now moved into production of large scale. This has created 
barriers for small-scale producers to access global markets (Holt & Reed, 2006). International 
trade of organic production is mostly controlled by medium and large enterprises, not by small 
scale enterprises (Halberg et al., 2006). Nonetheless, expanding markets go together with broader 
recognition of organic farming principles and may provide new options for organic producers. 
However, there is a need to develop policies for organic production that take into account local food 
security, environmental impacts, and socio-economic impacts. Locally traded organic production 
provides social and economic value such as social cohesion and expanding employment in rural 
areas (Halberg et al., 2006). In sum: organic production has gained a place in global markets, 
but it is still marginal and has low power against conventional agribusiness trade, and social and 
environmental challenges of organic production remain (Kristiansen, Taji & Reganold, 2006).

In recent years, international cooperation agencies and international NGOs supporting SMEs 
have adopted and promoted new approaches to rural development, which also affect organic 
production. NGOs are shifting from charity to partnering, from projects to programmes, and 
from service delivery to advocacy. For instance, in a study about the roles of NGOs in Peru and 
Bolivia, Bebbington, Rojas and Hinojosa (2002) conclude that local NGOs are not succeeding 
in poverty reduction and rural development, and suggest that international cooperation should 
shift to a more market-based approach.

4.2.3 Agents

Producer associations, NGOs, companies and national governments perform roles promoting 
organic production and trade at the international and national level (Bridge, O’Neill & Martin, 
2009). The key global agent is the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements 
(IFOAM). IFOAM is the worldwide umbrella organization for the organic movement, uniting 
more than 750 member organizations in 116 countries, including small scale producer associations. 
IFOAM actively participates in international agricultural and environmental negotiations with 
the United Nations and multilateral institutions to further the interests of the organic agricultural 
movement worldwide (IFOAM website, 2011). Other agents are NGOs. Increasingly NGOs, 
particularly international NGOs, are taking an active part in promoting and supporting 
SME development in the organic sector. For instance, Dutch development aid organization 
CORDAID supports SME development by improving the enabling environment that conditions 
the development of sustainable agricultural value chains and the sustainability of well-organised 
agricultural chains, building on experiences of organic and fair trade chains (CORDAID website, 
2011). Two other Dutch development aid NGOs, HIVOS and ICCO, help small scale producers in 
developing countries to access local and international markets with an organic and fair trade quality 
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mark. They collaborate with larger companies and local NGOs to develop organic and fair trade 
certification and standards (HIVOS Annual Report, 2011; ICCO Annual Report, 2011). NGOs 
such as OXFAM America also work closer to grass root organizations and academia around the 
world to promote self-sufficiency and food sovereignty (Cohn, Cook, Fernández, Reider & Steward, 
2006). Additionally, international cooperation agencies, including the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the international fund for agriculture (IFAD), the 
Danish Research Center for Organic Farming (DARCOF), the Belgian Technical Cooperation 
(ADG), the Danish Agency for Development Assistance (DANIDA) and the Research Institute of 
Organic Agriculture (FiBL) are also active in promoting the globalization of organic production 
(Halberg et al., 2006). Also, national governments in western countries are promoting organic 
production. National governments in developing countries are increasingly showing interest in 
implementing regulations to support exporting certified organic production (Kristiansen, Taji 
& Reganold, 2006).

At the Latin American regional level, the main agents are the Latin American agroecological 
movement (MAELA) and the IFOAM Regional Group for Latin America and the Caribbean 
(GALCI). In Peru, key agents are the Ecological Agriculture Network of Peru (RAE Peru), Grupo 
Ecologica Peru and the National Ecological Producers Association (ANPE). Local agents will be 
described in more detail in Chapter 5.

4.3 Business social responsibility

4.3.1 Concept

Business social responsibility is the process whereby a company on a voluntary basis integrates 
social and environmental concerns in its business operations and in its relations with their 
stakeholders. The concept is equivalent to ‘corporate social responsibility’. In international literature 
the latter term prevails (Prieto-Carrón, Lund-Thomsen, Chan, & Muro, 2006), but in this thesis we 
will use the term business social responsibility because of the Latin-American context of research. 
In Latin-America the term business social responsibility is more common, especially if it is referred 
to local companies (Peinado-Vara & De la Garza, 2007), and corporate social responsibility usually 
refers to large multinationals and big corporations (Casanova & Dumas, 2010).

Business social responsibility comes with globalization and the increasing concern about 
social and environmental issues in production and trade. Its principles revolve around the 
following issues: (a) companies have a responsibility for their impact on society and the natural 
environment, sometimes beyond legal compliance and the liability of individuals; (b) companies 
have a responsibility for the behaviour of others with whom they do business, for instance within 
supply chains; and (c) businesses need to manage their relationship with wider society, whether 
for reasons of commercial viability or to add value to society (Blowfield & Frynas, 2005).

To improve business operations, business social responsibility invokes, among other means, 
new standards (Schwalb & Malca, 2004), for example, standards for reporting, measuring and 
auditing. Well-recognized standards are SA 8000 (social accountability), Global Reporting Initiative 
and ISO 26000. Other norms applied also are the ISO 9000 series (for quality management) and the 
ISO 14000 series (for environmental management). Also, eco-efficiency and industrial symbiosis 
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(cooperation among industries in improving environmental performance) are recently seen as 
ways to ground business social responsibility in companies. Indices and indicators for business 
social responsibility have been developed by the Instituto Ethos of Brasil, the NGO Business for 
Social Responsibility and the World Resource Institute, among other organizations (Schwalb & 
Garcia, 2004). Proponents of business social responsibility claim that it not only improve the 
social and environmental performance of a company, but also helps to increase its market share 
and improve its access to global markets (Blowfield & Frynas, 2005; Schwalb & Malca, 2004).

4.3.2 Developments and trends

Major landmarks in the development of the concept of business social responsibility are the 
Ethical Codes for Multinational Companies of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development (OECD) drafted in 1976, the Tripartite Declaration of Principles concerning 
Multinational Enterprises and Social Policy (MNE Declaration) of the International Labour 
Organization (ILO) in 1977, the launching of the report ‘Our Common Future’ by the Brundland 
commission in 1987, the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) 
in 1992, the elaboration of most of the business social responsibility norms and indicators from 
1996 to 2000, the United Nations Global Compact launched in 2000, and the EU Green Paper 
elaborated in 2001 (Hall, 2010; Schwalb & Malca, 2004; Schwalb & Garcia, 2004). Recently, in 2010 
the ISO 26000 is launched to provide organizations with guidance concerning social responsibility 
and an International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) is established (BSR website, 2012).

In developing countries, business social responsibility initiatives have particularities. Compared 
to developed countries, more emphasis is put on the improvement of working conditions, human 
rights and contribution to poverty alleviation of communities (Prieto-Carrón et al., 2006). 
According to Agüero (2002), the rise of business social responsibility in Latin America has to do 
with three interrelated factors: (1) social pressure from the bottom; (2) change of vision among 
business leaders; and (3) developments in the theory and practices of business management. 
Additionally, the persistent signs of poverty and inequalities in the 1980s and in the 1990s in the 
context of less competent states and more powerful companies might have also played a role. 
Those factors contributed to shape business social responsibility of companies in Latin America 
with a philanthropic orientation (Agüero, 2002).

Regarding Peru, business social responsibility has evolved as a more active participation 
of business people in the social concerns of the country, especially after the period of political 
violence in the 1980s. For instance, Peru 2021, one of the main NGOs promoting business social 
responsibility in Peru, was founded after that period with the aim to develop a national vision 
for the country, pointing out a more committed role of business in development issues (Agüero, 
2002). During the last decade local NGOs have also started to be engaged with companies 
implementing initiatives of social responsibility (Caravedo, 2003). However, the adoption of 
business social responsibility by larger companies in Peru, especially by the extractive mining 
and oil multinationals, have usually been accompanied by social conflicts that questioned their 
social legitimacy (Schwalb & Malca, 2004). According to Caravedo (2003) embracing the concept 
of business social responsibility in Peru is still a challenge for most of the national companies, 
most of them being SMEs.
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4.3.3 Agents

Agents involved in the promotion of business social responsibility are companies, international 
cooperation agencies and NGOs. Key global agents are the World Business Council for Sustainable 
Development, WBCSD (founded in 1990), the European business network for corporate social 
responsibility (founded in 1995), the World Resource Institute (WRI), the World Bank, the United 
Nations Global Compact, the Foundation for Research on Multinational Corporations (SOMO), 
OXFAM and the Interchurch Organisation for Development Cooperation (ICCO) (Schwalb & 
Malca, 2004; UN Global Compact website, 2011).

Many NGOs involved in this domain are organized at the international level and have assumed 
a ‘watchdog’ role and collaborative engagement with business actors to further social responsibility 
in society. OXFAM Novib is affiliated to OXFAM International, a confederation of 14 like-minded 
organizations active in almost one hundred countries around the world. The OXFAM confederation 
is a development and campaigning organization advocating at the global level the rights of 
people living in poverty. One of its core activities is to lobby governments, institutions and 
businesses to make socially responsible choices and take action for climate change adaptation in 
developing countries. In Latin America, OXFAM Novib has set up and financially supports the 
Red Puentes, a regional platform of NGOs to promote business social responsibility. Currently, 
OXFAM International is subject to change. Although OXFAM International keeps operating in 
Latin America, OXFAM Novib decided to withdraw from this region in 2011. Actually, OXFAM 
Novib has reduced the number of countries where it works from 70 to 34. However, by partnering 
with other global organizations OXFAM Novib keep encouraging the private sector to take on 
board corporate social responsibility in the region. Another development in the last two years 
has been the setting up of OXFAM India and OXFAM Mexico, and in the upcoming years it is 
expected the seeting up of national OXFAM affiliates in Brazil and South Africa (OXFAM-NOVIB 
Annual Report 2011).

SOMO conducts research and other activities focusing on the policies and conduct of 
multinational corporations in an international context. By collaborating closely with other NGOs 
and their networks, SOMO discloses pressing issues in the supply chains of brand and retailing 
companies. For instance, SOMO is part of the ‘Clean Clothes Campaign’ in the garment & textile 
sector and helps Red Puentes in campaigning and lobbying in Latin America and Europe. On 
behalf of Red Puentes, SOMO has been participating in the ISO Working Group that developed 
the ISO 26000 standard (see below) (SOMO Annual Report 2009).

ICCO focuses on the development of local and regional markets. ICCO supports local 
producers and market chains with start-up grants, loans and guarantees. ICCO cooperates with 
producer organizations, co-operatives, companies, governments and other NGOs. ICCO has 
established the Fair Climate Fund in 2009 to buy and sell the carbon credits generated in their 
projects supporting agri-SMEs on the voluntary Dutch and European market. The year 2010 has 
been a turning point for ICCO in its way of working, as it turned to a more decentralized way of 
working by establishing regional offices around the world. Since 2010 ICCO has also been keen 
to engage with socially responsible companies seeking to make development cooperation more 
effective (ICCO Alliance Annual Report 2010; ICCO website, 2011).
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At the Latin American level, the main agents are the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), 
AVINA, the Instituto Ethos, the Red Puentes International and the Forum Empresa. It is worthy 
to mention that the Business for Social Responsibility, the main organization in the US promoting 
business social responsibility, played a key role in providing advice and being a model for Latin 
American NGOs promoting business social responsibility (Agüero, 2002). In Peru, key agents 
are Peru 2021, the Red Puentes Peru and the Pacific University. Local agents will be described in 
more detail in Chapter 6.

A recent effort involving key global, regional and local actors from 99 ISO member countries has 
been the development of the standard ISO 26000: 2010. The five-year development process involved 
among others industry, government, labour, consumers, NGOs and research representatives from 
developed and developing countries. ISO 26000: 2010 is an ISO International Standard giving 
guidance on social responsibility to all types of organizations, regardless of their size or location 
(ISO website, 2011). However, the new standard has been criticized by SME organizations for 
not meeting their needs (Area Minera website, 2012; NORMAPME website, 2012), especially 
considering that the application of standards and guidelines of social responsibility is challenging 
for SMEs (Hall, 2010).

4.4 Sustainable production

4.4.1 Concept

Sustainable production means the efficient management of resources at all stages of value chains of 
goods and services. Sustainable production encourages the development of processes that use fewer 
resources and generate less waste, including hazardous substances, while yielding environmental 
benefits and frequent productivity and economic gains. Sustainable production also encourages 
capturing and reusing or recycling valuable resources, thereby turning waste streams into value 
streams (Beaton & Perera, 2012; Ekins & Lemaire, 2012).

Two of the central ideas of sustainable production are decoupling and leapfrogging. Decoupling 
refers to the process of reducing the resource intensity of, and environmental damage relating 
to, economic activities; in other words, the decoupling of economic growth from environmental 
degradation. Leapfrogging expresses the fact that societies do not need precisely to imitate each 
other in their processes of development. They can adopt modern technologies without following 
the development trajectories undertaken when those technologies were not available (Beaton & 
Perera, 2012).

Cleaner production and appropriate technology are two key approaches under the umbrella 
concept of sustainable production. Cleaner production is a worldwide approach for environmental 
pollution control and prevention in industry. On the one hand, inefficient production methods 
lead to wasting of resources, economic losses, poor working conditions and environmental 
pollution. On the other hand, production processes that are more energy efficient, use fewer 
resources, and re-use waste materials not only reduce environmental impacts but may also reduce 
economic costs. Pollution prevention therefore can be a more attractive approach for industries 
than treatment of waste by end-of-pipe measures that add on costs. Cleaner industrial production 
must be concerned not only with reducing levels of toxic and hazardous waste emissions but also 



60  NGOs and the sustainability of SMEs in Peru

with life cycle analysis, including the whole production and consumption process to achieve more 
efficient use of resources (OECD, 1995).

Cleaner production measures have proved to be particularly attractive for SMEs in developing 
countries (OECD, 1995). Several studies, mainly in Asia, have been already done on cleaner 
production as industrial restructuring strategy of SMEs (Evans & Hamner, 2003; Sonnenfeld, 
2000). However, SMEs are constrained in implementing cleaner production by various attitudinal, 
organizational, technical and economic barriers (Frijns & Van Vliet, 1999). Although cleaner 
production offers opportunities for ‘win-win solutions’, where environmental improvements go 
hand-in-hand with economic benefits, its implementation often remains difficult and will not 
happen overnight. Cleaner production is not simply a matter of applying new technologies but 
requires readjustment and rethinking throughout the company (Christie, Rolfe & Legard, 1995). 
So, cooperation, involvement and commitment of management and employees are essential to 
implement cleaner production methods (Zwetsloot & Geyer, 1996). Despite the potential saving 
in costs, cleaner production is restrained by financial obstacles, for instance, low prices for raw 
materials, low waste disposal charges, and lack of funding. Successful introduction of cleaner 
production methods for environmental improvements require better coordination of policy efforts 
and organization of small scale enterprises (Frijns & Van Vliet, 1999).

The approach of appropriate technology refers to environmentally sound technology that 
puts an emphasis on small scale solutions, use of intensive labor, efficient use of locally available 
energy and local control (Schumacher, 1983). Therefore, sustainable production not only focuses 
on eco-efficiency and the transfer of modern large scale technologies but also on saving energy 
and resources based on the adjustment of technology to the local context (NCAT website, 2011; 
Practical Action website, 2011). Appropriate technology is equivalent to intermediate technology. 
Appropriate technology might be the result of the improvement of a traditional technology, the 
adaptation of an advanced technology to local conditions or the development of a new ‘tailor 
made’ technology. Appropriate technology is intended to tackle the need of technology of poor 
people in rural and urban areas based on a regional focus and on decentralization. The typical 
sectors of application of appropriate technology are building materials, garment, farming tools, 
post harvesting methods and basic industrial transformation of agricultural products (Schumacher, 
1983).

4.4.2 Developments and trends

The evolution of sustainable production is related to a number of developments. The 1992 United 
Nations Conference on Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro (the Earth Summit) is 
the early landmark for many efforts to promote sustainable production at the regional and national 
levels. Agenda 21, the action plan for sustainable development adopted at the summit, called for 
action to promote patterns of consumption and production that reduce environmental stress 
and will meet the basic needs of humanity (Beaton & Perera, 2012). In 1993, the government of 
Norway at the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) organized a 
workshop on the transfer and development of environmental sound technologies. In the same 
year, the government of Colombia and the United States sponsored preparatory meetings on 
technology transfer, cooperation and local capacities. In April 1994 the Agenda 21 process called 
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for the transfer of environmentally sound technology, cooperation and capacity building (OECD, 
1995). In 1995 the OECD held a workshop for development assistance and technology cooperation 
for cleaner industrial production in developing countries (OECD, 1995). The main landmark in 
the promotion of cleaner production is the launching of the National Cleaner Production Centres 
(NCPCs) programme in 1995 by the United Nations Industrial Development Organization 
(UNIDO) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) (UNEP website, 2011; 
UNIDO website, 2011). In 2002 at the Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable Development 
(WSSD) a 10-Year Framework Programme on Sustainable Consumption and Production (10YFP) 
was approved to promote the shift to sustainable production and consumption. 10YFP was 
followed by the Marrakech Process, which developed various mechanisms, including regional 
consultations, Task Forces, and dialogues with different stakeholders, in order both to refine the 
concept of sustainable production and to show how it could be made operational in very different 
countries, economic sectors and cultural contexts (Beaton & Perera, 2012).

Compared to cleaner production, the attention to appropriate technology has declined over the 
last two decades. For instance, two of the main organizations promoting it, the German Appropriate 
Technology Exchange (GATE) and the Holland’s Technology Transfer for Development (TOOL), 
are no longer in operation. However, Intermediate Technology Development Group (ITDG), 
the organization founded by Fritz Schumacher in 1969, is still in operation and in the last years 
appropriate technology seems to re-emerge again. This re-emergence has to do with the rise of 
the open source appropriate technology (OSAT) such as Apropedia. This new wave of appropriate 
technology has benefited from the opportunities now offered by the Internet. OSAT refers to 
technologies that provide for sustainable development while being designed in the same fashion 
as free and open source software. According to Pearce (2012), OSAT is made up of technologies 
that are easily and economically utilized from readily available resources by local communities to 
meet their needs and must meet the boundary conditions set by environmental, cultural, economic, 
and educational resource constraints of the local community.

4.4.3 Agents

Agents promoting sustainable production intervene at global, regional and national level. Key 
global agents of cleaner production are the United Nations Environment programme (UNEP), 
the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), the World Bank, the Inter-
American Development Bank (IDB), the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and the Swiss 
State Secretariat for Economic Affairs (SECO). They play key roles in establishing policies in 
developing countries to support cleaner production diffusion, making pollution prevention 
an integral part of their technical assistance activities, enhancing the capacity development 
to manage technological change and facilitating access to information and the technological 
innovation, diffusion and implementation (OECD, 1995). UNEP is an international organization 
that coordinates United Nations environmental activities and assists developing countries in 
implementing environmentally sound policies and practices. UNIDO is the specialized agency 
of the United Nations that promotes industrial development for poverty reduction, inclusive 
globalization and environmental sustainability. UNEP and UNIDO have worked on promoting 
cleaner production in SMEs for several years but since 2011 they are working together to further 
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cleaner production under the umbrella of sustainable consumption and production (UNEP 
website, 2011; UNIDO website, 2011)

The World Bank is an international financing institution consisting of five organizations. One of 
them is the International Finance Corporation (IFC). IFC provides loans and technical assistance 
to stimulate private sector investment in developing countries. IFC is interested in helping clients 
to take full advantage of cleaner production techniques by offering advice to optimize facility and 
process design, identify retrofit opportunities and explore alternative energy and other resource 
efficiencies. SMEs across a range of sectors and regions are part of their clients (IFC website, 2012; 
World Bank website, 2011).

IDB is the largest source of development financing for Latin America and the Caribbean. 
In 1993 IDB established the Multilateral Investment Fund (MIF) to finance small projects that 
promote innovative development of the private sector and strengthen SMEs. The projects include 
energy efficiency technologies and practices, and other climate change adaptation strategies (IDB 
website, 2011; MIF website, 2011).

SECO’s aim regarding international cooperation is to integrate partner countries into the 
world economy and promote their sustainable economic growth, making an efficient and effective 
contribution to reducing poverty. In close collaboration with the Swiss Agency for Development 
and Cooperation (SDC), SECO has been financing the implementation of Cleaner Production 
Centers (CPCs) in Africa, Asia, and Latin America (SECO website, 2011).

The Global Environment Facility (GEF) is a financial organization integrating 182 member 
governments established in 1991. GEF provides grants to developing countries and countries 
with economies in transition for projects related to biodiversity, climate change, international 
waters, land degradation, the ozone layer, and persistent organic pollutants. GEF is today the 
largest funder of projects to improve the global environment. GEF works in close collaboration 
with 10 international agencies, including the UN Development Programme, the UN Environment 
Programme, the World Bank, the UN Food and Agriculture Organization and the UN Industrial 
Development Organization. The allocation of grants to implement cleaner production centres in 
order to improve environmental conditions in SMEs is one of its priorities (GEF website, 2011).

Regarding appropriate technology, the principal worldwide agents are ITDG (now Practical 
Action) and the International Development Research Center (IDRC). Other key agencies are the 
National Center for Appropriate Technology (NCAT) in USA and, the Centre for Appropriate 
Technology (ICAT) in Australia. During the last years new pioneer organizations promoting 
appropriate technology at global level have emerged, including Appropriate Technology 
Collaborative (ATC), Catalytic Communities (CatCom), Appropriate Infrastructure Development 
Group (AIDG), Digital Green, Engineers Without Borders, Kopernik and Village Earth (Pearce, 
2012; Zelenika & Pearce, 2011).

Agents operating at a regional level on cleaner production development are the Organization 
of American States (OAS) and the Spanish Agency of International Cooperation (AECI). The 
OAS brings together all 35 independent states of the Americas and constitutes the main political, 
juridical, and social governmental forum in that hemisphere. One of the main tasks of OAS is 
to formulate and execute technical cooperation projects, including follow-up of the mandates 
of the Summit of the Americas on Sustainable Development. Projects include the promotion of 
sustainable technologies to improve the conditions of SMEs in the region (OAS website, 2011). 
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AECI works in 50 countries, including Latin America countries. One of its main aims is to promote 
productive activities by enhancing business capacities, developing markets, connecting SMEs to 
markets and enhancing innovation and technology. During the last years the support of a network 
of Centers of Technological Innovation (CITEs) in Latin America has been one of the projects 
funded by AECI (AECI website, 2011).

At the local level, key agents promoting cleaner production during the last years in Peru are 
the NGOs CER and IPES, the (inter)governmental agencies ITACAB and CONCYTEC, and the 
public-private organization CITEs. The main organizations promoting appropriate technology 
are Practical Action Peru (a local NGO linked to Practical Action UK), the Catholic University’s 
GRUPO and the National University of Engineering. Local agents are described in more detail 
in Chapter 7.
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Chapter 5.  
Organic production

5.1 Introduction

The ‘green revolution’ has mainstreamed large scale agro-industries, farming of single crops, 
and the use of synthetic fertilizers and pest controls in worldwide food production. Although 
this development has made possible the increase in productivity, it has brought concerns for its 
negative environmental impacts and for eroding worldwide traditional farming. Contesting the 
green revolution, organic production is a different way to approach food production that intends 
to produce higher food quality, with less external inputs and less external side-effects. Due to 
increasing market demand, organic production is expanding, both in terms of small scale organic 
farms and larger organically managed farms. As a result, organic production is showing points of 
convergence with modern agriculture such as the production on larger scales and in monocultures.

In developing countries the rise of the organic market has become an opportunity for small scale 
producers to improve their economic conditions, while natural resources such as crop diversity 
and water are protected and climate change is mitigated. Therefore, stimulating the expansion 
of organic food enterprises and local organic markets in developing countries contributes to 
strengthening sustainable rural development. In Peru organic production is in many respects in 
line with ancestral farming practices. As a result, local small scale producers have converted faster 
to organic production in comparison to local large scale producers. Peru is the second largest 
country in Latin America and seventh in the world in number of small scale organic producers, 
with about 36,000 small scale organic producers (Willer & Kilcher, 2009). Peru is also the country 
with most agricultural land in Latin America and sixth in the world in organic farming area 
(Willer & Kilcher, 2010). Most local organic production in Peru is produced for foreign markets: 
approximately 98% of total certified organic production is exported to foreign markets representing 
8% of national agricultural exports and only 2% is commercialized at domestic market, according 
to Centro IDEAS (Boletin de IDEAS, 2011). From the amount commercialized at domestic 
market, 44% is commercialized at local markets, 43% directly sold by producers to consumers 
and 11% at Bioferias (Alvarado, 2002; RAAA, 2007). The selling of organic vegetables at domestic 
supermarkets represents less than 0,6% of the total vegetable selling, although it growths 7% each 
year (Cavero, 2007).

Small scale producers are the main actors in agricultural production in Peru. Overall small 
scale agriculture, predominantly ‘conventional’ production, represents 90% of all agricultural 
production in Peru. From this amount, 3% correspond to certified organic producers (Boletin de 
IDEAS, 2011). According to FAO (2009) small scale producers supply about 80% of their produce 
to local markets in Latin American countries. Small scale producers are categorized as having less 
than 20 hectares, while medium-sized producers have from 20 to 49.9 hectares (Torres, 2004).

In this research organic production, organic agriculture, agro-ecological and ecological 
production are used with an equivalent meaning (see Chapter 4). Also, small holder, small 
farmer and small scale producer refer to the same subject. Additionally, small scale producers, 
including producer associations, cooperatives or single small agri-businesses are included under 
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the ‘umbrella’ name of small scale enterprises (see Chapter 4). According to the Peruvian law of 
organic production, producers are named Agrarian Production Units.

Organic production involves in Peru a variety of NGOs. They have played central roles in 
supporting the rise of small scale producers as legitimate economic actors and the development 
of organic market in Latin American food, particularly in Peru. NGOs with a long history – 
which are called ‘traditional’ NGOs for the purpose of this research –, are part of the networks 
and discourses promoting organic production. In this research conventional NGOs refer to 
NGOs founded in the 1980s that currently perform as market facilitators bringing to small 
scale producers basic competences in organic production. Usually this type of NGOs consists of 
committed professional and experts formally educated at universities. Examples of conventional 
NGOs are among others Centro IDEAS, CEAR, IDMA and AEDES. NGOs performing as market 
intermediaries of small scale organic producers supplying to markets are called ‘market’ NGOs 
in this research. NGOs intermediating in local markets are for instance Grupo Ecologica Peru 
and Taller. NGOs intermediating local organic production towards international markets are for 
example; PIDECAFE and CANDELA Peru. Finally, NGOs rooted at communities, usually led by 
producers – which I call ‘producer’ NGOs – are also part of the organic production approach. This 
last type of NGOs has appeared as answer to questions of representativeness and coordination 
of small scale organic producers, widely spread throughout in Peru. An example of a producer 
NGO is ANPE.

The chapter is organized in six sections. Section 5.2 presents the network analysis of organic 
production and describes in detail the main networks identified in Peru: the agro-ecological 
network, the organic market network and the ecological farming network. The section includes 
an overview of the Bioferias, the organic farmers’ market in Peru. Afterwards, the main patterns, 
challenges and trends of the networks, and the main conclusions of the network analysis are 
presented. Section 5.3 presents the discourse analysis of organic production and describes in detail 
the main discourses identified in Peru: the discourse of market adaptation, the discourse of market 
access and the discourse of market democratization. Subsequently, the main conclusions of the 
discourse analysis are presented. In Section 5.4 the three discourses on organic production are 
allocated in a two dimensional policy realm. Section 5.5 presents the major patterns and trends 
of the networks and the discourses of organic production. Finally, the main conclusions of the 
chapter are presented in Section 5.6.

5.2 Network analysis of organic production

Before analysing in depth the key network members, the network relations and the main network 
changes and challenges, the three networks identified are introduced briefly. These networks are 
named: (1) ‘the agro-ecological network’; (2) ‘the organic market network’; and (3) ‘the ecological 
farming network’. They are the main networks in Peru stimulating small scale producers to supply 
organic food to local and international markets. Each network includes a particular set of local, 
regional and global actors. Agro-ecological NGOs are key actors in each of the three networks. 
They work in close cooperation with organic producers.

The first network to be analyzed is the agro-ecological network. The key actor in this network 
is the Ecological Agriculture Network of Peru (RAE Peru). The second network to be analyzed 
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is the organic market network. The key actor in this network is Grupo Ecologica Peru. The 
third network is the ecological farming network. The key actor in this network is the National 
Ecological Producers Association (ANPE). The three networks have different approaches to organic 
production. The agro-ecological network is more directed to supporting producers to learn basic 
farming and business skills of organic production and commercialization. The organic market 
network emphasizes the opening of new markets for organic food, including supermarkets, hotels 
and restaurants. The ecological farming network highlights the establishment of organic farmers 
markets throughout the country.

RAE Peru, Grupo Ecologica Peru and ANPE have been grouped in different networks since 
each one is engaged strongly to a particular set of local and global actors, including other NGOs, 
producers and international cooperation agencies. However, they converge in several platforms at 
national, regional and global level. At national level, RAE Peru, Grupo Ecologica Peru and ANPE 
are part of the Platform ‘Peru, Country Free of Transgenics’ and the Peruvian Agro-ecological 
Consortium. Till 2008 RAE Peru and ANPE were members of the National Commission of 
Organic Products (CONAPO). Together with other NGOs, small scale producers, small-scale 
agri-enterprises, universities and organic consumers, RAE Peru, Grupo Ecologica Peru and 
ANPE are part of the Peruvian Agro-ecological Movement (PAM) (Alvarado, 2008, interview; 
Wu, 2008, interview). PAM is a nation-wide non-formal platform of organizations promoting 
organic food in Peru (Appendix 2b). At regional level, RAE Peru, the Grupo Ecological Peru and 
ANPE are associated to the Latin American agro-ecological movement (MAELA). RAE Peru and 
the Grupo Ecological Peru are also affiliated to the IFOAM Regional Group for Latin America 
and the Caribbean (GALCI) (Appendix 2a and Appendix 2b) (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Pardo, 
2008, interview; Trejo, 2008, interview). At global level, RAE Peru, the Grupo Ecological Peru and 
ANPE are affiliated to the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM). 
Additionally, ANPE is affiliated to the Slow Food Movement (Appendix 2a and Appendix 2b).

5.2.1 The agro-ecological network

Key actor: the Ecological Agriculture Network of Peru

The Ecological Agriculture Network of Peru (RAE Peru) is the main organization that promotes 
organic agriculture and the development of organic food enterprises in Peru. It was founded in 
1989 and it is the first agro-ecological NGOs founded throughout Latin America (Alvarado, 2008). 
RAE Peru currently affiliates 16 NGOs widely spread in Peru and it is formally registered under 
the Peruvian law as a non-profit organization (Table 5.1).

RAE Peru aims to develop organic food enterprises, and to facilitate the development of local 
organic markets. In order to reach those aims, RAE Peru provides small-scale producers with 
capital, organizational skills and advice in order to convert their conventional farming practices 
in organic farming (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview). As key actor of the agro-
ecological network in Peru, RAE Peru also provides a set of resources to the network, for instance, 
experience in network management, network building, communication strategies, facilitation of 
knowledge towards producer associations, channeling of small grants and lobbing (Alvarado, 2008, 
interview). In addition to prioritizing local market development and advocacy, RAE Peru gives 
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priority to organizational strengthening and capacity building for small-scale organic producers 
(Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview). This last priority is considered a key condition 
for the organizational sustainability of RAE Peru in the long-term.

RAE Peru operationalizes its aim following five strategies. First, work backed by agro-ecology 
science; second, generation of successful agro-ecological small-scale enterprises; third, intensive 
networking with their affiliated and non-affiliated NGOs, fourth, lobbying to mainstream organic 
production; and finally, raising public awareness of organic products in Peru (Alvarado, 2008, 
interview).

Democratically elected representatives of affiliated NGOs and individuals constitute the 
national coordination board of RAE Peru. The national coordination board has three main 
responsibilities: (1) coordinating the implementation of the strategic plan of RAE Peru; (2) 
organizing the National Meeting of Agro-ecological Agriculture each two years where all affiliates 
establish a master agenda to guide action of the network; and (3) supporting their affiliated NGOs 
logistically and cofinancially (Alvarado, 2008, interview). In the most recent election of new board 
members (September 2010) a new national coordination board for the period 2010-2012 was 
elected. A representative of the Institute of Development and Environment (IDMA) was elected 
president and an individual associate the vice-president. The rest of representatives belong to El 
Taller, CIED, Centro IDEAS, CICAP, SEPAR, FUSEVI and another individual associate (RAE 
Peru website, 2012).

Table 5.1. NGOs affiliated to RAE Peru.

Centro de Investigación, Documentación, Educación, Asesoramiento y Servicios (Centro IDEAS)
Instituto de Desarrollo y Medio Ambiente (IDMA)
Asociación para el Desarrollo Rural de Cajamarca (ASPADERUC)
Centro de Apoyo Rural (CEAR)
Asociación Fuerza por la Selva Viva (FUSEVI)
Servicios Educativos Promoción y Apoyo Rural (SEPAR)
Instituto de Ecología y Plantas Medicinales (IEPLAM)
Centro de Investigación, Educación y Desarrollo (CIED)
Asociación Especializada para el Desarrollo Sostenible (AEDES)
Instituto de Medio Ambiente y Género para el Desarrollo (IMAGEN)
Equipo de Desarrollo Agropecuario de Cajamarca (EDAC)
Centro para el Desarrollo Agropecuario (CEDAP)
Red Ecológica Interinstitucional Hatun Sacha (REIHS)
Centro de Estudios Sociales ‘Solidaridad’ (CES Solidaridad)
Centro de Investigación, Capacitación, Asesoramiento y Promoción (CICAP)
El Taller

Source: Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview.
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According to Alvarado (2002), RAE Peru evolution has unfolded in three periods: (1) scientific 
foundation and capacity building from 1989 to 1994; (2) organizing organic producers from 1995 
to 2000; and (3) lobby and market development from 2001 onwards.

Network relationships: cooperation

Since its foundation, RAE Peru has worked in cooperation with its affiliated NGOs, organic 
producers, universities, governmental agencies and international cooperation agencies to promote 
organic agriculture among small scale producers and consumers. RAE Peru works most closely 
with one of its affiliated NGOs; the Center for Research, Documentation, Education, Advice and 
Services (Centro IDEAS). Centro IDEAS has been head of the board for several periods and its 
role has been central in most of the achievements of RAE Peru (Wu, 2008, interview; Alvarado, 
2008, interview).

RAE Peru also collaborates closely with the network of alternative agriculture (RAAA), ANPE, 
the Committee of Ecological Consumers (CCE) and other agro-ecological NGOs (Alvarado, 2008, 
interview; Wu, 2008, interview). They implemented jointly projects and shared responsibilities 
in common platforms. For instance, RAE Peru joined efforts with RAAA to organize the organic 
producers throughout Peru and supported the formation of ANPE as a representative organization 
of all organic producers. Coordination of RAE Peru and their affiliated NGOs is done through 
national meetings where the agenda for cooperation is set. The whole Peruvian agro-ecological 
movement and the organic producers have both their own national meetings each two years. 
In September 2008, the Peruvian agro-ecological movement had its XIth National Meeting of 
Ecological Agriculture (XI ENAE) (Alvarado, 2009, interview). For more details of the Peruvian 
agro-ecological movement (PAM) see Appendix 2b.

Since its foundation RAE Peru has played a leading position in promoting ecological agriculture 
and developing organic markets in Peru. For instance, in 1989, NGOs affiliated to RAE Peru 
implemented the ‘Biocanasta’, an initiative to deliver organic fresh food from farmers directly to 
consumers. Centro IDEAS and the Institute of Development and Environment (IDMA), NGOs 
affiliated to RAE Peru, played a key role in setting up Grupo Ecologica Peru and the farmers’ market 
Bioferia in the district of Miraflores in Lima. RAE Peru has also set up the first organic certifier 
body in Peru, Inka-Cert, in 1994 (since 1998 it changed its name to Bio Latina operating in Peru, 
Nicaragua, Colombia and Bolivia), ANPE, the Committee of Ecological Consumers (CCE; founded 
in 2002), the Bio-store K’ANTU, and the farmers’ market Bioferia in the district of San Borja in 
Lima (together with Grupo Ecologica Peru). Centro IDEAS and Taller have also implemented a 
Bioferia in Arequipa, a region in the south west of Peru (Alvarado, 2002; Alvarado, 2008, interview; 
Wu, 2008, interview). In order to raise public awareness about organic food consumption and 
healthy life-style, in 2006 RAE Peru, Red Peru and CCE started the radio program ‘Compartiendo 
Radio’ at San Borja radio in Lima. During the last three years 116 programs have been produced. 
Since 2009 the program is also broadcasted at internet (Alvarado, 2008; Alvarado, 2008, interview; 
Alvarado, 2009, interview; Wu, 2008, interview).

RAE Peru collaborates not only with organizations working with organic products but also 
with ‘conventional’ producers. For instance, RAE Peru collaborates with the Peruvian Association 
of Consumers and Users (ASPEC), the Economy of Solidarity Network in Peru (GRESP) and the 
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National Union for Coffee Producers (JNC) (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview) 
(Appendix 2a and Appendix 2b). RAE Peru also works closely with the Consortium of Private 
Organizations for the Promotion of Small and Medium Business Development of Peru (COPEME). 
The Centro IDEAS in partnership with COPEME is providing trainings to producers in market 
instruments, supply strategies, and demand driven strategies (Alvarado, 2008, interview).

RAE Peru also participates very actively in several national platforms working with small scale 
producers beyond the agro-ecological NGOs, including the National Convention for Peruvian 
Agriculture (CONVEAGRO), the National Agrarian Confederation (CNA), the National Union 
for Coffee Producers (JNC), the Program for Exchange, Dialogue and Consultation on Sustainable 
Agriculture and Food Sovereignty (PIDAASSA PERU) and the Coordinadora Rural. RAE Peru 
also belongs to the Peruvian Network of Fair Trade and Ethical Consumption and the National 
Environmental Society (SNA). The former platform is an association of small enterprises, not only 
food producers but also shoe makers, garment and craft makers. The latter platform represents 
a large number of agro-ecological and agrarian organizations (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Trejo, 
2008, interview; Wu, 2010, interview) (Appendix 2b). In 2010, RAE Peru established cooperative 
ties with the Peruvian Society of Gastronomy (APEGA). Since 2008 APEGA organizes annually 
the Peruvian food festival ‘Mistura’ (Wu, 2010, interview). Small scale producers, especially organic 
producers, provide organic products to the festival (APEGA website, 2010). In 2010, 40% of all 
shops of Mistura offered ecological food (Alvarado, 2010, interview)

In 2001, together with ANPE and the National Agrarian University of Peru (UNALM), RAE Peru 
has played a key role in the formation of the National Commission of Organic Products (CONAPO) 
by the Peruvian government (Appendix 2b). Till 2008 RAE Peru belonged to CONAPO as well 
(Appendix 2a,b) (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2008, interview). RAE Peru has contributed 
to the CONAPO’s organizational structuring, the National Plan of Strengthening the Organic 
Agriculture and the national regulation development in organic production (Alvarado, 2002; 
Alvarado, 2008, interview). In 2008 the National Commission of Organic Products became the 
National Council of Organic Products (keeping the acronym CONAPO). The National Commission 
of Organic Products was dissolved as its aim was reached: the elaboration of a proposal for the 
national promotion of organic agriculture and its approval in 2008 as the law N°29196 ‘Promotion 
of Organic Agriculture’. However, up to now (2012) the National Council of Organic Products 
(the new CONAPO) is not operational yet (Compartiendo N° 10 and N° 11, 2012).

Inputs of NGOs have been key to the development of small scale producers and small scale 
enterprises, but not to the medium and large scale organic producers. During the last 25 years, 
agro-ecological NGOs laid the foundations for the organic production oriented to the market in 
Peru working together with platforms, associations, unions and cooperatives of small scale organic 
producers. However, the inputs of NGOs towards medium and large scale organic producers have 
been scarce. As larger producer organizations have substantially more resources, they usually do 
not need support from NGOs. They get (financial) support for developing their businesses from 
banks and investors. For instance, at the beginning COCLA, a Peruvian large coffee cooperative 
that supplies coffee to CRAFT general foods, received support from this large buyer. CRAFT is 
one of the larger global buyers of coffee representing 20.8% of the global market. COCLA used to 
produce and sell only conventional coffee. CRAFT organized producers to supply organic coffee 
for a demanding international market of organic coffee. In this case, the market demand and the 
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big buyer CRAFT triggered the conversion to organic production. Agro-ecological NGOs did 
not have any role at COCLA. Similarly, JNC, affiliating mostly larger coffee enterprises, does not 
have an interest in investing to build local market for coffee. According to the head of RAE Peru 
(Alvarado, 2008, interview), ‘larger scale producers are not interested in developing small scale 
producers’.

RAE Peru has limited ties and little cooperation with Peruvian governmental agencies. Identified 
connections are with the National Service of Agrarian Health (SENASA), the National Institute for 
Agrarian Innovation (INIA), the Cooperation Fund for Social Development (FONCODES) and 
the Ministry of Agriculture’s General Direction of Agrarian Competitiveness (DGCA) (Appendix 
2e) (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview). Cooperation of RAE Peru with governmental 
agencies rests on personal motivation of governmental officials, not on institutional policies of 
governmental agencies (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview; Pardo, 2008, interview; 
Trejo, 2008, interview). Moreover, governmental agencies usually have their own agenda. For 
instance, the National Service of Agrarian Health (SENASA) focuses on large scale producers 
for organic export and international markets, not on small-scale organic producers and local 
markets. Little research is done on ecological production and commercialization at the national 
agricultural research centers SENASA, the National Institute for Agrarian Innovation (INIA) and 
the National Agrarian University (UNALM) because of limited budget and experts. During the last 
years an institutional infrastructure is being created to support organic production and develop 
organic market, but it is far from fulfilling expectations (Alvarado & Wu, 2008, interview; Trejo, 
2008, interview). In the strategy of NGOs to influence the Peruvian government, consumers are 
becoming a key ally for NGOs.

At the international level, RAE Peru is connected with several regional and global platforms 
of organic production. For instance, RAE Peru is part of the Latin American Agro-ecological 
Movement (MAELA), the IFOAM Regional Group for Latin America and the Caribbean 
(GALCI) and the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM) (Wu, 
2010, interview). RAE Peru is also connected with international cooperation agencies of global 
reach. They provide policy guidance, technical support and funding to RAE Peru. RAE Peru has 
long-term cooperative ties with the Dutch interchurch organization for development cooperation 
(ICCO). ICCO has provided small grants to RAE Peru from 2000 till 2011 for projects aimed at 
institutional strengthening, market development and access for small scale organic producers, 
capacity building and policy influence (Wu, 2010, interview). Currently (2012) ICCO collaborates 
with RAE Peru as part of a long-standing collaboration with the Agro-ecological Consortium 
(ICCO-KIA website, 2012). RAE Peru has also received support of other international cooperation 
agencies: Heifer International from 2006 to 2008, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations (FAO) from 2004 to 2006 and The German catholic bishops’ organization for 
development cooperation (MISEREOR) from 1989 to 1996. Before 2000, the German Development 
Service (DED), Bread for the World and MISERIOR supported RAE Peru in implementing capacity 
building projects (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview).
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Network relationships: power

This section analyzes the power relations in the agro-ecological network, focusing on the key 
organizations identified in Peru and their international connections. The national coordination 
board of RAE Peru is the national node of the network. Local nodes are the local NGO constituencies, 
including the Center for Research, Documentation, Education, Advice and Services (Centro 
IDEAS). The above mentioned regional and global partners are key actors at the supra-national level.

Conflicts are present in the agro-ecological network in Peru and occur mainly between the 
coordination boards of national NGOs. Specifically, conflicts occur between the RAE Peru national 
coordination board (Centro IDEAS has the central position), the ANPE national coordination 
board and the Grupo Ecologica Peru’s coordination board (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Pardo, 2008, 
interview; Trejo, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview; Wu, 2010, interview). For a long time, the 
NGOs of RAE Peru controlled Grupo Ecologica Peru and the Bioferia Miraflores, considering 
them the best proofs of their development achievements.

RAE Peru complains that ANPE is not doing what it should do according the task division 
agreed upon in the Peruvian agro-ecological movement (PAM) (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 
2008, interview). However, the basic tension between RAE Peru and ANPE has funding reasons 
(Trejo, 2008, interview). At the beginning ANPE depended on RAE Peru financially. But, over 
time ANPE gained more independency by centralizing decision making and increased funding 
(Trejo, 2008, interview). Now, local associations of producers affiliated to ANPE have to wait for 
ANPE’s national coordination board decision for action. Thus, NGOs affiliated to RAE Peru and 
associations of producers affiliated to ANPE cannot coordinate between them directly at the local 
level. This has become an obstacle for RAE Peru (Alvarado, 2008, interview). In several regions of 
Peru there are power struggles among ANPE’s national board and local NGOs affiliated to RAE 
Peru. This happened between the NGO CEAR and the producer associations of Huancayo. In 
Piura and Arequipa similar developments occurred.

At the ground level, there is not much struggle between ANPE’s affiliated producers and RAE 
Peru’s affiliated NGOs (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview). According to Silvia Wu 
(2010, interview), former director of RAE Peru, local producer associations affiliated to ANPE 
are glad to work with NGOs and they value the support of RAE Peru: ‘The problem is with the 
ANPE’s national coordination board but not with their affiliated producers’. ANPE and the Grupo 
Ecological Peru are seen by RAE Peru’s NGOs as ‘immature’ organizations (Alvarado, 2008, 
interview; Wu, 2008, interview). This struggle has made that RAE Peru stimulates the formation 
of new local associations of producers outside of ANPE, for example in the case of the Bioferia 
of Arequipa (Alvarado, 2008, interview).

Conflicts also occur between NGOs and producers. Grupo Ecologica Peru has become the 
main ‘battle field’ between agro-ecological NGOs and organic producers. Conflicts started in 2004 
when a producer representative became president of the organization. Before that year, only NGO 
members used to lead the organization, not producers (Pardo, 2008, interview). With a better 
position of producers in the coordination board of Grupo Ecologica Peru, the affiliated NGOs, 
particularly Centro IDEAS, IDMA, CEAR, Huayuna and CANDELA Peru have lost position. For 
this reason, NGOs, especially Centro IDEAS, look at the Grupo Ecologica Peru with mistrust 
and see it as a competitor for funding and power. They criticize the way Grupo Ecologica Peru 
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manages the Bioferia Miraflores and its isolation of the Peruvian agro-ecological movement (PAM) 
(Alvarado, 2008, interview). For this reason, recently Centro IDEAS has set up another Bioferia 
in the district of San Borja in Lima. Centro IDEAS provides only logistical resources and advice 
but not funding (Alvarado, 2008, interview). During 2010 the conflict has become stronger. In 
the last change of board members the Centro IDEAS become the head of the board of Grupo 
Ecologica Peru. The new coordination board of Grupo Ecologica Peru, established for the period 
2009-2011, had the task to harmonize producers and NGOs interests. In contrast to the former 
coordination board led by producers, the current board led by NGOs aims to reduce the conflicts 
between producer and NGO representatives (Alvarado, 2010, interview). However, rather than 
diminishing conflicts, the election of a NGO representative as president has enhanced conflicts. 
As result, in January 2011 the NGOs Centro IDEAS, IDMA and CEAR affiliated to RAE Peru, 
joined by a group of producers, almost left Grupo Ecologica Peru and a new coordination board 
of Grupo Ecologica Peru almost was appointed.

International NGOs see conflicts evolving between local NGOs and producers as a risk to their 
aid policy aims. For instance, the success of the actual aid policy based on market access depends 
on cooperation of actors. Disputes and conflicts among local actors erode further cooperation. 
However, the increasing attention of international NGOs towards small producers is directly 
contributing to deeper power struggles among RAE Peru, Grupo Ecologica Peru and ANPE. While 
the number of international NGOs providing funding to RAE Peru is decreasing, the number of 
international NGOs interested in funding Grupo Ecologica Peru and ANPE is increasing (Alvarado, 
2008, interview; Pardo, 2008, interview).

5.2.2 The organic market network

Key actor: Grupo Ecologica Peru

Grupo Ecologica Peru, founded in 1998, is a networked NGO integrating 5 NGOs and 24 
organic producers, including associations and individual producers (Table 5.2). Before 2001 the 
organization’s former name was just ‘Ecologica Peru’. The founders of Grupo Ecologica Peru are 
the NGOs IDMA, Huayuna and Centro IDEAS. Later the NGOs Candela Peru and CEAR, and 
a pool of organic producers have been incorporated.

Table 5.2. NGOs and SMEs affiliated to Grupo Ecologica Peru.

5 NGOs (Centro IDEAS, IDMA, Huayuna, CEAR and CANDELA Peru)
15 organic producer associations, including BioFrut, Monticielo, ecological producer association Valle 

Santa Cruz-Satipo, Valle Sano, producer association of Maca (APROMAC) and the ecological producer 
association of San Jerónimo of Surco (APES)

9 individual organic producers, including BioAgricultura Casa Blanca, BioHuertos del Manantial, 
BioGranjas, La Cabrita, Vacas Felices

Source: Pardo, 2008, interview.
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The aim of Grupo Ecologica Peru is the development of local organic markets and the 
commercialization of organic products supplied by small scale producers. Since its foundation, 
Grupo Ecologica Peru has led, in cooperation with NGOs affiliated to RAE Peru, the Bioferia of 
Miraflores in Lima to commercialize organic products directly to consumers. Moreover, Grupo 
Ecologica Peru organizes the supply of organic products to supermarkets. Management of market-
oriented production and commercialization of organic food are new and challenging roles for 
Grupo Ecologica Peru (Pardo, 2008, interview). It is worth mentioning that the Bioferia Miraflores 
and the supply to supermarkets are self-financed projects of Grupo Ecologica Peru. None of 
these two projects is financed by international NGOs. International NGOs are mainly financing 
the upgrading and replication of those projects in Peru and neighboring countries of the region 
(Pardo, 2008, interview).

Grupo Ecologica Peru has moved from a ‘volunteer’ organization to a professional, structured 
organization. In 2006 a formal organizational structure was adopted, including the following 
aspects: accounting, administrative staff and standardized procedures and norms within the 
organization and within the Bioferia Miraflores (Pardo, 2008, interview).

In order to move forward as an independent organization, Grupo Ecologica Peru is currently 
redefining its organizational structure, for instance, the organizational membership. According to 
the former coordination board for the years 2007-2009, a priority was to define who is member and 
who is not. Regarding the issue of membership, Grupo Ecologica Peru has 29 affiliated members 
but, for instance, only 12 are paying their fees. The conflicts among affiliated organizations have 
been reason to postpone defining this situation (Alvarado, 2010, interview).

Network relationships: cooperation

First of all, Grupo Ecologica Peru has cooperative ties with their providers of organic food. 
The providers consist of about 26 small scale organic food producers located throughout Peru 
(Alvarado, 2010, interview).

Huayuna is the key partner of Grupo Ecologica Peru. Huayuna is an NGO specialized in 
ecological farming. Huayuna provides knowledge in ecological farming practices and agro-
ecological technology to producers providing to Grupo Ecologica Peru. Grupo Ecologica Peru also 
works closely with RAE Peru, the International Center of Potato (CIP), the Peruvian Association 
of Consumers and Users (ASPEC), the Municipality of Miraflores, the Municipality of San Isidro 
and the Committee of Ecological Consumers (CCE) to strength the Bioferia of Miraflores (Pardo, 
2008, interview). However, different from most agro-ecological NGOs, Grupo Ecologica Peru has 
been quite isolated from the activities of RAE Peru, RAAA and ANPE (Alvarado, 2009, interview).

Grupo Ecologica Peru approached supermarkets and other potential channels of 
commercialization of organic products after noticing that the Bioferia Miraflores had limits in 
organic business growth. Supermarket owners got interested and requested a formal commercial 
relation with Grupo Ecologica Peru. As a legal status was a requirement for supermarkets, Grupo 
Ecologica Peru got a legal status in 2001 establishing commercial ties with local supermarkets 
of Lima (Pardo, 2008, interview). Grupo Ecologica Peru supplies organic food to 20% of all 
supermarket stores located in Lima, including the supermarkets Plaza VEA, Santa Isabel, 
Vivanda and Tottus (Alvarado, 2010, interview; Pardo, 2008, interview). Santa Isabel was the 
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first supermarket interested in buying organic products. According to Pardo (2008, interview) 
influences from Europe on market tendencies of organic food and organic shops have been helpful 
to access supermarkets in Peru. However, the volume of supply is the major bottleneck of small 
scale producers to access supermarkets. For this reason, the priority of Grupo Ecologica Peru is 
to support small scale producers to improve their production in order to increase supply.

Most food suppliers of supermarkets are medium and large sized companies. Grupo Ecologica 
Peru is the first supplier of organic food to supermarkets and the largest supplier of organic food 
that is an NGO. Currently, there are two companies Santa Natura and Hidroplant S.A that provide 
organic food to supermarkets. It is important to point out that in the last years also a few small 
scale organic producers supply directly to supermarkets, including the producers of the town 
of Cieneguilla under the brand Max banana. This shows that the demand of organic food by 
supermarkets is not fully covered yet (Alvarado, 2010, interview; Pardo, 2008, interview).

Like RAE Peru (see above) Grupo Ecologica Peru has established cooperative ties with the 
Peruvian Society of Gastronomy (APEGA) and the Peruvian Food Fair ‘Mistura’ (Alvarado, 2010, 
interview). According to Alvarado (2010, interview) the only way to respond to the increasing 
demand of organic products is organizing supply. Grupo Ecologica Peru has a leading role in 
developing the organic market by transferring its experience to the Bioferias established throughout 
Peru. As Alvarado stated (2010, interview) ‘by strengthening the Bioferias, Grupo Ecologica Peru 
gets stronger. By working in cooperation, Grupo Ecologica Peru and the Bioferias get stronger; 
for instance, to jointly lobby against municipalities that are not eager to support the setting up 
of new Bioferias’. Additionally, Grupo Ecologica Peru cooperates with restaurants and catering 
companies to supply them organic food.

Consumers have contributed to the growth of the Bioferia Miraflores. Consumers provide 
suggestions and feedback to producers, for instance, in terms of diversification and volume of 
products and to Grupo Ecologica Peru, for instance, on how to better organize the Bioferia and 
on options of further commercialization. Cooperation in terms of feedback between producers 
and consumers has been central in the development of the Bioferia Miraflores.

Grupo Ecologica Peru has connections with international platforms and international 
cooperation agencies. In developing local organic markets, Grupo Ecologica Peru works closely with 
the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM) and the Bolivian NGOs 
AgroecolAndes, Tierra Viva and AOPEP (Pardo, 2008, interview). The collaborating international 
cooperation agencies are: the Dutch Catholic Organization for Relief and Development Aid 
(CORDAID), Dutch OXFAM-NOVIB, the the Dutch interchurch organization for development 
cooperation (ICCO) and the German Schmitz Foundation. CORDAID cooperates with Grupo 
Ecologica Peru in issues related to local market access for organic products coming from small 
scale producers. In particular, the support of CORDAID is intended to transfer and extend the 
knowledge of Grupo Ecologica Peru towards local partners of CORDAID, El Taller, Imagen, 
Sicab and Huayuna (Pardo, 2008, interview). CORDAID is currently providing funding (2009-
2012) to implement the ‘National Network of Bioferias’ of Peru and strengthen the commercial 
capacity of the Bioferias. As a part of this task, Grupo Ecologica Peru organized the 1st congress 
of Peruvian Bioferias in 2010.

OXFAM-NOVIB provides financial support to cooperate with Grupo Ecologica Peru to 
organize the supply of organic products to local markets. The last financial support extended from 
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2007 to 2010. The experience of Biofrut, a producer association that produces fruits and vegetables, 
has been key to get support from OXFAM-NOVIB. The support aimed to develop institutional 
capacity and improve production, for instance, of the processing plant, and provide technical 
assistance for providers. In addition, during that period, OXFAM-NOVIB has collaborated with 
Grupo Ecologica Peru to improve its production and commercialization capacities, for instance by 
introducing Manufacturing Good Practices (MGP) and ecological certification. During this period, 
Grupo Ecologica Peru has been granted with the BSS certification to process and certify organic 
products. BSS is a German certifier. OXFAM-NOVIB will not provide financial support to Grupo 
Ecologica Peru anymore for the future due to the withdraw from Latin America, nevertheless it is 
providing contacts with other potential sources of funding (OXFAM-NOVIB, 2011a,b).

ICCO is collaborating with Grupo Ecologica Peru by providing funding to the Agro-
ecological Consortium. The aim of this two years cooperation is to influence public policies on 
local commercialization of organic food and Participatory Guaranty Systems (PGS), and build 
support from local authorities for the Bioferias. During the former coordination board, Grupo 
Ecologica Peru got financial support from the German Schmitz Foundation to implement Hazard 
Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) and Agricultural Good Practices for its small scale 
providers of organic food (Alvarado, 2010, interview; Pardo, 2008, interview).

Network relationships: power

Grupo Ecologica Peru is the national node in the network. The network has sub-national nodes 
of NGOs and producers. At the global level, key actors are the Dutch Catholic Organization for 
Relief and Development Aid (CORDAID) and Dutch OXFAM-NOVIB, as explained above. The 
global platform is the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM). 
Key allies at regional level are the Bolivian NGOs AgroecolAndes, Tierra Viva and Association 
of ecological producer organizations of Bolivia (AOPEP).

NGO and producer members of Grupo Ecologica Peru are involved in power struggles. 
Producers put pressure on NGOs and challenge their leadership within Grupo Ecologica Peru. 
In 2004 producers took over the organizational structure of Grupo Ecologica Peru. NGOs were 
commissioned to take the role of ‘advisors’ of Grupo Ecologica Peru’s board of directors (Pardo, 
2008, interview). However, in the elections of the board members of Grupo Ecologica Peru in 
2009 NGOs regained power positions. The NGOs Centro IDEAS and CEAR took power together 
with three organic enterprises: the Campiña, the Cabrita and Korin. This furthered the conflicts 
between NGOs and producers, resulting in the almost resign of the NGO members of the board 
and other NGO members of RAE Peru (Alvarado, 2009, interview; Alvarado, 2010, interview). 
This power struggle between NGOs and producers had also impacted on the conflict in the RAE 
board (see above). The struggle between NGOs and producers affiliated to Grupo Ecologica 
Peru has to do with gaining power in the organization, controlling its resources and the Bioferia 
Miraflores, and getting legitimacy from international funding agencies.

Power struggles occur also between producers themselves. Producers involved in each power 
struggle are affiliated to Grupo Ecologica Peru, the Bioferia Miraflores and ANPE. The Bioferia 
Miraflores intends to be an independent organization from Grupo Ecologica Peru and seeks 
financial autonomy, but Grupo Ecologica Peru wants to keep the Bioferia Miraflores under its 
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control. According to Pardo, the former head of Grupo Ecologica Peru (2008, interview) ‘most 
producers that are part of the Bioferia Miraflores do not care much about concerns that Grupo 
Ecologica Peru raises. Most producers are not interested in the organizational development of 
Grupo Ecologica Peru. They just want to commercialize their products in the Bioferia since it 
is a good business opportunity for them’. The board members claim that producers of Bioferia 
Miraflores only use their power for ‘self-benefit’ and not for the organization. Bioferia producers 
claim that they pay fees to Grupo Ecologica Peru for commercializing in the Bioferia Miraflores 
and they do not know what is done with the collected money. The board members claim that the 
fees are necessary and they are not enough to cover operational costs. The Bioferia Miraflores 
has a turn-over of 1 million soles/year. Moreover, the fact that the Grupo Ecologica Peru’s board 
was directly financing the supply to supermarkets brought mistrust from the Bioferia Miraflores’ 
affiliated producers. They claim that Grupo Ecologica Peru was possibly subsidizing its supermarket 
supply initiative with the Bioferia Miraflores’ revenues (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, 
interview). According to Pardo (2008, interview) much of the conflict between Grupo Ecologica 
Peru and the Bioferia Miraflores has to do with the transition from subsidized to self-financed 
projects. She also claims that producers do not want to pay the price of economic growing of the 
Bioferia Miraflores. Additionally, conflicts among producers also involve producers affiliated to 
ANPE. Grupo Ecologica Peru and ANPE have different views and approaches of how producers 
should participate in the market. They use different schemes to guarantee the organic condition 
of food products. While Grupo Ecologica Peru only admits producers with organic certification 
to commercialize organic products in the Bioferia Miraflores, ANPE promotes Participatory 
Guaranty Systems (PGS) as organic guaranty for small scale producers. Grupo Ecologica Peru 
claims that ANPE is not really working enough to developing organic market in Peru and ANPE 
claims that economic motivations rather than social motivations are the main drivers for Grupo 
Ecologica Peru to promote organic markets (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2008, interview).

5.2.3 The ecological farming network

Key actor: the National Ecological Producers Association of Peru

The National Ecological Producers Association (ANPE), founded in 1998, is a networked NGO of 
small scale organic producer associations, including small food processers and family small-scale 
enterprises. ANPE is the largest organization of organic producers in Peru. In total about 15000 
organic producers are affiliated to ANPE, organized in 22 producer associations (Table 5.3). The 
affiliated producer associations are mainly oriented to producing and commercializing organic 
food in local markets all over the country. The more active affiliated organizations are the producers 
of Alto Piura (APPEAP), the producer association of Satipo, the producer association of Ucayali, 
the producer association of Puno and the producer association ‘Biofrut’ of Mala-Lima. Besides 
ANPE, this producer association is also affiliated to Grupo Ecologica Peru.

ANPE works on promoting organic farming among small scale producers and facilitating 
the development and access of small enterprises to the market. ANPE is building up the organic 
market in Peru. While the Bioferia Miraflores was mainly promoted by Grupo Ecologica Peru, 
ANPE has established 13 other Bioferias in several regions of Peru, including Huanuco, Huancayo, 
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Lambayeque, Cajamarca, Cusco, Puno, Piura, Junín, Ayacucho, Apurimac, Arequipa, Pucalpa and 
Lima (the Bioferia Cieneguilla). Additionally, ANPE devotes efforts to lobbying and advocating 
for adequate policy infrastructure on organic production and fair market conditions for organic 
producers in Peru (Trejo, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2009, interview).

ANPE’s producers guarantee the organic properties of the products commercialized at the 13 
Bioferias by the adoption of the Participatory Guarantee System (PGS) approach. Most organic 
producers commercializing their products at local markets in Peru have PGS, and not a third 
party certification. Only producers that commercialize organic food in the Bioferia of Miraflores 
have certification from a third party certification body.

Since 1986 ANPE organizes the National Meeting of Ecological Producers (ENPEs) every two 
years. The first ENPE was organized in commission by the agro-ecological NGOs RAE Peru and 

Table 5.3. Organic producer associations affiliated to ANPE.

20 local organizations of producers and 2 local women organizations are affiliated to ANPE. It means 
12,000 organic producers organized in 22 sub-national regions throughout Peru.

Associations of organic producers affiliated to ANPE:
Asociación de Productoras(res) Ecológicas del Alto Piura (APPEAP)
Asociación Regional de Productores Ecológicos de Lambayeque (ARPEL)
Asociación Regional de Productores Ecológicos de La Libertad (ARPELL)
Asociación Regional de Productores Ecológicos de Cajamarca (APERC)
Asociación Comunal de Productores Agroecológicos (ASCOPAE)
Asociación Regional de Productores Ecológicos de Ancash (ANCASH)
Asociación Regional de Productores Ecológicos de Lima (ARPEL)
Asociación Departamental de Productores Ecológicos – Huanuco (ADPEH)
Asociación de Productores Ecológicos de la Región Centro (APEREC)
Asociación Regional de Productores Ecológicos de Huancavelica (ARPEH)
Asociación Regional de Productores Orgánicos de Ayacucho-Huamanga (ARPOA)
Asociación Regional de Productores Ecológicos Apurimac (ARPEA)
Asociación Regional de Organizaciones, Transformadores y Productores Ecológicos del Cusco 

(ARPEC)
Asociación Regional de Wiñay Warmis Cusco (Wiñay Warmis)
Asociación Nacional de Productores Ecológicos del Perú Ayaviri (ANPE-AYAVIRI)
Asociación Regional de Productores Ecológicos de Arequipa (ARPEA)
Comité de Productores Agroecológicos del Valle de Moquegua (COPAEM)
APROCEP de Tacna
Asociación Regional de Productores Ecológicos de San Martín (ARPESAM)
Federación de Productores Ecológicos de Ucayali (FEPEU)
Asociación de Conservacionistas de la Agro-biodiversidad de la Provincia de Ucayali – Loreto
Asociación de Mujeres Agro-Ecologistas de la región de Ucayali (AMARU)

Source: Trejo, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2009, interview.
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Centro IDEAS. ENPE XIII was organized in 2009 and ENPE XIV was organized in 2011 (Trejo, 
2010, interview). ANPE has brought new dynamics to the Peruvian agro-ecological movement 
(PAM), usually overwhelmed by conventional NGOs. Besides building an organizational 
framework for organic producers, ANPE has contributed to the establishment of Grupo Ecologica 
Peru (Trejo, 2008, interview).

Network relationships: cooperation

Since its foundation ANPE has worked in cooperation with its affiliated producers, NGOs, 
universities, governmental agencies and international cooperation agencies to promote organic 
agriculture among small scale producers and consumers. The contribution of producers affiliated to 
ANPE is key in terms of land, labor and knowledge on traditional farming (Trejo, 2008, interview).

At the national level, the national coordination office of ANPE works in close cooperation with 
their affiliated regional producer associations and other actors, including governmental agencies, 
sub-regional governments, municipalities, local NGOs and producer unions, to support small scale 
producers. For instance, ANPE works closely with the ecological producer association of aromatic 
plants of Sihuas (APEPA). APEPA is the regional branch of ANPE in the region of Ancash and 
it is currently exporting aromatic herbs to foreign markets. The achievements of APEPA have 
triggered the formation of other organic producer associations in several provinces of Ancash, 
including Ayja, Carhuaz, Recuay and Huari. In cooperation with ANPE these associations have 
set up a local base of organic producers in Ancash. Similar examples exist in other sub-national 
regions of Peru (for a complete list, see Table 5.3).

ANPE has ties with other agro-ecological NGOs. ANPE works closely with RAE Peru and 
RAAA. They provide ANPE with trainings, knowledge and lobby expertise. ANPE connects them 
to producers. ANPE works closely with NGOs affiliated to RAE Peru, especially IDMA in the region 
of Huánuco, CES Solidaridad in the region of Lambayeque, Centro IDEAS in the region of Piura 
and Arariwa in the region of Cusco. These NGOs provide to ANPE’s affiliated producers advice 
on organic farming. In reaching consumers, ANPE collaborates with the Peruvian Association 
of consumers and users (ASPEC) to organize public campaigns in favor of organic food (Trejo, 
2008, interview). It is important to point out that agro-ecological NGOs cooperate on a temporary 
or a continuous base. An example of the former is the joining of RAE Peru, ANPE and CCE to 
elaborate the proposal of the national regulation for organic production in Peru. An example 
of the latter is the setting up of the Platform ‘Peru, country free of transgenics’, the National 
Commission of Organic Products (CONAPO) and the Peruvian Agro-ecological Consortium 
by the aforementioned three NGOs.

ANPE also has ties with several organic and fair trade associations of small scale producers 
that are not their constituencies. They are: CEPICAFE, the JNC – committee organic coffee 
growers, the network of organic banana producers (REPEBAN), the association of small-scale 
producers of organic bananas from Piura (CEPIBO) and the association of producers of mango 
of Alto Piura (APROMALPI). CEPICAFE, APROMALPI and CEPIBO supply organic products 
to local and international markets (Trejo, 2009, interview). Recently these associations and the 
associations affiliated to ANPE are joining in platforms. For instance, CEPICAFE, APROMALPI, 
CEPIBO and other associations located in the northern part of Peru have joined ARPEP. Larger 



80  NGOs and the sustainability of SMEs in Peru

scale organic producers are not affiliated to ANPE. They are affiliated to other organizations, such 
as COCLA and JNC, international cooperation agencies and exporters (Pardo, 2008, interview). 
Similar to RAE Peru and Grupo Ecologica Peru, ANPE has also built up cooperation ties with the 
Peruvian Society of Gastronomy (APEGA). Especially, ANPE and Grupo Ecologica Peru channel 
the supply of organic food products from their organic producer constituencies to the food fair 
Mistura. This cooperation with APEGA, named ‘farmer-cooker’ alliance’, is opening new markets 
for small scale producers including top international restaurants and hotels in Peru.

ANPE has also established cooperative ties with non-organic producer associations and 
agrarian unions. They include among others the National Agrarian Confederation (CNA), the 
National Convention for Peruvian Agriculture (CONVEAGRO), the Peasant Confederation of Peru 
(CCP) and the National Users Council of the Irrigation Districts of Peru (JNUDRP) (Appendix 
2d). Till 2009 ANPE, CNA and CCP used to work separately despite the fact that all of them 
represent small scale producers. For instance, while CNA was trying to get a national policy to 
implement the peasant markets, CCP and CONVEAGRO aimed to reduce the debt of small scale 
producers (the so called ‘PREDA’ law). At the meantime, ANPE was trying to establish a regulation 
for the national organic production. In 2010 the three organizations signed an agreement to work 
together (Trejo, 2010, interview). The main factor bringing these organizations together was the 
need to influence collectively the national governmental policies since their isolated actions failed 
to do so. Cooperation between the three organizations not only takes place at the level of the 
coordination boards but also at the level of the technical staff. Reaching international markets is 
also motivating these actors to work together. For instance, CNA, CCP, ANPE, the National Union 
for Coffee Producers (JNC) and the Peruvian association of wheat and barley (APETRICES) are 
coming together to coordinate the supply of organic products for international markets. Another 
issue bringing together ANPE with non-organic producer associations and agrarian unions is the 
awareness at policy level of the importance of small scale producers for the national economy and 
the mitigation of climate change. CNA, CCP, ANPE, JNC and APETRICES are collaborating to 
face the impact of climate change in agriculture.

ANPE has links with national and sub-national platforms promoting organic agriculture in 
Peru. ANPE is part of the ‘Peru Country Free of Transgenics’ and the Agro-ecological Consortium. 
The Peru Country Free of Transgenics has contributed strongly in the approval of the national law 
to label transgenic foods. Currently the National Congress is discussing and elaborating this law. 
This platform has also contributed to postpone the entering of transgenic food and seeds in Peru 
during the next 10 years. According to Trejo, ‘big companies have a stake in and will pressure to 
change this decision’. The Agro-ecological Consortium is an umbrella platform of agro-ecological 
NGOs and organic producers established in 2009. It was founded by ANPE, RAE Peru, RAAA 
and the Peruvian Association of consumers and users (ASPEC) to encourage the cooperation of 
NGOs and producers and reduce overlapping and conflicts between their representatives in order 
to negotiate a better position with the national government (Alvarado, 2009, interview; Trejo, 2009, 
interview). Under the coordination of ANPE, currently the Agro-ecological Consortium is working 
on the development of local organic markets and the development of the Participatory Guaranty 
Systems (PGS). Members of the platform are elaborating proposals for sub-national regional 
governments and municipalities, and influence the national government and the local agrarian 
offices to recognize PGS as a feasible commercialization strategy at local markets (Alvarado, 2008, 
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interview; Trejo, 2008, interview). For instance, in the sub-national region of Huanuco, PGS has 
been recognized as a valid strategy of commercialization. The idea is to extend this example to 
other sub-national regions of Peru. This implies coordination with the sub-national regional 
bureau, municipalities, the National Service of Agrarian Health (SENASA) and the Ministry of 
agriculture. This project is being implemented for two years in the sub-national regions of Cusco, 
Huanuco, Lambayeque and Lima (Trejo, 2010, interview). Additionally, together with IDMA, 
ANPE is part of the Program for Exchange, Dialogue and Consultation on Sustainable Agriculture 
and Food Sovereignty (PIDAASSA PERU), a platform that represent NGOs promoting sustainable 
agriculture (Appendix 2d).

ANPE has ties with governmental agencies. ANPE has ties with the Ministry of Agriculture’s 
General Directorate of Agrarian Competitiveness. ANPE also collaborates with the Presidency of 
the Ministries’ Council (PCM), a governmental agency that is promoting the national ‘Buy from 
Peru’ campaign with the aim to promote the consumption of locally produced products (Trejo, 
2008, interview; Trejo, 2009, interview). However, the main target of ANPE is not anymore the 
national government but sub-national regional bureaus and municipalities. ‘The Ministry of 
Agriculture is just a paper work office. The money is in the sub-national regional bureaus and 
municipalities. Now, political and economic decision making depends on sub-national regional 
bureaus (...). The strategy is to build up cooperation ties with sub-national regional bureaus and 
municipalities’ (Trejo, 2010, interview).

At international level, ANPE has ties with producer associations, international platforms 
and international cooperation agencies. ANPE works closely with the Association of Ecological 
Producer Organizations of Bolivia (AOPEB) and the Italian Association of Biological Agriculture 
(AIAB) (Trejo, 2008, interview). ANPE is also affiliated to IFOAM and in 2009 ANPE has been 
elected representative of the Intercontinental Network of Organic Farmers Organizations (INOFO). 
INOFO is an organization that aims to integrate all organizations of small scale producers 
worldwide. Currently, it integrates 8 producer associations in Latin America, including ANPE, 
the Association of ecological producer organizations of Bolivia (AOPEB), the Costa Rican Organic 
Agriculture Movement (MAOCO) and the organic producers of Guatemala. INOFO has risen 
due to the common concerns and interests of organic producers such as the trading of their 
products within Latin America (Trejo, 2010, interview). Finally, ANPE receives financial support 
from a set of international cooperation agencies. The Dutch Humanist Institute for Cooperation 
with Developing Countries (HIVOS) supports ANPE since 2001 to promote the sustainable 
development of small scale producers in Peru, especially to implement the Participatory Guarantee 
System (PGS) in small scale farms. HIVOS support also the strengthening of ANPE in terms of 
building capacities to organize small scale producers in Peru and the connection with like-minded 
NGOs of neighbouring countries (Trejo, 2010, interview). From 2007 to 2011 HIVOS provided 
funding to cooperate with ANPE to enhance the livelihoods of Andean rural small scale producers 
in collaboration with IDMA, Arariwa and other NGOs of Ecuador and Bolivia. HIVOS currently 
(2012) provide funding to ANPE to strengthen the national organization and the associations of 
ecological small scale producers (HIVOS website, 2012). Also, ANPE gets support from Bread 
for the World, Aid for Development Gembloux (ADG) and Italian Municipalities (Trejo, 2008, 
interview). ADG is currently (2012) supporting ANPE to strengthen the food sovereignty in the 
sub-national region of Ancash. The support of ADG is helping to establish the Bioferia Carhuaz 
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and organize small scale producers in the provinces of Huari, Ayja and Caraz. ANPE links Italian 
municipalities with Peruvian municipalities to implement the ‘healthy municipality’ project (Trejo, 
2010, interview). It also has connections with the Slow Food movement and Slow Food Foundation, 
branch Italy, (Appendix 2a) (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Pardo, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2008, 
interview) and the Italian Association of Biological Agriculture (AIAB). OXFAM-INTERMON 
has provided funding to ANPE for two years (2010-2012) to implement a project to influence 
the national policies in order to increase the national investment for small scale producers. This 
project is implemented in the sub-national regions of Ayacucho, Cusco, Junin and Piura. OXFAM-
INTERMON has also financially supported the alliance between CNA, CCP and ANPE (Trejo, 
2010, interview) and currently (2012) it is providing funding to ANPE to build capacities in small 
scale producers (ANPE website, 2012). Currently (2012) ICCO is another agency that collaborates 
with ANPE as part of a larger collaboration with the Agro-ecological Consortium. In the past 
the Vredeseilanden (VECO), a Belgian NGO working in Ecuador, has funded a small project of 
commercialization of organic products in Piura and Lambayeque, two sub-national regions of 
Peru next to the border with Ecuador, and their connection with Ecuador (Trejo, 2010, interview).

Network relationships: power

The national coordination board of ANPE is the national node of this network. Local nodes 
are the local producer associations. At global level, key actors are the Humanist Institute for 
Cooperation with Developing Countries (HIVOS), the Aid for Development Gembloux (AGD) 
and the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM). Instead of 
regional platforms, sub-national platforms have been identified. The key sub-national nodes are 
the Association of Organic Producers of Piura (ARPEP) and the Organic Producer Association 
of Ayacucho (ARPOA).

Before organic producers established ANPE, NGOs affiliated to RAE Peru used to be their 
unique channel of funding. Now, ANPE is taking over several tasks of RAE Peru, including the 
funding of organic producers. As a result of this increase in power of organic producers in the 
networks, conventional NGOs are increasingly becoming accountable not only to their funders 
but also to their producer beneficiaries. Before 2010 conflicts between NGOs and producers were 
intense. However, from 2010 onwards conflicts have decreased and cooperation has increased, 
though in the PIDASSAA platform there are still strong conflicts between conventional NGOs 
and producer NGOs. Cooperation of conventional NGOs and ANPE is key to influence the 
national government in order to increase public investment for small scale producers. Another 
cooperative example is the fact that Arariwa, a NGO based in Cusco, works together with local 
producers affiliated to ANPE. In this new scenario, professional staff of NGOs helps to develop 
technical proposals and producer representatives take the final decisions. Similarly, ANPE and 
IDMA are cooperating to implement the Participatory Guarantee Systems (PGS) for small 
scale producers (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2008, interview). Therefore, producers need 
NGOs that facilitate their access to competitive markets. As the roles of NGOs and producers 
are re-defined, new platforms have emerged such as the Agro-ecological Consortium. The Agro-
ecological Consortium is enabling alliances with new organizations, including the Network of 
Rural Municipalities of Peru (REMURPE). ‘It is clear for conventional NGOs that producers 
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themselves have to participate directly in the decisions. Now the roles are defined. Conventional 
NGOs provide advice to producers, but they do not lead the Peruvian Agro-ecological Movement 
anymore’ (Trejo, 2010, interview).

The ANPE national coordination board and its affiliated organic producers have asymmetrical 
power position in controlling decision making and agenda setting. This top-down relationship 
enhances conflicts among organic producers. While producers affiliated to Grupo Ecologica 
Peru stand up for third party certification, most producers affiliated to ANPE advocate PGS. 
Sub-national platforms are also the place for disputes between organic producers affiliated and 
non-affiliated to ANPE. However, the need for cooperation of organic producers is higher, which 
downplays conflicts at the sub-national platforms. This is shown in the conformation of the 
Association of Organic Producers of Piura (ARPEP).

Finally, asymmetrical relations between ANPE and HIVOS and ADG are identified. ANPE 
depends for funding and expertise on those agencies to implement projects. However, the capacity 
of ANPE and of producers to cooperate create a room for collective initiatives (e.g. Bioferias, 
Mistura, organic stores, ecotourism) that do not make them fully dependent on funding from 
international cooperation agencies.

5.2.4 Organic farmers’ market in Peru: the Bioferias

In this section, the Bioferias are introduced in order to understand better the networks of organic 
production in Peru. The Bioferias are the points where key actors of the agro-ecological network, 
the organic market network and the ecological farming network, particularly NGOs, confluence.

The Bioferias are local organic farmers’ markets launched in Peru by agro-ecological NGOs 
affiliated to RAE Peru in cooperation with organic producers. The Bioferias are marketplaces for 
producers associations, individual producers and small agro-processors to commercialize their 
organic products directly to consumers. The Bioferias follow the traditional practice of fairs in 
the Andean societies to generate a market for organic products. The first Bioferia, located in the 
city of Huanuco (north of Peru, in the mountains), was established by IDMA in cooperation with 
ANPE. At the moment there are 22 Bioferias spread over several cities and towns in Peru. NGOs 
played key roles in the setting up of Bioferias in Peru.

The Bioferia Miraflores

The Bioferia Miraflores is the most important Bioferia of all Bioferias of Peru in terms of the 
amount of producers, providers and revenues. It was launched in the district of Miraflores, in Lima, 
the capital of Peru, in March 1999 by Grupo Ecologica Peru. At the beginning, agro-ecological 
NGOs and producers had to overcome constrains related with the bad reputation of conventional 
farmers’ market at streets in Lima. Although, farmers’ markets have been the usual way to ‘buy’ 
goods in Peru since ancient times, in modern times, especially in higher income areas of big cities 
like Lima, they are seen as noisy and chaotic. The Bioferia Miraflores broke those prejudgments 
and gained the acceptance of middle and high income consumers.

In 2009 the Bioferia Miraflores housed 50 producer representatives, both associations and 
individuals, organized in 48 stands. Only 15 producers of the 50 producers are affiliated to Grupo 
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Ecologica Peru. One stand might commercialize products of 10, 20, 100 or 200 producers. For 
instance, the association Multicielo represents 200 producers of the Lurin valley, located in the 
south of Lima. The Bioferia Miraflores involves in total about 1000 small scale producers supplying 
products from 10 sub-national regions of Peru: Piura, Huánuco, Junín, Huancavelica, Ica, Arequipa, 
Cusco, Tumbes, Ucayali and Lima (Pardo, 2008, interview).

Before the Bioferias, the only option for organic producers to commercialize ecological products 
at the local market was the ‘Biocanasta’ (delivery of organic food) but it failed due to the scarce 
supply of products (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2008, interview). The Bioferia Miraflores 
has flourished economically due to the higher price of organic products, about 30% more than 
non-organic products. The location of the Bioferia in a city with high income citizens eager to 
buy organic food also contributed to its success.

The supply to the Bioferia Miraflores is regulated by Grupo Ecologica Peru. Producers cannot 
commercialize what they want. Regulation is intended to ensure fair prices, sufficient supply 
of products and fair competition among producers. It protects the Bioferia Miraflores from 
over production and concentration of supply only in a few products. Grupo Ecologica Peru in 
cooperation with the Bioferia Miraflores ‘watch dog’ group plans the supply of products using a 
schedule of supply. The watch dog group represents producers of each kind of products, including 
fresh vegetables, dairy products and grains (Pardo, 2008, interview).

The Bioferia Miraflores has become the model of enterprise development and an opportunity 
for small scale organic producers to scale up. Several enterprise brands have been nurtured in 
the Bioferia Miraflores (Table 5.2). For instance, La Cabrita supplies organic food products to the 
supermarkets WONG and BIBANDA, restaurants and hotels in Lima. The association Biofrute 
also supplies directly to supermarkets (Wu, 2008, interview). In the last 8 years, producers of the 
Bioferia Miraflores have gained experience in ecological farming techniques and commercialization 
strategies. Now affiliated producers are becoming more independent from Grupo Ecologica Peru. 
For instance, Valle Sano, a producers association of Bioferia Miraflores, aims to become a market 
intermediary organization like Grupo Ecologica Peru in the future (Alvarado, 2008, interview; 
Pardo, 2008, interview).

5.2.5 Networks: patterns, challenges and trends

In this section the main patterns, challenges and trends of the agro-ecological network, the 
organic market network and the ecological farming network are described. The analysis of the 
main patterns found in the networks focuses on cooperation, power relations and roles of NGOs.

Cooperation

Cooperation of actors in the networks of organic production has the following four characteristics: 
(1) cooperation implies strong exchange of resources and clear division of tasks; (2) cooperation is 
flexible; (3) cooperation enhances the expansion of networks; and (4) cooperation is not a direct 
consequence of the existence of ties.

Regarding the first characteristic, actors exchange resources continuously, either within the 
networks or with other networks. The exchange of resources is done with particular networks or 



5. Organic production 85

single actors that fulfill better mutual interests, the so called ‘key’ partners. In the networks RAE 
Peru, Grupo Ecologica Peru and ANPE have closer cooperation, among each other, with other 
NGOs and within platforms (Appendix 2a,b,d). However, cooperation has particularities in the 
networks of organic production. One particularity is that at local level cooperation rests strongly 
on non-formal mechanisms while at global level it rests on formal mechanisms (Alvarado, 2008, 
interview; Trejo, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview). Moreover, cooperation implies task division 
of actors in the networks. Actors contribute with particular resources in terms of knowledge, 
information and capital (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Pardo, 2008, interview). For instance, the 
NGOs Centro IDEAS focuses on trainings and research, IDMA, Huayuna and CEAR focus on 
ecological farming, RAE Peru focuses on capacity building, local market research and logistical 
support of producers, RAAA focuses on lobby and advocacy, and Grupo Ecologica Peru and ANPE 
focus on market access and development respectively (Alvarado, 2008, interview). The networks, 
the main local actors, platforms and promoters are summarized in Table 5.4.

Regarding the second characteristic, flexibility of cooperation means that actors establish 
platforms and other operational structures on temporary or continuous bases, depending of the 
needs in the networks at sub-national, national, regional and global level. NGOs group in task 

Table 5.4. Networks promoting organic production for SMEs in Peru (see list of abbreviations for 
explanation).

Networks/national actors Platforms Global actors

Local National Regional Global

Agroecological
RAE Peru and its 

affiliated NGOs
Bioferia Surco
Bioferia Lima Norte
Bioferia Cieneguilla 

Peruvian Agro-
ecological 
Consortium

Peru, Country Free 
of Transgenics 

MAELA
GALCI 

IFOAM ICCO

Organic market
Grupo Ecologica Peru 

and its affiliated 
NGOs and small scale 
enterprises

Bioferia Miraflores
Bioferia San Isidro
Bioferia Lima Norte 

Peru, Country Free 
of Transgenics

MAELA
GALCI 
 

IFOAM CORDIAD
OXFAM-

NOVIB 

Ecological farming
ANPE and its affiliated 

small scale producers
13 Bioferias 

throughout Peru
ARPEP

Peruvian Agro-
ecological 
Consortium

Peru, Country Free 
of Transgenics

MAELA IFOAM HIVOS
ADG
OXFAM-

INTERMON
INOFO
Slow Food
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forces, steering committees or working groups for short periods of time or they come together 
for setting up a long-term new organization. Moreover, NGOs can join or split up to establish a 
new platform, or join to an already functioning platform.

Regarding the third characteristic, members of the networks of organic production have 
strong ties, especially among key members. RAE Peru, Grupo Ecologica Peru and ANPE present 
strong ties, especially RAE Peru. RAE Peru is a more established actor than the other two NGOs 
in terms of its longer existence, being founded in 1987 while key affiliated NGOs were founded at 
the end of the 1970s and beginning of the 1980s (Alvarado, 2008; interview; Wu, 2008, interview). 
Ties are not limited to the networks of organic production. New ties are formed with fair trade, 
agrarian and business networks, international cooperation agencies, consumers and governmental 
agencies (Pardo, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2009, interview). Actually, Grupo Ecologica Peru and 
ANPE are expanding their ties. Especially, Grupo Ecologica Peru is establishing ties with market 
actors (Pardo, 2008, interview). Furthermore, the struggling against transgenic food is triggering 
the formation of ties with new actors joining the organic networks, including, exporters, chefs 
and vegetarians. This expansion of ties sets the condition for furthering cooperation among 
actors. As a result, cooperation has become more intense in the networks of organic production. 
This capacity of cooperation of local NGOs in Peru in terms of mobilization of stakeholders and 
political advocacy is also highlighted by Zelada (2008) in a study of 16 local NGOs counterparts 
of CORDIAD. An overview of the networks of organic production; including key actors, platforms 
and connections, is presented in Figure 5.1.

Regarding the fourth characteristic, the presence of ties among actors is not enough to initiate 
cooperation. This means that although there are connections among actors, cooperation might be 
scarce or absent. RAE Peru, Grupo Ecologica Peru and ANPE have showed scarce cooperation 
with other organizations and platforms working on rural SME development, specially before 
2008, although they had strong ties (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Pardo, 2008, interview; Trejo, 
2008, interview). Furthermore, the scarce cooperation happened also between agro-ecological 
NGOs and nature conservation NGOs. However, during the last decade the increasing interaction 
between food production and nature protection is encouraging the cross fertilization of both types 
of NGOs, especially in the mitigation strategies for climate change.

Power relations

Power relations between actors in the networks of organic production have the following three 
characteristics: (1) power is expressed in terms of control of resources; (2) key actors are involved 
in disputes and conflicts for conserving or gaining power positions; and (3) power positions of 
actors are continuously challenged and change in time.

The control of resources in the networks is operationalised by rules and centralized coordination. 
Asymmetry in controlling resources is stronger at the local branches of the networks. ANPE has 
more centralized control of its affiliated organizations than RAE Peru (Alvarado, 2008, interview). 
For instance, ANPE’s coordination board emphasizes direct supervision of their affiliated producers 
and monitors the work of other actors in the networks. ANPE acts as a watch dog organization, 
monitoring the way funding should be allocated by other actors, especially by RAE Peru (Alvarado, 
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2008, interview). At international level, ICCO, HIVOS and OXFAM/NOVIB mainly have the 
capacity to control the provisioning of funding and expertise to the network.

Regarding the second power characteristic, power struggle has been intensified because of 
the more central position of producers either forming their own organizations or gaining power 
in organizations they joined with NGOs. Conflicts and disputes between NGOs and producers 
have emerged in the networks as a result of the control of resources. Indeed, networks of organic 
production are far from a harmonious space. Conflicts are usually between NGOs and producers 
affiliated to Grupo Ecologica Peru, and between RAE Peru and ANPE. The conflicts are mainly 
between their national coordination boards. Also, conflicts between producers commercializing at 
the Bioferia Miraflores and Grupo Ecologica Peru (Pardo, 2008, interview). One of the factors found 
is this study and pointed out by other studies (e.g. Zelada, 2008) is the paternalistic approaches 
of conventional NGOs to small scale producers, not realizing that small scale producers are the 
one that run businesses and know better how markets operate. Conflicts between NGOs and 
producers have to do with the emancipation of producers from NGOs and the need to ensure 
powerful positions in the network.

As a result of those disputes there are now changes in the position of actors in the networks, 
the third characteristic. Power relations between producers and NGOs now differ from those in 
the 1990s (Pardo, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2008, interview). For instance, the setting up of ANPE by 
producers and the balance in power between producers and NGOs in Grupo Ecologica Peru show 
that producers are capable to lead their organizations. At the beginning of the Bioferia Miraflores 

Figure 5.1. Map of the networks of organic production; including key actors, platforms and connections.
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NGOs and producers representatives agreed that NGOs should lead Grupo Ecologica Peru while 
producers gain experience. However, NGOs did not leave the board of Grupo Ecologica Peru, 
losing legitimacy in the eyes of producers. As a consequence, in the year 2004 another turning 
point happened with the change of the Bioferia Miraflores. Producers of the Bioferia Miraflores 
raised concern about the fact that Grupo Ecologica Peru is only in the hands of NGOs. Most 
producers started to see Grupo Ecologica Peru as another organization and did not feel part of 
Grupo Ecologica Peru anymore. Producers organized themselves to be part of the board of Grupo 
Ecologica Peru. The same year, for the first time in the history of an NGO in Peru, producers took 
the lead of Grupo Ecologica Peru (Pardo, 2008, interview). Now, RAE Peru, Grupo Ecologica Peru 
and ANPE have more horizontal participation at the national level platforms. Another proof of 
better positions of producers is the emergence of organic food enterprises such as ‘La Cabrita’, 
‘Bioandean’ and ‘Vaquitas Felices’. They are gaining a position in market as the organic market 
growth. This more central position of producers does not mean the end of NGOs. The sensitivity of 
local NGOs to the reality of small scale producers makes them necessary in the chain of cooperation 
from international cooperation agencies towards small scale producers. The capacity of local 
NGOs and producers to mobilize resources, networking and establish cooperation – despites their 
disputes – make local actors holders of bargaining power. Particularly, the participation of small 
scale producers in NGOs and platforms make the networks of organic production socially strong.

Roles of NGOs

NGOs in the networks of organic production perform the following main roles: (1) they support 
the development of organic markets; (2) they support small scale producers and enterprises to 
access competitive markets and; (3) they support enterprise development.

Actors in the networks of organic production converge in supporting the Bioferias in Peru. 
NGOs have tremendously contributed in developing the local organic market, providing funding 
for the Bioferias, organizing trainings on organic farming techniques and on certification schemes, 
coordinating with municipalities, and influencing policy makers for institutionalising the Bioferias.

With respect to small scale producer support, the roles of NGOs change. New roles are market 
facilitation and market mediation of producers and enterprises with market actors. The target is 
supermarkets, restaurants, hotels and caterings at the national level, and big stores and supermarket 
chains at the international market. As conventional NGOs have limitations to answer the new 
needs of small scale producers in the market, this gap has contributed to the rise of a new type of 
NGOs. Examples of such new types of NGOs are Grupo Ecologica Peru and ANPE. It is important 
to point out that a more central position of small scale producers and enterprises in the market 
does not mean a diminishing role of NGOs. NGOs are getting further expertise in combining 
the development of and access to organic markets. For instance, the NGO El Taller is setting up 
a new Bioferia in Arequipa, a big city in the south of Peru, and supporting small scale producers 
of organic medicinal plants to access international markets (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Luque, 
2007, interview).

Thirdly, NGOs are adjusting their traditional roles towards the new context of the liberal 
market. NGOs are providing capacity building to small scale enterprises in business skills, market 
information for producers, consumer demands, business management and certification schemes.
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Challenges

Networks of organic production are facing three main challenges: (1) organizational sustainability; 
(2) trust between actors; and (3) meeting organic market demands.

The first challenge has to do with the concern of NGOs for their sustainability. NGOs understand 
sustainability challenges at three levels: individual, the platforms and the entire network. One 
of the main concerns highlighted by NGOs is funding. NGOs financially depend strongly on 
international cooperation agencies to operate projects with producers. Nevertheless, dependency 
of aid funding is not the same for all NGOs. Centro IDEAS and IDMA have higher dependency 
from international cooperation agencies than ANPE and Grupo Ecologica Peru. As the last two 
NGOs are involved in commercialization of organic products, they depend also on the market. 
The availability of funding for conventional NGOs is getting scarce. In the case of the new type 
of NGOs, including producer NGOs and market NGOs, there is more funding available for their 
projects. However, they are not enough prepared to take that opportunity. Similarly, the Bioferias 
are facing challenges regarding financial sustainability. Before 2001, the Bioferia Miraflores was a 
subsidized initiative by RAE Peru. Now under the market demand approach, producers have to 
take into account the commercialization costs at the Bioferia, for instance, paying administrative 
costs, taxes and logistic costs. Producers claim to be more independent from NGOs but at the same 
time want to remain subsidized by NGOs. The Bioferias also show limitations for business growth 
of producers. The quantity of supply is low and there is no room for the upgrading enterprises. For 
instance, the Bioferia Miraflores is overcoming its capacities in terms of size, space and consumers 
affluence. According to Pardo (2008, interview), at least 200 Bioferias are needed in Peru to put 
a respectful quantity of organic production on the market.

The second challenge consist of overcoming the mistrust especially between NGOs and the 
national government, and between producer NGOs, market NGOs and conventional NGOs. Key 
actors of the networks of organic production and of the national government lack strong ties. 
Although some ties have been identified with SENASA and the Ministry of Agriculture, no lasting 
cooperation has been identified.

The third challenge has to do with the demand for knowledge on market-oriented organic 
farming and on strategies of commercialization. Organizing production according to market 
demands means understanding how the market works and how to commercialize products. The 
possibility that small scale organic producers supply products to local and international markets is 
an opportunity, but most small scale producers are not prepared to be suppliers in terms of quantity, 
quality and continuity. Most small scale organic producers have limitations in terms of business 
competences. Similarly, agro-ecological NGOs need to develop capabilities for market facilitation 
and market intermediation. Finally, three basic requirements have been raised in the networks to 
meet market demands: increase the number of organic producers, the scale up of production and 
the adoption of sustainable production technologies. What has been found is that the promotion 
of sustainable technologies is not a priority, neither for agro-ecological NGOs nor for the national 
government. Furthermore, national agrarian policies do not establish enabling conditions and 
do not ensure enough business capacity for the growth of the organic market in the country. The 
local organic market can be enlarged by using PGS but there is lack of governmental support to 
do so. The entering of large agro-industries into the local market will also impact the production 
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of small scale organic producers. By having capital and getting support from government, large 
agro-industries can overtake small scale producers in the organic market.

Trends

The networks of organic production show the following main tendencies: (1) change in values, 
(2) further density of connections and (3) further formalization of local actors.

Values are changing in the networks, from solidarity to business, due to a more central position 
of the neoliberal market. Actors and platforms are being organized in function of market demands. 
This process is clearly observed in the Bioferia Miraflores. At the beginning the Bioferia Miraflores 
did not focus on profit making. Before the 1990s, motivation of NGOs and producers was driven 
by solidarity values. For instance, there was close cooperation between Grupo Ecologica Peru and 
the Centro IDEAS. The consequences of the change in values were the formalization of Grupo 
Ecologica Peru and the Bioferia Miraflores in 2001. NGOs and organic producers are centralizing 
the Bioferias into a national platform. In this way, it is expected that producers supply products 
to several Bioferias. Additionally, actors in the networks are increasingly using management, 
monitoring and evaluation tools to measure the performance of their projects. Professionalization 
is becoming a common practice, for producers by bringing their products in a competitive market 
and for local NGOs by becoming attached to the chain of international cooperation agencies. 
Networks of organic production will likely become more structured at regional, national and 
sub-national level, with stronger ties and highly structured platforms.

5.2.6 Conclusions

a. The agro-ecological network, the organic market network and the ecological farming network 
are the main networks involved in the promotion of organic production by small scale 
producers and small scale enterprises in Peru. The three networks are mainly constituted by 
agro-ecological NGOs, small scale organic producers and international cooperation agencies. 
Each network engages a particular set of actors from local to global level. Agro-ecological 
NGOs are the main actors in the networks. Key agro-ecological NGOs in Peru are RAE Peru, 
Grupo Ecologica Peru and ANPE. They are not single organizations but a ‘cluster’ of local 
organizations, including their affiliated organizations operating throughout Peru and their 
national coordination boards located in Lima, the capital of Peru. RAE Peru represents most 
agro-ecological NGOs in Peru. Grupo Ecologica Peru represents agro-ecological NGOs and 
small scale organic producers. ANPE represents only organic producers, not NGOs. Different 
from Grupo Ecologica Peru and RAE Peru, ANPE is organized in sub-national platforms of 
producers, being the Association of Organic Producers of Piura (ARPEP) and the Organic 
Producer Association of Ayacucho (ARPOA) the emblematic examples.

b. Agro-ecological NGOs are organized in platforms established at local, national, regional and 
global level. The platforms are hubs for the coordination of actors. The first layer is the local 
platform of the organic farmers’ market called Bioferias. Bioferias are widely spread throughout 
the country. The second layer is the national platforms, the best known being the Platform 
‘Peru, Country Free of Transgenics’ and the Agro-ecological Consortium. The third layer is 
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the regional platforms. Examples are MAELA and GALCI. The fourth layer is the platform 
of global reach such as IFOAM. Exchange of resources and cooperation between actors in 
terms of funding and expertise are strong in the platforms. Platforms can be established for 
long-term or short-term. For instance, while the Peruvian Agro-ecological Consortium has 
been launched, the National Commission of Organic Products (CONAPO) has been dissolved. 
Platforms are the nodes where agro-ecological NGOs build ties with non-agro-ecological 
NGOs, governmental actors, agrarian associations and business actors. Actors expand or 
reduce their ties according to their needs, although ties are very strong in the networks. This 
means that cooperation is intense in the networks but flexible. As the rise of the neoliberal 
market has brought new needs for actors in the networks of organic production, the networks 
are expanding their boundaries, creating new connections with new actors.

c. NGOs and producers are involved in disputes and conflicts for power positions in the networks. 
Different motivations, interests and limited access of funding mainly condition the emergence 
of conflicts. Most conflicts are related to the power position of producers in the platforms 
and the control of producers by their national coordination boards. This puts producers in a 
dilemma between the need for cooperation with NGOs and the need for gaining power. The 
current expansion of the local organic market, especially the Bioferia Miraflores, the supply to 
supermarkets and the mistrust between producers and conventional NGOs are also enhancing 
conflicts. However, the need of organic enterprises for expanding their business and reaching 
new markets, and the will of NGOs to support small enterprises make cooperation stronger 
than conflicts. Power is continuously challenged in the networks, originating changes in 
the power position of actors. While the power position of RAE Peru was central to develop 
organic production in Peru during the last decade, currently Grupo Ecologica Peru and ANPE 
perform the more central positions. In addition, the networks are changing in their values from 
solidarity to business and local actors are moving to further formalization. Besides mistrust, 
the networks of organic production are facing other challenges, including the sustainability 
of key NGOs and platforms, and the scarce business capabilities of organic enterprises.

d. Three types of agro-ecological NGOs have been identified; conventional NGOs, market NGOs 
and producer NGOs. Each one performs particular roles in promoting organic production. 
Conventional NGOs are NGOs with a long history working on supporting small scale producers 
and local organic market development. The role of conventional NGOs has been central in 
making possible the achievements of organic production in Peru. RAE Peru is an example of a 
conventional NGO. Market NGOs are NGOs performing intermediary roles at local markets. 
Market NGOs have built ties with market actors. Market NGOs are ‘dual’ organizations that 
are not only supporting small scale producers but also are intermediating them to access local 
and international markets. Market NGOs have emerged to answer the needs of producers for 
specialized knowledge on commercialization, business skills, marketing strategies, demand 
creation and product development. Grupo Ecologica Peru is an example of a market NGO. 
Producer NGOs are NGOs that are constituted by small scale organic producers. Producer 
NGOs focus on improving basic techniques of production and commercialization, and influence 
governmental agencies to develop public policies in favor of organic production. Producer 
NGOs rose as a result of emancipation of producers from conventional NGOs. ANPE is an 
example of a producer NGO. Conventional NGOs and producer NGOs have differences and 
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similarities. Both need funding to keep the organization operating and to finance projects for 
their affiliated organizations. The difference is that producer NGOs not only work like NGOs 
but also like unions, being also ‘dual’ organizations. The fact that producers bring their products 
at the market makes their organizations less dependent of funding from conventional NGOs.

5.3 Discourse analysis of organic production

5.3.1 Introduction

Agents are basic elements of discourses and central actors of networks. Agents subscribing the 
discourses of organic production are part of the agro-ecological network, the organic market 
network or the ecological farming network. It should be kept in mind that organic discourses do 
not match necessarily one-to-one with the networks of organic production.

Based on the Dryzek’s (1997) definition of discourse, organic production can be seen as a 
diverse set of assumptions, judgments and contentions. Discourses of organic production are 
shared ways to apprehending organic food production and commercialization encompassing 
plausible storylines or accounts about market and sustainability of NGOs, small scale producers, 
consumers and the national government. The discourse analysis of organic production focuses on 
the views about market and sustainability, and the role of key agents involved in organic production 
and commercialization, among which local and international NGOs, organic producers and the 
national government.

The discourses of organic production are analyzed following the methodology of Dryzek 
(1997), as described in depth in Chapter 3. Four elements are analyzed to construct storylines: 
(1) basic entities acknowledged; (2) assumptions about natural relationships; (3) agents and their 
motives; and (4) key metaphors and other rhetorical devices.

Discourses of organic production

The organic production discourses identified in this research can be clustered in two groups. The 
first group includes the discourses centered on the market and the second group the discourses 
centered on self-sufficiency.

The first group of discourses centered on the market includes two discourses stressing either 
adaptation or access of small scale producers to markets. ‘the market adaptation discourse’ 
embodies the idea that actors in organic production, especially ‘traditional’ NGOs and small 
scale producers, are forced to gain new capacities to adapt successfully the overwhelming market 
economy. NGOs take the leading role since small scale producers do not have the competences to 
take the challenge of adaptation by themselves. In this light, small scale producers need support 
from agents to adapt to the neoliberal market. Support is understood in terms of transferring 
resources, especially capital and knowledge, capacity building and awareness rising from agents 
to small scale producers. The market adaptation discourse highlights the setting of models of 
small scale commercialization, especially Bioferias and Biotiendas as a more suitable strategy 
to nurture organic enterprises. The ‘market access discourse’ addresses the idea that small scale 
producers are eager to move to competitive markets. Despites the fact that small scale producers 
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need support of agents, they play a leading role in this endeavor. In this light, rather than just 
broad capacity building strategies, small scale producers need support in specialized issues such as 
organic farming technologies, financial management and market information to organize supply 
to competitive local and international markets. ‘Market’ NGOs are the specialized market-oriented 
agents subscribing to this discourse. To do so, small scale producers are active agents building up 
their own support organizations and approaching potential new partners. In this discourse the 
channel of commercialization are profitable markets such as Bioferias in high income cities and 
supply to local and international large supermarkets and organic food shops.

The discourses in the second group endorse food sovereignty and underline the notion that 
food production of small scale producers should mainly be oriented to self-consumption. And only 
the surplus should be commercialized at local markets. The two discourses within this group are 
different in the sense that while the ‘market democratization discourse’ stands for agro-ecology, 
the ‘peasant movement discourse’ stands for traditional and sustainable agriculture. The market 
democratization discourse highlights the widening of organic markets for low and middle income 
consumers. It claims that producers should sell directly their products to consumers or buyers, 
without the need of market intermediaries. Rather than adapt or access to the liberal market, 
small scale producers intend to build up a fair relationship with it. In the long-term small scale 
producers also seek to reach competitive markets as a result of a wider social change. The main 
agents in this discourse are ‘producer’ NGOs. In the case of the peasant movement discourse, it 
emphasizes the social and cultural values and traditional practices of food production. The peasant 
movement discourse rests on resisting and opposing the liberal market economy and struggling 
against the national government. The peasant movement discourse contests the liberal market 
economy and encompasses income generation for small scale producers in small local farmers’ 
markets in the short-term. However, the issue how to scale up traditional production at the long-
term is not clear in this discourse. Regarding the strategies of commercialization, the market 
democratization discourse claims that the production surplus at organic farmers’ market need 
an organic guaranty scheme, while the peasant movement discourse stresses traditional farmers’ 
markets without any assurance scheme for their products. In Table 5.5 an overview of the three 
discourses addressing organic production are presented.

In the next sections, the discourses of market adaptation, of market access and of market 
democratization are developed in detail.

5.3.2 Discourse of market adaptation

Let’s adapt to liberal market!

The discourse of market adaptation claims that actors, especially NGOs and small scale producers 
linked to the organic production, are forced to obtain new capacities and be well equipped to 
adapt to the liberal market economy. Otherwise, they will be excluded. Adaptation means that 
despite NGOs and small scale producers adjust to the new market reality. By promoting models 
of small scale commercialization such as organic farmers’ market and organic shops, NGOs 
nurture organic producers and enterprises. An overview of the analysis of the discourse of market 
adaptation is at Table 5.6.
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Basic entities acknowledged

The liberal market is acknowledged and its worldwide spreading is pushing actors of organic 
production for change. Actors, especially NGOs and small scale producers, are forced to gain new 
capacities to fulfill new requirements of the liberal market. In that way, NGOs subscribing this 
discourse realize the importance of markets. Silvia Wu (2010, interview), a member of RAE Peru 
stated ‘improving the production of small scale producers does not have the expected results of 
satisfying the family basic needs such as a income, education, health services and housing, if they 
do not know where to commercialize their products’. There is no option for small scale producers 
to be away from liberal markets in order to satisfy such needs. Discourse subscribers claim that 
small scale producers necessarily have to bring their products to competitive markets to get a decent 
income. Therefore, small scale producers have to be well-equipped with adequate instruments to 
survive the liberal market forces. However, the adaptation of actors to liberal markets does not 
imply abandoning their former roles fully. NGOs do not necessarily abandon their traditional core 
views, neither do small scale producers abandon producing for self-consumption. Traditional core 

Table 5.5. Overview of discourses on organic production.

Discourse Adaptation to liberal 
market

Access to liberal market Market democratization

Storylines NGOs and small scale 
producers are forced to get 
new capacities and to adapt 
to liberal market. Small 
scale producers do not have 
the competences to take 
the adaptation challenge by 
themselves. Agents nurture 
organic producers and 
enterprises. 

Small scale producers 
are eager to move to 
competitive markets. 
Support is needed 
from specialized agents 
in managerial and 
technological issues 
to organize supply to 
competitive local and 
international organic 
markets.

Prioritize organic market 
for low and medium 
income consumers. Rather 
than adapt or access to 
liberal market, small scale 
producers intend to build 
up a fair relationship with 
it.

Type of NGOs Agro-ecological NGOs

Traditional Market Producer

Subscriber Centro IDEAS, 
IDMA, 
CEAR

Grupo Ecologica Peru, 
PIDECAFE, 
Candela Peru, 
El Taller

ANPE, 
CEPICAFE, 
APROMALPI, 
CEPIBO
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views of NGOs have to do with standing as aid organization and seeing business and commercial 
roles as non-trustful and complex endeavours. Similarly, production for self-consumption means 
to ensure high quality food and safeguarding nutrition of producer families in the rural areas. The 
pressure of the liberal market economy is also forcing conventional NGOs to diversify their funding 
sources and pushing small scale producers to adapt to the liberal market. This is the case for the 
Centro IDEAS that is providing support to producers on new issues, including the elaboration 
of business plans, marketing, product development and commercialization strategies, however 
without abandoning its traditional core viewpoints (Alvarado, 2008, interview).

Organic markets and consumption have also been acknowledged in the discourse but to a 
limited extent. Attention is given to creating organic local markets, limited to organic farmers’ 
market (the so called ‘Bioferias’) and organic shops (the so called ‘Biotiendas’) in high income 

Table 5.6. Discourse analysis of market adaptation.

Elements Market adaptation

Basic entities acknowledged Liberal market
Organic market and consumption
Commercialization channels: Bioferias and Biotiendas
Sustainability
Organic and non small scale organic producers
Local networks of NGOs and their international partners
Organic consumers
National government

Assumptions about natural in 
relationships

Solidarity
Hierarchy
Rivalry
Mistrust towards the national government
Nature guaranties human society survival

Agents and their motives NGOs: from paternalism to market facilitators
Producers: beneficiaries
Consumers: rational, individualistic
State: bureaucratic, opportunistic

Key metaphors and other 
rhetorical devices

Conventional NGOs: equippers of producers
Small scale producers: weak, immature people and competitors
Liberal market: powerful force
Business is dirty
Market: battle field between organic and modern agricultural promoters
Sustainability: holistic human body system with specialized organs
National government: unpredictable, opportunistic
Rhetorical device: capacity building, participation and beneficiaries
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areas of big cities. International markets are considered not reachable and low income towns are 
considered not profitable. The discourse considers consumers key actor for the development of 
organic markets. The Bioferias are also considered a truly business school for producers to learn 
about market and consumer preferences. Much of the current supply of organic products at local 
markets is the result of the work of NGOs affiliated to RAE Peru and RAAA during the last two 
decades (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview).

Sustainability is understood as consisting of multidimensional pathways. In individual terms 
it is seen as a holistic ‘green’ lifestyle. In organizational terms, sustainability means diversification 
of funding sources to promote organic production. Organic production is feasible as far as the 
sustainability of natural resources is guaranteed. Emphasis is given to certain approaches of 
sustainability. For instance, while some agro-ecological NGOs emphasize socio-economic concerns, 
others emphasize both socio-economic and ecological concerns. For example, the Centro IDEAS, 
CEAR and IDMA highlight the former concern, and AEDES and RAAA highlight the latter 
concern. In any case all NGOs subscribing to this discourse consider sustainable development as 
the guiding concept for small scale producers and rural development. Sustainability of producers 
is seen linked to the protection of nature.

Other basic entities recognized in the discourse are international cooperation agencies, the 
Peruvian government and organic consumers. They are described in detail in the section agents 
and their motives.

Assumptions about natural relationships

Solidarity is a characteristic value that mediates the relationship among actors subscribing to the 
market adaptation discourse. In the market adaptation discourse, solidarity has a wide range of 
explicit social connotations such as ‘gratitude’, ‘help’ or ‘pity’ towards ‘unprivileged’ small scale 
producers. Considering small scale producers as ‘unprivileged’ people is a common view of the 
discourse proponents.

Hierarchy – especially of NGOs – is based on social status and expertise. Indeed, development 
plans are designed by NGOs to support ‘poor’ small scale producers and local organic market 
development. Small scale producers are seen as scarcely resourced and are considered subjects 
of development interventions.

Rivalry and power struggle are usual between conventional NGOs and producers. They compete 
for power and funding in the networks. Mistrust and the claim to be a legitimate representative 
of small scale producers enhance rivalry. Much of the conflicts among actors in the networks of 
organic production are linked to the formation of market NGOs and producer NGOs, next to the 
well-established conventional NGOs. The relation of NGOs is involved by strong mistrust and 
power struggles, especially between professional driven NGOs and producer driven NGOs. In 
words of Silvia Wu and Fernando Alvarado (2010, interviews) ‘the conflict is because of producers 
are against professional views’. An example of this statement is the conflict and power struggle 
between Centro IDEAS and Grupo Ecologica Peru. During the period 2007-2008, the Centro 
IDEAS acted as watch dog of the Grupo Ecologica Peru’s former coordination board supervising 
the expenditures and encouraging the Bioferia Miraflores producers to monitor Grupo Ecologica 
Peru. In addition, RAE Peru has also disagreed with the way producer board members of Grupo 



5. Organic production 97

Ecologica Peru manage the Bioferia Miraflores. In 2009 RAE Peru has set up a new Bioferia in the 
district of San Borja with a more decentralized administration (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Pardo, 
2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview). Questioning the role of Grupo Ecologica Peru, RAE Peru 
alleges that the role of NGOs is to facilitate and give advice, but the administration of the Bioferias 
corresponds to producers themselves. In the words of RAE Peru’s director ‘Grupo Ecologica Peru 
is self-sustaining financially the supply to supermarkets from the Bioferia Miraflores ravenous. 
Grupo Ecologica Peru has opened a new Bioferia in the district of San Borja, abandoning the 
Bioferia San Isidro’. This clashing of perspectives in Grupo Ecologica Peru almost caused the split 
up of their affiliated NGOs in 2010 (Alvarado, 2010, interview).

Mistrust towards the national government is the attitude of most actors, especially towards 
agricultural governmental agencies. NGOs claim that governmental agencies, including MINAG, 
SENASA and INIA, ignore their efforts in supporting organic production in Peru, especially in 
the conversion of small scale producers to organic farming. NGOs claim to be the pioneers and 
leading promoters of organic production in Peru, without any governmental support (Alvarado, 
2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview). Governmental agencies are considered opportunists and 
incapable to work in partnership and in participatory ways. As Wu (2008, interview) stated ‘now 
that NGOs have worked for years in developing organic production in the country, governmental 
agencies show up and intend to be the leaders’.

Regarding the relationship with nature, nature is seen as the sustenance base for human 
survival. As Wu (2008, interview) stated ‘nature will give us high quality food – it means ecological 
food – forever, as far as the environment is not harmed’. The ultimate aim of organic production 
for market adaptation proponents is not nature protection but socio-economic development of 
human society, especially small scale producers. This puts the market adaptation discourse in line 
with anthropocentric views of nature.

Agents and their motives

Agency is granted to both collective and individual actors. NGOs are primary agents in the networks. 
RAE Peru, an ‘umbrella’ NGO clustering individual NGOs including Centro IDEAS, IDMA and 
CEAR, is a key agent of the discourse. In developing market competences for their beneficiaries, 
NGOs subscribing this discourse are evolving in their roles from promoting farming for self-
consumption to promoting farming for the market. The role of organic local market development 
is central for NGOs subscribing the discourse. For example, since its foundation in the 1980s, RAE 
Peru provides workshops on organic agriculture, and networking and publications on organic 
agriculture, for small scale producers to shift from conventional to organic agriculture. NGOs 
are also taking up roles of networking and facilitating contacts and information for commercial 
purposes. NGOs subscribing the discourse handle technological and managerial knowledge of 
organic production and market in broader terms rather than specialized ones. This means that 
NGOs are a sort of ‘chaperons’ of small scale producers that are ‘acclimatizing’ to the liberal 
market. From the 1990s onwards Centro IDEAS, IDMA, CEAR and other conventional NGOs 
establish models of organic commercialization strategies at local level, such as the aforementioned 
Bioferias, organize producers in associations nurturing small organic enterprises and give them 
logistic support and capacity building (Alvarado, 2008, interview). This widening of roles of 
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conventional NGOs does not necessarily mean that they are fully abandoning their initial views 
of self-consumption. NGOs subscribing to this discourse use strong lobby and advocacy strategies 
to influence and confront the national government. For instance, conventional NGOs have played 
a central role in influencing the national government to establish the National Commission of 
Organic Products (CONAPO) in 2001 and the approval of the law N°29196 ‘Promotion of Organic 
Agriculture’ in 2008.

Given their solidarity values, NGOs consider themselves protectors of ‘disadvantaged’ 
producers. NGOs consider helping small scale producers as part of their responsibilities, and these 
NGOs argue that they have the knowledge and the power to do so. According to the discourse 
proponents, the setting up of Bioferias has been motivated by solidarity values towards poor 
producers. Conventional NGOs have also supported the initial stages of the development of small 
organic food enterprises (Table 5.2).

Poor small scale producers have limited agency. While single and disorganized small holders 
and their families are seen as passive beneficiaries of developmental interventions, self-organized 
small scale producers, including associations, cooperatives and NGOs, are seen as active ‘friendly’ 
or ‘conflictive’ agents. Friendly producers are identified as partner producers aware of their 
limitations and capable to understand ‘the idiom’ of NGOs. ‘Conflictive’ producers are seen as the 
cause of conflicts between producers and conventional NGOs. Producers are considered incapable 
to handle power and money in a responsibly way at the market (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 
2008, interview). The producer leaders of ANPE and Grupo Ecologica Peru are labeled by the 
discourse proponents as conflictive people.

Larger producer associations and farmer unions are considered agents but with different 
motivations and worldviews than agro-ecological NGOs. Within a large number of non-small 
scale organic producers affiliated, larger producer associations are oriented to international 
markets. In contrast, NGOs efforts are oriented at developing local organic markets. Larger 
producers are considered by proponents of this discourse as laggards in sustainable production. 
This is the case of JNC, the largest union of Peruvian coffee exporters, that does not want to 
invest in building a local market for coffee in Peru (Alvarado, 2008, interview). Larger producer 
associations usually get support from banks, investors and buyers to develop their business, and 
not from agro-ecological NGOs. An example is COCLA, a Peruvian large coffee cooperative 
that supplies coffee to CRAFT general foods. CRAFT is one of the larger global buyers of coffee 
and represents 20.8% of the global market. COCLA has received support from CRAFT to start 
producing organic coffee as CRAFT organized COCLA’s producers to supply organic coffee for 
international organic market. The drive for COCLA producers to become organic has been the 
demand of CRAFT. Agro-ecological NGOs did not play any role in the conversion of production 
of COCLA producers towards organic (Alvarado, 2008, interview). Larger producer associations 
are seen as agents with enough resources, organizational infrastructure and networks of support.

In the discourse consumers are seen as rational and individualistic agents. In consuming 
organic food, consumers look at their own needs, not that of others. Consumer motivations 
are usually related to health and nutrition. In this sense, consumers do not distinguish certified 
from non-certified organic food as both are labeled as ‘healthy food’. Social and environmental 
considerations of organic food consumption play only a marginal role. Consuming organic food 
is considered a matter of individual or family life-style, not a collective social concern.
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The national government can be seen as bureaucratic institution. The national government 
gives little attention to agro-ecological NGOs, even less to producers, because organic agriculture 
is not seen as a governmental priority. Small scale organic producers are producing and supplying 
organic food without much support of the national government (Wu, 2008, interview). As the 
international organic market has become a major business opportunity, the national government 
intends to play a more central role in organic production. In the eyes of the discourse proponents 
the national government is opportunistic, and they consider that NGOs alone have contributed to 
the maturation of organic agriculture in Peru. An example of the low cooperation between NGOs 
and the national governmental agencies was the ‘I Convention of Organic Agriculture: Peru an 
organic country’ in 2008. The Convention was organized by the National Service of Agrarian Health 
(SENASA) in alliance with the Peruvian Exporters Association (ADEX), but agro-ecological NGOs 
were not invited. Another example of the scarce effort of the national government to promote 
organic production is the slow implementation of the National Council of Organic Products (new 
CONAPO). The new CONAPO might represent a more institutional way of communication 
between agro-ecological NGOs and the national government, beyond the personal good-will of 
governmental officers. However, the Ministry of Agriculture does not make it operational up to 
now (2012). Additionally, the government is referred as ‘blind’ in the discourse adherents since 
it does not realize the advantage of organic production for local economy development.

Key metaphors and their rhetorical devices

The market adaptation discourse is rich in metaphors. These include the notion of ‘equipment’ 
to refer to all the competences that small scale producers need when they move to the liberal 
market domains. Equippers are NGOs and other agencies that provide competence tools to face 
market challenges.

Another set of favourite metaphors referred to the market adaptation discourse to label 
small scale producers are: ‘weak’, ‘immature people’ and ‘competitors’. The first label refers to the 
‘powerless’ condition of small scale producers. The second label refers to their lack of experience 
in dealing with competitive markets. The third label refers to small scale producers organized in 
their own organizations organized in associations, in cooperatives and/or in NGOs. They are not 
considered beneficiaries anymore, but ‘competitors’ of funding, power and producer beneficiaries.

Other metaphors intend to capture the nature of the market. The liberal market economy is 
characterized as a powerful force moving like a ‘tsunami’ or ‘big wave’ that might be harmful for 
producers (Wu, 2008, interview). Related to these views of the market is also the idea of ‘battle 
field’ where, for instance, the promoters of organic agriculture and the promoters of ‘conventional’ 
agriculture are the ‘fighters’. In this struggle, consumers are seen as allies of conventional NGOs. 
Neither producers nor academia are as important as consumers, since the latter are the ones who 
decide whether or not to consume organic food.

Business rational is considered as something ‘dirty’ that can contaminate producers once they 
enter the market. In the words of Wu (2008, interview) ‘the liberal market contaminates producers, 
just because it put together money and power. As there is currently no other way to ensure their 
income generation, producers have to be well-equipped to survive in the market’.
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The notion of sustainability interlinks holistically everything, like in a human body. In human 
bodies different organs each have particular functions; in a similar way sustainability has to be 
approached from different corners. Some organizations focus on the natural world, others on the 
social world. With certain emphasis to one or another, NGOs and producers combine the care 
for nature and agriculture complementarily.

In referring to the national government, the metaphors of ‘unpredictable’ and ‘opportunistic’ 
have occasionally been raised. Actors do not plan ahead with the national government since it 
is doubtful whether agreements will be complied or implemented properly. However, the usual 
unexpected political changes at governmental agencies turn down achievements. For instance, 
a few years ago well qualified professionals in organic production were fired in SENASA after 
changes at the national government (Alvarado, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview).

A key rhetorical device in this discourse of organic production is the term ‘capacity building’. 
This term cannot be missed in any developmental project towards small scale producers. Capacity 
building assumes hierarchical relations between NGOs and producers. NGOs build capacities for 
‘disadvantaged’ small scale producers to perform successfully at the market. Capacity building 
can usually be either in production or market issues. At the production side, capacity building 
is related among others to handling farming techniques. At the market side, it is related among 
others to developing business skills and competences. Despites the use of participatory approaches, 
capacity building keeps being a top-down approach promoted by the market adaptation discourse 
proponents. Another rhetorical device linked to the developmental role of NGOs is the term 
‘beneficiaries’. Beneficiaries can be local NGOs, small scale producers or others that are subject 
of support.

5.3.3 Discourse of market access

Let’s access competitive markets!

Small scale producers are eager to move to competitive markets and they play a central role in 
this endeavour by building up their own organizations and partnerships. Small scale producers 
are determined to conquer profitable markets. Rather than just capacity building, small scale 
producers and enterprises need support of specialized agents in managerial and technological 
knowledge to organize supply to competitive local and international organic markets. An overview 
of the analysis of the discourse of market access is provided in Table 5.7.

Basic entities acknowledged

Globalization and the liberal market economy are acknowledged as the unique playground 
for goods and services exchange. This means that small scale producers have to reach highly 
profitable markets. Proponents argue that the focus on only farmers’ markets, including the 
Bioferias and small organic shops, reduces producers to marginal markets. In the words of Pardo 
(2008, interview) ‘small scale producers are eager to catch up the new trend of the global liberal 
market’. Small scale producers build up their own support organizations and partners to access 
markets. The market access discourse encompasses the entering of small scale organic producers to 
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profitable local and international markets in less harmful conditions by providing them specialized 
managerial and technological knowledge. According to market access proponents rather than 
opposing the globalization of markets, the fair access to market should be guaranteed. In this 
sense, organic markets under the liberal market economy are recognized and they are considered 
an opportunity to improve the socio-economic conditions of small scale producers. Markets are 
the driving force of organic production and being excluded from them means for producers to 
be marginalized.

The concern of job generation is central in the market access discourse. In entering profitable 
markets at local and international levels, producers are able to generate income and to improve 
their economic and social conditions. As low income people are not able to pay the higher price 
that organic enterprises demand for their products, small scale producers should orient their 
organic products to profitable markets. Subscribers to this discourse argue that once profitable 

Table 5.7. Discourse analysis of market access. 

Elements Market access

Basic entities acknowledged Liberal market economy
Profitable organic markets
Technological and managerial competences
Third party organic certification
Environmental concern, agro-ecosystems and natural resources are 

recognized in limited extension
Sustainability is recognized in economic terms
International cooperation agencies, national government and organic 

consumers
Assumptions about natural in 

relationships
Hierarchy in human society: Technocratic organizations at the top 

position
Group based-individualism
Relationship human society with nature is hierarchical, individualist and 

anthropocentric
Agents and their motives Capable and brave organic producers

Market facilitators, market intermediaries, technocratic organizations
Sophisticated and individualistic consumers
Incapable government

Key metaphors and other 
rhetorical devices

Decoding market information for producers
Market NGOs: decoders of complex market information for producers
Business rationality is benign
Business and market actors ally in combating poverty
Market: supernatural force
National government: incapable entity
Rhetorical device: real life, real world
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markets are taken, they will move to lower income consumers. Actually, the organic farmers’ 
market in high income areas of Lima and the supply to large buyers and retailers for local and 
international markets are allowing economic growth of a diverse set of organic enterprises. This 
growth of organic enterprises is possible as long as a secured profitable market is in place.

Globalizing liberal markets push actors to move for change and innovation. Under the market 
access discourse, new actors and new types of organizations emerge. Therefore, new specialized 
skills are required. These skills are defined in terms of tools, technology, proper organizational 
management and specialized assistance. Specialized skills are required for production and 
commercialization processes in order to answer successfully to the demands of competitive 
organic markets. Without considering these specialized competences, small scale producers are 
not able to access liberal markets in a good position. As Pardo stated (2008, interview) ‘organic 
producers will not be able to perform successfully in competitive markets, if, for instance, they do 
not increase quantitatively their production and do not work in large scale as agro-industries do’.

The market access discourse acknowledges third party organic certification as a certification 
scheme to commercialize organic products at local and international markets. This type of 
certification is provided by certification bodies, private companies specialized in implementing 
and monitoring the process of organic production.

Environmental concerns, agro-ecosystems and natural resources are not acknowledged fully. 
They are subordinated to the requirements of organic certification standards and the market. 
Nature and native crops are counted in the discourse as far as their protection generates income. 
Markets decide what crops have to be produced and commercialized. The market access discourse 
concentrates on people rather than on nature. As commercialization become the central issue 
in the discourse, concerns about price and supply become central in decision making of actors. 
Proponents take as granted the fact that healthy nature makes organic agriculture feasible. Overall 
protecting nature, for instance, against extractive industrial and urban pollution, is seen as beyond 
organic actors’ responsibilities. The generation of income is the main motivation to farm organic 
food, not the protection of local natural resources. Environmental protection is feasible as far as 
it is connected to social concerns (Pardo, 2008, interview).

Sustainability is acknowledged within economic boundaries. It is understood as improvement 
of economic conditions of small scale producers and the structuring of feasible organizational 
strategies that intermediate their access to profitable markets. Sustainability is also understood 
in terms of rural-urban ties as it happens in the Bioferia Miraflores. Sustainability is also referred 
to as the organizational capability to handle conflicts among producers.

Assumptions about natural relationships

The relationship assumed by the market access discourse to be most natural is hierarchy. At the 
top position are technocratic organizations, including market NGOs, companies and producer 
associations, with expertise and specialized knowledge that assist small scale producers to profitable 
markets. Charity-like organizations and organic producers producing for self-consumption are 
seen at the bottom. Technocratic and market driven organizations in organic production emerge 
as an answer to market needs of small scale producers. These new organizations have challenged 
the position of conventional NGOs. Conventional NGOs are seen as incapable to fulfil the liberal 
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market needs. In the market access discourse, hierarchy is conditioned by opposing two options 
dualities: marginal versus central, volunteer versus profitable, and excluded versus included. Being 
central, profitable and included mean to be part of the liberal market economy and to enjoy its 
benefits.

Relationships among actors are founded in individualism. Cooperation is based on individual 
or group gainings rather than collective welfare. NGOs, producers, consumers and the national 
government see each other as self-interested groups. Producers subscribing to this discourse care 
much about individual economic achievements rather than collective benefits. Although these 
groups are continuously interacting, communication does not get to the point of real dialogue. 
Each actor has its own agenda. ‘Common’ interests are those of the group, not of the whole society. 
Then, clashes of interests are unavoidable. Actors are involved in conflicts, especially local NGOs 
and producers. Self-interests and mistrust are at the root of conflicts. In this light, Peruvian society 
is seen as a collection of distrustful groups fighting for their (own) group interests.

The relationship of human society with nature is hierarchical, individualistic and anthropocentric. 
Markets are the driving forces for organic production. At markets, the economic side of organic 
production becomes more relevant than the ecological side. Ecological considerations are 
understood in terms of packaging and waste disposal. However, discourse proponents claim 
ecological considerations have wider implications. For instance, commercialization of organic 
products has been questioned as not always environmental friendly due to long distance 
transportation. This is taken by market access components as challenges to be overcome by 
technology. Ecosystem services are taken for granted. The ultimate aim of organic production 
is the socio-economic development of people. People undertake environmental protection as 
responsible consumers or producers on an individual bases, not as an institutionalized interest.

Agents and their motives

Key agents in the market access discourse are companies, cooperatives, producer associations, 
market NGOs and technocratic NGOs. Key agents can perform as market facilitating organizations, 
market intermediary organizations and buyers. In the market access discourse these agents have 
specialized knowledge and expertise in farming techniques, food storage, processing, market and 
price information, value chains and management.

Market facilitating organizations are ‘brokers’ connecting organic producers with economic 
actors. Market facilitating organizations make feasible the supply of organic products to 
buyers. Market facilitating organizations can have overlapping roles with market intermediary 
organizations. Both are specialized agents working closely with organic producers. However, 
market facilitating organizations are not part of the supply chain of organic products. For instance, 
the market facilitation role of Grupo Ecologica Peru has made feasible the Bioferia Miraflores 
since most small scale producers are not able to assume facilitating tasks because of lack of time, 
resources and specialized skills. Furthermore, it is difficult for small scale producers to be heard in 
policy making domains and in the media to advertise the Bioferia Miraflores. Another emblematic 
example of market facilitating organization is PIDECAFE, a NGO supporting the access of small 
scale producers associations to international markets.
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Market intermediaries aim to support the commercial, technological and managerial side 
of organic production. Market intermediary organizations can buy organic food from small 
scale producers to supply higher volumes to large companies. In this way, market intermediaries 
channel organic food supply from producers to buyers or consumers. Market intermediaries are 
necessaries in local and international supply chains. Market intermediaries organize quantitative 
data of commercialization and market dynamics for the decision making of their small scale 
providers, including information about productivity, productiveness, production infrastructure, 
market prices and forecasts. Market intermediaries also translate farming techniques to producers. 
Working closely with producer associations, market intermediaries answer to the local and 
international demands of organic products. An example of a market intermediary organization 
is Grupo Ecologica Peru, a NGO with a growing business division. Beside the facilitating role, 
Grupo Ecologica Peru is mediating the supply of organic products from small scale producers to 
supermarkets under the brand ‘Ecologica Peru’. The market intermediary role implies that Grupo 
Ecologica Peru supervises the whole chain of supply. Moreover, Grupo Ecologica Peru transfers its 
experience in organizing production and commercialization strategies to its providers, so it can 
be able to supply directly to buyers for supermarkets, hotels and so on (Pardo, 2008, interview).

Agents in the market access discourse are also technocratic NGOs. They hold specialized 
knowledge and expertise on organic farming techniques. Although technocratic NGOs do not 
have expertise on market, their knowledge on production is market oriented. An example of a 
technocratic NGO in organic farming oriented to markets is Huayuna.

Through their representative organizations and platforms, organic producers have agency. 
Despites producers have very diverse backgrounds, skills and formal education, they are capable 
and ‘brave’ with a strong will, ambitious and boldness. In a few cases small scale producers can 
even be authoritarian with their fellows. The main motivation of organic producers subscribing 
to this discourse is profit making and to conquer competitive markets. Discourse subscribers 
claim that the image of ‘poor’ farmers and ‘sacrificed’ ecologists is a marketing strategy of organic 
producers to captivate consumers. In the words of Pardo (2008, interview) ‘organic producers hide 
their main motivation, which is profit making’. Organic producers seek to change liberal market 
conditions in order to be treated fairly in accessing it and benefiting from its advantages. A few 
examples of organic enterprises that fulfill this discourse are the producer associations of Matucana 
and Biofrute, and the enterprises La Cabrita and Vacas Felices. The first two producer associations 
are affiliated to ANPE. The last two producer associations are affiliated to Grupo Ecologica Peru. 
Most organic enterprises subscribing to this discourse have the vision to supply supermarkets and 
to export their products to international markets. This is the case of APPEAP that is exporting 
mango, the producer association of Santa Cruz valley of Satipo that is exporting organic coffee, 
the producer association of Ucayali that is exporting camu camu and the producer associations of 
Puno that is exporting caniwa powder (Trejo, 2008, interview). Other examples are the producer 
associations CEPICAFE and APROMALPI (Paz, 2008, interview). Commercialization towards 
competitive local and foreign supermarkets are seen by small scale enterprises as a sort of social 
status, self-stem and citizenship.

The identity of producers as business people in the market is in a formation stage. Although small 
scale producers run their own businesses, most of them do not prefer to be called ‘businessmen’. 
For most producers it is still difficult to build an identity as business people. Actually, according 
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to the producers subscribing to this discourse, business people refer to the owners of larger 
companies and they are not well seen by producers. Similarly organic producers that transform 
food are usually called ‘processors’, rather than small agro-industries.

Conventional NGOs in this discourse are ineffective agents. Conventional NGOs are criticized 
in the sense that during 20 years of organic production producers have received only ‘superficial’ 
information of organic farming technologies, but nothing about how to handle organic techniques 
and managerial skills to produce for competitive markets (Pardo, 2008, interview). Supermarkets 
and other profitable markets have not been well explored yet by agro-ecological NGOs, as most 
of them focus on social concerns of organic agriculture. Most agro-ecological NGOs are busy 
with ideological discussions whether or not producers should move towards competitive markets. 
Conventional NGOs have a lack of knowledge and experience on market and business skills. Most 
producers do not have expertise in commercialization (Trejo, 2008, interview). The discourse 
subscribers point out that actually most conventional NGOs are biased towards opposing 
globalization and resisting liberal markets. Indeed, the need to access competitive markets has 
been raised by small scale producers themselves. Organic producers claim that they, not the 
NGOs, raised concerns about where to sell and how to make consumers pay higher prices for 
their products. Conventional NGOs are referred to as ‘blind’ organizations since they do not have 
sufficient expertise to cope with the needs of producers in competitive markets. Furthermore, 
discourse proponents claim that most agro-ecological NGOs in Peru do not have a clear position 
about the role of NGOs in markets. Conventional NGOs are considered naïve because their capacity 
building strategies are not enough for small scale producers to access competitive markets. In this 
context, the market access discourse question traditional ways of supporting small scale producers.

Organic consumers have agency. Organic consumers realize the power they have in choosing 
what they want to eat and what they do not want. They have individualist motivations regarding 
their health and nutrition. Organic consumers do not care much about social and environmental 
benefits of consuming organic food. Overall organic consumers in this discourse are people in 
search for a more individual holistic life-style. Organic consumers are usually sports people, elderly 
people, householders, pregnant women and spiritual people. The profile of organic consumers is 
people with higher education and middle to high income. Organic consumers have performed 
important roles in providing feedback to producers, including packaging design and ideas of 
new products. The feedback has allowed producers to growth in production. As Pardo (2008, 
interview) stated ‘nowadays more a more consumers ask for food of high quality, and look at the 
technical specifications and ingredients of the products. Ten years ago the attitude of consumers 
used to be a bit more passive’.

Organic production in rural areas might diminish migration and improve the economy of 
family producers. Nowadays people are aware of environmental problems such as climate change 
but most people are not aware of the impact of their life-style on environmental degradation. 
Consumers have to play a more active role in protecting the environment, sharing interests between 
consumers and producers. Shared interest is understood in terms of: ‘each one gets what one wants’. 
It means that producers get income and consumers get healthy food. Indeed, according to the 
discourse proponents, the search for common interests among organic producers and consumers 
might be the basis for elaborating strategies of environmental protection (Pardo, 2008, interview).
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Other agents are organic certification bodies. These are companies that grant third party 
certification to endorse the organic condition of the products at the market. Certification bodies 
also help to convert production from conventional to organic. Certification bodies play relevant 
roles in implementing certification schemes for groups of small scale producers such as the 
internal control system (ICS). ICS is specially a requirement for organic producers providing their 
production to international markets. Proponents of the discourse put in doubt the feasibility of 
the Participatory Guaranty Systems (PGS) as certification scheme for the market.

The national government is seen as an incapable agent. The market access discourse proponents 
claim that the national government does not realize the value of organic production as an 
opportunity for rural development and poverty fighting. The support of the national government 
is considered not enough to take advantage of the opportunities that international markets offer 
for small scale producers. Despite fact that the national government has taken some initiatives in 
building a national institutional framework for organic production, a gap is seen between policy 
and practice. The national government, according to the market access discourse adherents, sees 
NGOs as being ‘against’ development. To say so, discourse subscribers refer to the statement by 
the former President of Peru in an article titled ‘El Perro Del Hortelano’. In the words of Pardo 
(2008, interview) ‘promoting ecological agriculture for small scale producers, developing local 
organic market and advocating fair conditions to access competitive international markets does 
not mean to be ‘against’ the policies of national development’. Although national government 
has the responsibility to protect natural resources and establish proper conditions for organic 
production, it is seen as favoring agrochemicals and black-box technologies that make producers 
dependent. Furthermore, the governmental aid programs are seen as initiatives that have eroded 
the capacity of producers in rural areas to produce their own food.

Key metaphors and their rhetorical devices

The market access discourse has several metaphors. The first one is the notion of ‘translators’ to 
refer to facilitating and intermediary NGOs decoding complex market information for small 
scale producers.

Another favorite metaphor is the perception of business as something ‘benign’, not necessarily 
as ‘something bad’. This perception is different from that raised by the proponents of the market 
adaptation discourse. Business is a source of learning for both NGOs and producers to access 
market in a good position. NGOs should learn about business standards and quantitative 
measurements. An example is Grupo Ecologica Peru that is learning business approaches and 
searching a proper organizational model to support producers to market access. In this discourse 
market goes in line with social concerns. Quoting Pardo (2008, interview) ‘social challenges can 
be undertaken through business and market, especially ‘the war’ against poverty. The market is 
not necessarily divorced from social concerns’. Market NGOs are gaining expertise on business 
rationales with a social component. The perspective of seeing competitive markets with fear is 
no longer valid in this discourse.

Other metaphors refer to markets as a ‘supernatural force’ or sort of ‘god’ that people cannot 
control. Discourse proponents claim that the market is a global process beyond peoples will and 
that nobody can stop. Discourse subscribers argue that, for instance, nobody has the power to stop 
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the expansion of supermarkets in Peru. In the eye of this discourse, efforts made against liberal 
market are in vain. Not to be connected to the global market means to be marginal and excluded.

The liberal market economy is considered a ‘power’ that people should ‘surrender’ to. The 
surrendering is unavoidable as the liberal market economy is the ‘real life’ and ‘real world’. The 
metaphors describe the fact that economic rationality rules modern life. ‘Real life’ and ‘real world’ 
refers to all things such as the individualism, self-interest and selfishness, against nature, the need 
of money and other material needs. According to this discourse, organic production has to be 
economically feasibility to be sustainable. The connotation of both rhetorical devices is negative 
in terms that they control the human wishes and wills.

In referring to the national government, the metaphor of ‘incapable entity’ is usually used.

5.3.4 Discourse of market democratization

Food sovereignty first!

Small scale producers produce for self-consumption and the surplus is commercialized through 
local markets, especially at farmers’ markets in cities and towns. By doing so, the organic market 
is democratized to wider low and middle income consumers rather than keeping it as privilege for 
high income consumers. Small scale producers construct their own institutional infrastructures to 
connect with institutions of the liberal market economy and lobby against the national government 
to obtain public policies and legal frameworks on organic production. In the long-term organic 
producers seek to reach competitive markets vis-à-vis transforming the liberal market economy. 
Table 5.8 provides an overview of the analysis of the discourse of market democratization.

Basic entities acknowledged

The liberal market economy is acknowledged as biased for profit making and missing social and 
community considerations. Organic producers subscribing to this discourse claim that the liberal 
market does not work for small scale producers and it undermines community values. Social 
strengthening of communities is a central condition in the discourse to create a fair relationship 
with liberal market institutions. Even though the liberal market is acknowledged, small scale 
organic producers seek the transformation of its basic foundation in the long-term. Proponents 
claim that it can be achieved through strengthening shorter chains of supply rather than the usual 
model of global supply chains. Following the former, small scale producers seek to be much closer 
to consumers, leaving away several intermediaries.

Organic markets are understood in terms of food self-sufficiency. The local production of 
food for self-sufficiency and the country’s food sovereignty are the core claims of the market 
democratization discourse. According to Silverio Trejo (2010, interview), the former president of 
ANPE and owner of APICEL, a small organic enterprise, the priority of ANPE is to generate economic 
development for family farmers in rural areas. This means enhancing the commercialization of 
organic products at local level. Market democratization means make organic food available to all 
consumers, regardless of their economic condition. Discourse proponents claim that small scale 
producers should depend mainly of what they produce at their own organic farms. Trejo (2010, 
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interview), states ‘the day that I have money I eat like poor people and the day that I do not have 
it I eat like rich people’. Export organic food to foreign markets has no priority. The priority is the 
development of local organic markets. Although the liberal market is accepted, it does not play 
a central role in the discourse. Putting markets first means for discourse subscribers to produce 
organic food only for selling and buying ‘conventional’ food for their own family consumption.

The global arena is acknowledged and it is seen as a new playground for NGOs, small scale 
producers, large producers and the national government to collaborate, bargain, struggle, negotiate 
and gain better positions. Small scale producers are connected with fellow organizations at regional 
and global levels in order to increase their power against the national government. For instance, 
ANPE intends to influence national agricultural policies in favor of organic agriculture through 
influencing IFOAM and FAO. As Trejo (2010, interview) stated ‘this strategy is the best way to 
influence the national government since it obeys global policies. For instance, the standard of third 

Table 5.8. Discourse analysis of market democratization.

Elements Market democratization

Basic entities recognized or 
constructed

Liberal market
Organic market is understood peculiarly and limited to local
Globalization
Participatory Guaranty Systems (PGS)
Organic consumers
Sustainability
Conventional NGOs
Government
International cooperation agencies

Assumptions about natural in 
relationships

Sense of community and shared cultural roots
Struggle against hierarchy
Human society depends on nature 

Agents and their motives Small scale organic producers: enlightened, sensible and imaginative
Selfish larger business people
Self-interested conventional NGOs
Guarantors of PGS
Consumers with scarce awareness about organic food
Careless and unfair national government

Key metaphors and other 
rhetorical devices

Emancipation
Harmony with nature
Struggle among good boys and bad boys. Most agents are conspirators 

against producers
Market is dirty, bad and threatening
Dissidents: deserters of the principles of agro-ecology 



5. Organic production 109

party certification was born at IFOAM, not at the national governments. National governments 
just implement what international agencies establish’.

The market democratization discourse acknowledges the Participatory Guaranty Systems (PGS) 
as the scheme that assures the organic condition of food at the market. PGS matches the need of 
guarantee the organic condition and the need to socially strengthen local communities. PGS is 
seen as a fundamental strategy to develop organic markets for low and middle income consumers, 
and strengthen social cohesion of producers and their communities. PGS generates trust and a 
sense of community among producers and it is appropriate for producers commercializing at 
farmers’ markets located in small towns and cities. Actually, PGS is the guaranty scheme of organic 
production at 8 Bioferias promoted by ANPE in Peru. According to Trejo (2010, interview), small 
scale producers should be able to export with PGS certification on the Latin American continent. 
Even more, he says, ‘producers at the Intercontinental Network of Organic Farmers Organizations 
(INOFO) are suggesting that PGS should guarantee the trading of organic products by small scale 
producers at the global level’. Discourse proponents claim that third party certification is not feasible 
for most of the small scale producers due to its costs, the involvement of big companies and the 
generation of the ‘surplus’ for organic products. PGS widens the consumption of organic products 
compared to organic certification, as the high costs of third party certification is transferred into 
high prices of organic products.

Sustainability is constructed based on the life experiences and the cultural values of small scale 
producers. In the market democratization discourse, organizational structures of producers and 
the agro-ecosystems are the core components of sustainability. Agro-ecosystems are seen as the 
space where wild nature and crops interact in harmony. In the eyes of the discourse subscribers, 
technology development has to be controlled since it impacts human beings. Transgenic crops 
are seen as something that erodes biodiversity and the economy of small scale producers. The 
discourse highlights the value of research for the genetic improvement of crops but in a respectful 
way towards nature.

Assumptions about natural relationships

The central relationship assumed by the market democratization discourse is the strong sense 
of community and shared cultural roots. Actors endorsing the discourse are driven by values 
of trust and mutual learning. Discourse proponents do not speak about adapting or accessing 
the liberal market but about a fair relationship with market institutions. Social strengthening 
of communities is considered a central condition to create such fairness. There is a struggle of 
actors against hierarchy. Small scale producers, local NGOs and community based organizations 
struggle for emancipation, power and self-affirmation against the national government and agro-
industries. In the eyes of this discourse, the struggle of small scale organic producers against larger 
‘conventional’ producers and agro-industries takes place in a hierarchical world. However, powerful 
international actors, for instance IFOAM and FAO, can also ally with small scale producers against 
those opposing forces. In this struggle, larger producers and agro-industries base their power on 
economic assets, while the power of small scale producer power is based on their ‘social’ force.

Struggles not only take place against larger ‘conventional’ agro-industries but among producers 
themselves. The rise of organizations and platforms of small scale organic producer associations 
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and enterprises has generated the unfolding of struggles at two levels; within and beyond organic 
producers. In the first case, the creation of ANPE has meant the rise of a new actor with its own 
perspective and with more autonomy from conventional NGOs. In the second case struggles 
between organizations of small scale organic producers and large scale producers means divergence 
in ideological positions. For instance, meanwhile ANPE is requesting the government to support 
ecological agriculture, the National Convention for Peruvian Agriculture (CONVEAGRO) requests 
subsidy for agrochemicals (Trejo, 2008, interview). However, it is also worth mentioning that at 
the two levels there is room for cooperation as long as actors share interests and values. Agro-
ecological NGOs, non-organic producers and organic producers collaborate in different degrees 
through their platforms, especially to negotiate with the national government. Although opposing 
interests and values cause clashes between organic and non-organic producers, common concerns 
usually bring them together for cooperation. The current closer cooperation between ANPE, CNA 
and CONVEAGRO is a good example of the latter.

The relationship of human society with nature is one of dependency. People depend on nature 
to get high quality food. Nature as a whole has its own value in terms of social, cultural and 
ecological meaning. People do not have a hierarchical position on top of nature. Instead, people 
have the responsibility to protect nature through practicing non-harmful agriculture. Proponents 
of this discourse are implementing projects to protect forest and valleys in several sub-national 
regions of Peru, including Amazonas, Ucayali, San Martin, Madre de Dios, Ancash and Cusco in 
cooperation with municipalities (Trejo, 2008, interview).

Agents and their motives

Small scale organic producers are considered key agents in the market democratization discourse. 
Small scale organic producers also include small organic food industries and organic handy craft 
enterprises. They consider themselves the guardians of nature and the saviors of environmental 
disaster. In their eyes, organic producers are the exemplary actors with environmental consciousness, 
self-steam and responsibility. Being able to emancipate from conventional NGOs, especially in 
financial terms, organic producers have shown strength in facing new challenges. Motivations of 
producers have to do with strengthening the capacities of communities to produce their own food. 
Small scale organic producers through their platforms are responding with campaigns to catch 
public attention against transgenics, synthetic fertilizers and chemical pest control. In the words 
of Pardo (2008, interview) ‘we cannot stay with crossed hands, while large companies clash us’.

Small scale producers want to be part of a globalizing market but with their own values, assets, 
views and approaches. As small scale producers contest the logic of a liberal market economy, 
they imagine new market relations. Small scale producers do not oppose or resist the globalizing 
liberal market, but call for a fair treatment, and a just relationship between producers and liberal 
market actors. Organic producers accept the market, but giving priority to the social motivation of 
organic production. Small scale enterprises endorsing the discourse are looking for profit making 
in the long-term. Discourse proponents call for the access of producers to global markets in the 
same way that foreign products enter their countries. For example, currently small scale producers 
cannot freely trade their organic products beyond country borders. Discourse proponents claim 
that the use of PGS needs to be regulated by the national government. Given the fact that the 
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discussion of PGS in trade agreements between Peru and Bolivia are not included by the national 
governments, ANPE together with Bolivian and regional actors are influencing both national 
governments (Trejo, 2008, interview). Small scale producers subscribing to this discourse intend 
free trade in South America using the PGS scheme and even export native crops-based organic 
products to developed world markets.

Small scale organic producers have also structured their own associations, NGOs and platforms 
to dialogue adequately with liberal market proponents and to lobby the national government for 
proper public policies on organic agriculture. For instance, the Agro-ecological Consortium is a 
new platform established by organic producers in cooperation with NGOs to dialogue with the 
national government.

Larger businesses have agency for selfish purposes. Discourse proponents claim that most 
large agro-exporters affiliated to the Peruvian Exporters Association (ADEX) are buying large 
extension of land. This is seen as a threat for small scale producers. Small scale producers are afraid 
that they might end up as contractor of larger business as governmental policies are designed to 
produce on large scale (Trejo, 2008, interview). In the discourse, larger businesses are based on 
individualistic values rather than communitarian values. In addition, proponents claim that social 
strengthening is what makes larger agro-exporters ‘fear’ small scale organic producers.

Conventional NGOs have agency but that is becoming less influential. Most NGOs are 
considered paternalistic, ineffective and self-interested agents. Producers and their organizations 
are considered central actors in organic production. Currently conventional NGOs are more 
interested in working with producer organizations, not other way. Small scale producers have 
now the power to accept or refuse cooperation of NGOs. Depending on whether cooperation is 
of benefit, NGOs are accepted as partners. Other NGOs are seen as self-interested agents that ‘use’ 
producers only to get funding from international cooperation agencies. Actually, the misuse of 
funding is seen by the discourse proponents as the cause of the crisis of most conventional NGOs. 
So-called assistencialism of most conventional NGOs is questioned in this discourse. As Trejo 
stated (2008, interview) ‘producers should pay costs involved in production and commercialization 
by themselves; not by NGOs. Otherwise producers do not realize the value of things, as what is 
for free is not sustainable’.

Other agents in the market democratization discourse are the guarantors of the PGS scheme. 
Guarantors are producers and consumers that assure the organic process of food production. 
The direct involvement between producers and consumers makes PGS less onerous in terms of 
paperwork and record-keeping requirements. In contrast, in third party organic certification 
schemes everything is handled by the certifier company and most small scale producers are not 
able to pay the high costs involved. Certification companies and PGS guarantors are based on 
different rationalities. Farms that produce organic crops in monoculture can be awarded with 
third party certification but not with PGS, claim the discourse proponents. Discourse proponents 
also claim that a farm might be granted with third party organic certification, though its owner 
and his/her family is not well feed. It is possible to meet third party certification without putting 
the social concern at the core of the business. Additionally, the discourse proponents claim that 
third party organic certification does not automatically drive small scale producers to become 
sustainable enterprises, as it is not a proof of social sustainability of producers.
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Consumers are people with agency, but with scarce awareness about organic food. Proponents 
agree that consumers are not enough informed about what organic food really means. In the words 
of Pardo (2008, interview) ‘consumers have been told that organic food has to be more costly. This 
is true if the product has an organic certification. But, if the product has a PGS, it is affordable for 
most consumers’. In the eyes of the discourse subscribers, PGS enhances the direct interaction 
between producers and consumers adding social value to organic consumption.

The national government has agency to act but it is careless and unfair with small scale 
producers. The national government puts obstacles and ignores organic producers. Instead, the 
national government provides all support to agro- industries and agro-exporters. In prioritizing 
agro-exports, the government undermines development of small scale producers and the 
local market. Discourse proponents claim that the national government works in favor of big 
capital interests, not of small scale producers. They claim that the national government does not 
recognize the social services of small scale producers to society and it has almost abandoned 
rural development. As Pardo stated (2008, interview) ‘organic production is not the priority for 
the national government. The governmental policies are oriented to agro-exporting despite most 
part of food consumed in urban areas is supplied by small and medium-sized producers. While 
politicians are busy in lowering customs tariffs to allow the entering of imported food, there are 
no incentives for local small scale organic producers’. The support to organic production depends 
of the goodwill of individual policy makers. In the eye of the discourse proponents, the low 
institutionalization of organic production in governmental agencies shows the low interest by the 
national government. For instance, ANPE’s lobby strategies are based on personal connections 
to influence the governmental agencies SENASA, MINCETUR, PRODUCE and MINAG. Small 
scale producers subscribing to this discourse argue that in the eyes of the national government, 
they are ‘The Dog of the Orchard’. In the words of Trejo (2008, interview) ‘the government ignores 
that The Dog of the Orchard produce most of the food that is consumed in Peru: 80% of products 
comes from small scale and medium-sized producers. As small scale producers pay all the costs 
of production and commercialization, small scale producers subsidize to consumers located in 
the cities, especially in Lima. This causes people in the rural areas to be poor because the subsidy 
comes from small scale producers and goes to the national government and urban consumers. 
As a result, rural areas are getting empty because of migration to large cities’.

Another example of the unfair attitude of the national government, according to the market 
democratization discourse proponents, is its unclear position regarding the PGS scheme. The 
government does not support PGS as a valid system to assure the organic condition of organic 
products at the Peruvian market. SENASA, the national authority in organic production, does 
not want to recognize PGS as a valid certification scheme to commercialize organic food legally 
in Peru. According to the law N°29196 ‘Promotion of Organic Agriculture’, approved in 2008, to 
be labeled as organic food, it has to be certified by a certifying company authorized by SENASA. 
That law also mentions the PGS as a valid scheme to commercialize organic food for the internal 
market. However, producers using PGS cannot use the label of ‘organic’ because of the lack of a 
regulation of the aforementioned law. According to the discourse proponents, SENASA is in power 
to recognize PGS as a valid assurance scheme. In the words of Trejo (2008, interview) ‘this lack 
of interest of the national government has to do with interests from organic exporters that do not 
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want that small scale producers commercialize their products using PGS massively at the local 
market. Companies tied to third party certification are afraid that PGS expands to local markets’.

Key metaphors and their rhetorical devices

The market democratization discourse is rich in metaphors. ‘Emancipation’ is the common 
metaphor. It refers to the capability to break dependency relationships, control and domination. 
The founding of organizations in which producers have decision power is seen as prove of a 
more autonomous character of small scale producers. First of all, small scale producers feel 
emancipated from dependency and control of conventional NGOs, especially in financial terms. 
The motivation of promoting self-consumption and food sovereignty is also an extension of the 
emancipating profile of small scale producers. In this sense, producers see themselves as heroic 
in their emancipating endeavor.

Another metaphor is ‘harmony’ to refer to the relationship with nature. Harmony is understood 
in terms of life-style, consistency, respectful attitudes against nature and agro-ecosystems. 
According to the market democratization discourse, without a harmonious relationship with 
nature sustainability cannot be reached.

‘Struggle’ is also a common metaphor in the discourse that highlights a worldview of fighting. 
The struggle is one of social versus economic concerns, and of small producers versus larger agro-
industrial perspectives. Small scale producers defend themselves against larger scale producers 
and larger agro-industries. Small scale producers use their social power as a weapon against the 
economic power of large agro-business. As the national government, larger ‘conventional’ agro-
industries and larger ‘conventional’ producers are believed to be against small scale producers, 
proponents of the discourse endorse the idea of ‘conspiracy’ against small scale organic producers.

Other metaphors refer to the market. The liberal market has the connotation of something 
‘bad’, ‘dirty’, ‘threatening’ and ‘contaminating’. Proponents claim that liberal markets make social 
and environmental concerns less important. This means, for discourse subscribers, that economic 
concerns are a top priority and social concerns are dropped. However, markets are also seen as 
opportunities for small scale producers in the long-term. Markets are triggering the formation 
of global movements of small scale producers, INOFO being an example.

Other metaphors are related with views about the world. The world is seen as ‘white or black’. 
The struggle in the world is ultimately between ‘good guys’ and ‘bad guys’. Bad guys are actors that 
are selfish, disrespectful with nature and slaveries of money. Good guys are safeguards of the social 
perspective of organic food at the market. Nestle, Coca-Cola and other transnational companies 
are not well perceived. Supermarkets are also seen as a privilege for rich people. It is quite common 
in the discourse to use the metaphor of ‘dissidents’ to refer to the small scale organic producers 
that abandon the principles of agro-ecology and social justice, and embrace the liberal market 
(Trejo, 2008, interview). Producers endorsing the liberal market are considered inconsistent in 
their arguments. Quoting Trejo (2008, interview) ‘conventional producers and dissidents claim 
to be ecological, but they consume Coca-Cola and other conventional products in their daily life, 
and usually they buy at supermarkets, not at farmers’ markets’.
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5.3.5 Conclusions

a. Based on empirical research of the organic production in Peru, three discourses could be 
indentified: the market adaptation discourse, the market access discourse and the market 
democratization discourse. Each discourse encompasses a particular storyline, showing that 
organic production is not a unique body of thought but an arena for diverse perspectives 
and debates. The market adaptation discourse highlights the issue that actors are pushed for 
change by powerful agents. This means that especially NGOs and small scale producers are 
forced to obtain new capacities and be well equipped to adapt to the liberal market economy. 
Assisting small scale producers adapt to liberal market becomes a new role of NGOs, as failing 
to adapt means marginalization and exclusion. The market access discourse underlines the 
issue that actors are eager to move to competitive markets and that small scale producers 
play a central role in this ndeavour by becoming suppliers or intermediaries to competitive 
markets. Small scale producers are determined to conquer profitable markets. The market 
democratization discourse emphasizes the fact that small scale producers primarily produce 
for self-consumption and the surplus is commercialized through local markets in cities and 
towns. According to this discourse, organic food is oriented to wider low and middle income 
consumers rather than as a privilege for high income consumers.

b. All discourses acknowledged the central role of the liberal market but it is approached from 
three perspectives: ‘adaptation’, ‘access’ or ‘democratization’. The market adaptation discourse 
emphasizes the creation of small models of commercialization, the market access discourse 
emphasizes profitable local and international markets, and the market democratization 
discourse emphasizes mass consumption of organic products. The different understanding of 
the market in each case means also different relationships with nature. The market adaptation 
discourse recognizes nature as the guarantor of human survival whereas the market access 
discourse has hierarchical, individualist and anthropocentric views on nature. In the case 
of the market democratization discourse, it endorses the dependency of human society on 
nature. The market democratization discourse views on nature are closer to those of the market 
adaptation discourse than those of the market access discourse.

c. Despite the fact that each discourse embodies a particular storyline, the three discourses have 
commonalities. The three discourses encompass the liberal market as a playground for small 
scale producers, criticize the national government and consider organic consumers as allied 
actors. While in the market adaptation discourse NGOs are the central agents, in the market 
access discourse and the market democratization discourse small scale producers and small 
scale enterprises play central roles.

d. Organic production discourses are rich in metaphors and rhetorical devices. Metaphors in 
the discourses refer to NGOs, producers, business, markets, sustainability and the national 
government. Differences and similarities are found in the images of those entities given by the 
metaphors. However, metaphors coincide in showing that the discourses of organic production 
are embedded in perspectives of hierarchy, prejudges and struggles.
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5.4 Discourses of organic production in a two-dimensional policy realm

Based on the discourse analysis of organic production a two dimensional axis can be constructed 
to allocate the three discourses on organic production (Figure 5.2). The two dimensional axis 
grasp the social (axis A) and economic (axis B) realm. On the vertical axis (A) the focus is on 
the social foundation for structuring society, whereas the horizontal axis (B) concentrates on the 
economic foundation for organizing society.

The extreme poles of axis A represent ‘individualistic’ and ‘communitarian’ values. 
‘Individualistic’ values highlight individual interests over collective interests and a faith in the 
capacity of individual action and ambition to create wealth and to bring about progress, whereas 
the ‘communitarian’ values highlight collective values and common identity of people within 
a shared geographical scope. In the first case, individual interests are the base for relationship 
among actors. Actors seek for single or group benefits rather than collective welfare of the whole 
society. In the second case, what is central is the social strengthening of local communities. The 
collective values are, among others, solidarity towards people in need, a sense of community and 
cultural identity.

The extreme poles of the axis B represent ‘self-sustaining’ and ‘liberal market’ values. ‘Self-
sustaining’ values highlights the position of not requiring any outside aid, support, or interaction for 
autonomous survival, whereas ‘liberal market’ highlights the mainstream liberal market economy 
where business has a central role in production and commercialization of goods and services at 
the global level. In the first case, organic production is mainly oriented for self-consumption of 
the family, the community or the country under the frame of food sovereignty. In this case the 

Figure 5.2. Discourses of organic production in a two-dimensional social and economic axis.
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economic structuring of society does not depend on external provisioning or exports of goods 
and services, including food. In the second case, giving the worldwide spreading of the liberal 
market and globalization, actors are interlinked globally. The connectedness of actors form local 
to global scale and the mobilization of goods and services, including food, in a global scale are 
the basis for the economic structuring of society.

Based on their storylines, the organic production discourses are allocated in the aforementioned 
two-dimensional matrix (Figure 5.2). The market adaptation discourse is allocated in the crossing 
of ‘communitarian’ and ‘liberal market’ values. It means between the central role of business for 
economic structuring of society and the social strengthening of local communities. The market 
access discourse is allocated in the crossing of ‘individualistic’ and ‘liberal market’. It means 
between the interest and action of individuals to create wealth and to bring about progress and 
the central role of business in production and commercialization of goods and services at the 
global level. The market democratization discourse roots strongly on ‘communitarian’ values and 
it matches ‘self-sustaining’ and ‘liberal market’ values. It locates between the autonomous supply 
for self-consumption and the social strengthening of local communities. The organic production 
discourses have evolved from the ‘peasant movement’ discourse. The peasant movement discourse 
is allocated in the crossing of ‘self-sustaining’ and ‘communitarian’ values. Particularly the market 
adaptation discourse has its origin in the peasant movement discourse. The market democratization 
discourse has evolved from the market adaptation discourse but it has been influence by the 
peasant movement discourse as well. The market access discourse has emerged from the market 
adaptation discourse. The market access discourse diverges strongly from the other discourses. 
The position of the market adaptation discourse and the market democratization discourse are 
quite close to each other in the two-dimensional axis, despites differences in their views.

5.5 Major patterns and trends: networks and discourses

In this section networks and discourses are put together in a single framework (Figure 5.3) to 
understand the main patterns and trends resulting from their relationships.

The main patterns and trends identified from the relationships between networks and 
discourses of organic production are the followings: (1) the rise of new discourses; (2) the rise 
of new actors; (3) the embedding of discourses and networks in a liberal market; (4) changes 
in the policies of international cooperation agencies; (5) closer interaction between NGOs and 
small scale enterprises; and (6) a tension in the discourses between organic production and 
environmental protection.

First, new discourses of organic production have emerged during the last two decades, and 
NGOs are their main proponents. Over time NGOs changed their perspectives and endorsed new 
discourses. During the 1970s and 1980s most NGOs used to subscribe to the peasant movement 
discourse, only promoting self-sufficiency of farmers. In the 1980s in their efforts to assisting 
small scale farmers to commercialize their products at local farmer markets meanwhile protecting 
agro-ecosystems, some NGOs subscribed to the discourse of market democratization. During 
the 1990s NGOs started to move from solidarity to market values, endorsing the discourse of 
market access. Other NGOs called for adapting to the globalizing liberal market, subscribing 
the market adaptation discourse. The mainstreaming of the market access discourse vis-à-vis 
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the expansion of market NGOs and small scale organic enterprises supplying larger buyers is a 
clear tendency in the networks of organic production. Similarly, organic farmers’ markets will 
likely keep expanding in number vis-à-vis the further organizational strengthening of producer 
organizations. As a result, new roles of agro-ecological NGOs have emerged, such as market 
facilitation and market intermediation, triggered by the emergence of new discourses of organic 
production. The trend is that while some NGOs will keep evolving in facilitating markets others 
will become truly market intermediaries. Even certain NGOs are expected to become consultancy-
like organizations. However, I would claim that neither the peasant movement discourse catches 
the actual interests of agro-ecological NGOs and SMEs nor that the new views mean that NGOs 
have totally abandoning their former views.

Second, the rise of new discourses of organic production is materialized in the emergence 
of new actors. New actors include new types of agro-ecological NGOs and small scale organic 
enterprises. New types of agro-ecological NGOs are market NGOs and producer NGOs. These 
new type of NGOs have emerged to perform new roles and fulfill new market needs of small 
scale producers. Most producer NGOs focus on self-sufficiency strategies and market facilitation 
roles endorsing the market democratization discourse. ANPE is a key example. However, a few 
producer NGOs are moving to market intermediary roles, subscribing to the market adaptation 
discourse. The Bioferias are examples. Producer NGOs even might endorse the market access 
discourse, as shown by CEPICAFE, APROMALPI and CEPIBO. Producer NGOs appear because 
of the need of producers to harmonize self-provisioning of food and the commercialization of 
their production at local markets. Producer NGOs are gaining leadership positions at local and 
global platforms of organic production. Market NGOs started as market facilitators but they are 

Figure 5.3. Main discourse and network patterns and trends of NGOs, organic producers and organic 
enterprises.
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now moving to market intermediary roles. It means market NGOs endorse either the market 
adaptation discourse or the market access discourse. Market NGOs emerge due to the need of 
specialized agents to facilitate and intermediate the access of small scale producers to competitive 
markets. Examples of market NGOs are Grupo Ecologica Peru, El Taller and PIDECAFE. Although 
conventional NGOs are not a new type of NGOs, they are also changing their roles. An example 
of conventional NGOs is the Centro IDEAS. Increasingly, conventional NGOs are becoming 
market facilitators. Conventional NGOs will not easily become market intermediaries but they 
will set up their own businesses, for instance organic shops and organic food restaurants. Small 
scale organic producers and enterprises also emerge as legitimate actors following the rise of the 
market democratization discourse and the market access discourse. This emergence also has to 
do with the self-organizing capacity of producers and the presence of a ‘niche’ market for organic 
food at national and international levels. The emergence of new actors in the networks has also 
triggered disputes for power. It is hard to know to what extent the rearrangement of power in the 
organic production networks between conventional NGOs, producer NGOs and market NGOs 
will also contribute to mainstreaming the ‘organic’ perspective, considering that the conflicts 
between them are weakening the Peruvian agro-ecological movement.

Third, the central position of the liberal market in the world and in the national economy is 
shaping the discourses of organic production. The liberal market is approached by agro-ecological 
NGOs from three different perspectives; adaptation, access and democratization. Moreover, the 
liberal market is motivating producers to organize themselves in associations and cooperatives, 
diversifying their products, and even combining the commercialization of organic and non-organic 
products. For example, CEPICAFE with the support of the NGO PIDECAFE supplies organic 
coffee, fair trade coffee and non-organic sugar cane for international markets. The mainstreaming 
of the liberal market does ‘pressure’ actors not only in terms of funding availability but also in 
terms of considering access to competitive markets as the only way to improve conditions of small 
enterprises. However, this embedding of the liberal market in the discourse of organic production 
does not mean that the views of advocacy, influence and checking are fully abandoned.

Fourth, NGOs depending of funding from international cooperation agencies are being forced 
to change their priorities and approaches. Depending on the type of NGOs, they are looking for 
different survival strategies. In the case of conventional NGOs, they are moving from traditional 
charity approaches to market facilitation roles. In the case of market NGOs, they are deepening 
their market intermediary roles and keeping their market facilitating roles. Producer NGOs are 
also deepening their market facilitation roles. Producer NGOs plan to set up business branches, 
for instance organic stores, consultancy companies and agro-eco-tourism resorts. Under this 
new scenario of changing policies most agro-ecological NGOs will be impacted in way to finance 
their supportive activities towards organic producers and enterprises. If agro-ecological NGOs, 
especially conventional NGOs, do not look for new funding and generate new income, they will 
likely disappear.

Fifth, the closer interaction between NGOs and small scale enterprises includes business 
perspectives in the traditional social perspectives of agro-ecological NGOs. As a result of this 
process, ‘hybrid’ NGOs are emerging. Hybrid NGOs are business-like NGOs that increasingly 
build up ties with market actors and subscribe to liberal market perspectives, but keep a strong 
social development component in the discourse. Hybrid NGOs might remain non-profit or become 
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for-profit. In the former case, NGOs become shareholders of business or establish a business. In 
the latter case, NGOs establish a division within their organization that deals with businesses. 
Hybrid NGOs are promising opportunities. But the case study shows also that they are challenging. 
The experience of Grupo Ecologica Peru shows that harmonizing actors and interests in a single 
organization is hard. The business component and the NGO component of Grupo Ecologica Peru 
are not harmonized yet. In the words of Pardo ‘the components are like two persons in a room 
but they are not hugging each other yet’. Harmonizing means to define a proper organizational 
model to handle business by answering quickly to market demands, to strengthen capabilities 
of the organization and suppliers, to develop the demand of potential consumers through social 
marketing and to raise awareness to increase demand.

Sixth, a tension between organic production and environmental protection can be identified 
in the discourses. The tension has to do with the fact that in environmental protection nature is 
the target, but in organic production producers are at the centre of interventions. In competitive 
markets the tension between environmental protection and organic production is higher, especially 
when the market is far away from the place of production. But with, self-consumption this 
tension is less prevalent. All discourses of organic production do not take in account the potential 
environmental impacts of the growth of the national organic market, the need to apply cleaner 
technologies and the importance of efficient use of energy in production. Therefore, there is a 
conflict between the need of develop organic markets in Peru and the potential environmental 
impact of that development. In the words of Trejo (2010, interview) ‘we plan to buy at least three 
tracks to transport organic products to distribute organic food to several farmers’ markets at 
national level in Peru’.

5.6 Conclusions

a. New roles of agro-ecological NGOs are in line with the concerns of small scale organic 
producers and small scale organic enterprises. Currently, agro-ecological NGOs are performing 
three new roles: first, facilitating the development of organic farmers’ market at the national 
level; second, intermediating the access of small scale organic producers to competitive markets 
at national and international levels; and third, building business skill capacities for small 
scale organic producers and enterprises. The emergence of these new roles means not only 
the diversification of roles but also the diversification of types of NGOs. Next to conventional 
NGOs, producer NGOs and market NGOs have emerged.

b. The organic production discourses are embedded by liberal market perspectives and by social 
and environmental concerns. The liberal market is acknowledged in all discourses of organic 
production, though it is approached from three different standpoints: ‘adjustment’, ‘access’ 
and ‘democratization’. Therefore, the core adversarial viewpoint of the peasant movement has 
been overcome in the organic production discourses. The mainstreaming of liberal market 
perspectives in the networks implies that actors are more motivated by individualistic values. 
However, evidence shows that both communitarian and individualistic values are necessary 
to make agro-ecological NGOs and their networks sustainable. Social and environmental 
issues are also approached from divergent stand-points. While the environment is approached 
from ecocentric or anthropocentric points of views, social concerns are approached from 
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communitarian or individualistic values. These differences generate a tension in the discourses 
between organic production and environmental protection, especially as cleaner technologies 
and the efficient use of energy in production are not considered in the growth of the organic 
market.

c. Cooperation contributes to the expansion of the organic production networks. Although 
conflicts and mistrust happen between producers, conventional NGOs and the new types 
of NGOs, and between agro-ecological NGOs and the national government, cohesion is 
stronger in the organic production networks. Differences in the discourses are the main factors 
explaining conflicts. However, commonalities bring actors (international NGOs, small scale 
organic enterprises, and consultancy and certifier companies) together against their common 
‘enemies’: the transgenic and agrochemical companies, and their allies in state and markets.

d. Small scale organic enterprises challenge the power position of conventional NGOs and 
international cooperation agencies. Although the last two organizations remain influential 
in the organic production networks, organic producers and organic enterprises are gaining 
power. According to this case study, the increase in power is mainly due to three factors: the 
economic and social interlinkage of organic production, the networking capacity of small scale 
organic enterprises, and the attachment of small scale organic enterprises to local social and 
economic networks of cooperation.
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Chapter 6.  
Business social responsibility

6.1 Introduction

Business social responsibility, also known as corporate social responsibility or corporate citizenship, 
is a self-regulatory strategy of companies to legitimate the role of business in society and in the 
market economy. Business social responsibility implies that companies improve their social and 
environmental performance and gain trust of their stakeholders, while maintaining or enhancing 
their business competitiveness. Business social responsibility implies ethical, philosophical and 
operational considerations which are applied to manage and measure the social and environmental 
performance of companies, in four areas relevant to company: marketplace, workplace, community 
and environment (Cici & Ranghieri, 2008). The instruments used for such management and 
measurement include among others the balanced scorecard, reports of sustainability, and standards 
and ethical codes. Examples of standards and ethical codes are among others the SA 8000, the 
ISO 26000, the OECD guidelines and the Dow Jones Sustainable Indexes.

Mostly large companies have taken the lead in business social responsibility, but the principle 
has been extended to other organizations as well. SMEs, national governments and NGOs are 
endorsing social responsibility as ethical consideration to be accountable for their social and 
environmental impacts. The adoption of business social principles in SMEs is seen helpful to 
overcome, for instance, low quality employment, poor occupational health, substandard working 
conditions, violations of labor rights, lack of waste management, high energy consumption and 
unsustainable production. SMEs in Peru show mixed motivations in adopting social responsibility 
principles. While medium-sized enterprises mainly implement social responsibility actions 
regarding environment and workplace areas, micro and small scale enterprises are more focused 
on the community level. Regarding the areas of business social responsibility, SMEs in Peru perceive 
the market and community as very important for improving their economic development, while 
the workplace and environment are not considered very relevant. Overall Peruvian SMEs do not 
perceive social and environmental responsibility perspectives as relevant for their operations 
(Cici & Ranghieri, 2008). Usually the support of small business has been oriented at business 
growth in terms of only profit making, leaving other factors aside such as working conditions, 
occupational health and safely. Cici and Ranghieri (2008) conclude that there is lack of conditions 
that encourage SMEs to adopt social responsibility principles. According to Corral (2005) one 
of the critical obstacles for the adoption of business social responsible principles by SMEs is the 
limited awareness of the concept. Despites the aforementioned constrains, SMEs, in the form 
of individual enterprises or organized enterprises in clusters and associations, are part of value 
chains and constitute a good opportunity to apply business social responsibility (Villarán, 2004).

Business social responsibility involves in Peru a variety of NGOs. NGOs with a long history – 
which are called ‘conventional’ NGOs for the purpose of this research –, are part of the networks 
and discourses promoting business social responsibility. In this research conventional NGOs refer 
to NGOs founded in the 1980s that currently perform as market facilitators bringing to SMEs 
basic competences in social and environmental responsibility. Examples of conventional NGOs 
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are among others CEDAL and CEDEP. NGOs handling a specialized ‘know-how’ on business 
approach, which – I called ‘business’ NGOs for purposes of this research, are part of the networks 
and discourses promoting business social responsibility. Most business NGOs appeared in Peru 
around the 1990s onwards. The mainstreaming of the liberal market in the national economy 
and the need of specialized knowledge and information by larger domestic and international 
companies, and their value chains are factors contributing to the rise of business NGOs. Business 
NGOs work as consultancy organizations and provide services to larger companies and thier 
small scale suppliers on expertise and guidance to implement business social responsibility as 
strategy of business management. Examples of business NGOs in Peru are among others Peru 
2021, Responde and Impulsa Peru.

The chapter is organized in six sections. Section 6.2 presents the network analysis of business 
social responsibility and describes in detail the main networks identified in Peru: the ‘social justice’ 
network and the ‘business’ network. Afterwards, the main patterns, challenges and trends of the 
networks, and the main conclusions of the network analysis are presented. Section 6.3 presents 
the discourse analysis of business social responsibility and describes in detail the main discourses 
identified in Peru: the ‘business upgrading’ discourse and the ‘corporate responsibility’ discourse. 
Subsequently, the main conclusions of the discourse analysis are presented. In Section 6.4 the 
two discourses on business social responsibility are allocated in a two dimensional policy realm. 
Section 6.5 presents the major patterns and trends of the networks and the discourses of business 
social responsibility. Finally, the main conclusions of the chapter are presented in Section 6.6.

6.2 Network analysis of business social responsibility

The analysis focuses on identifying the key NGOs involved in the networks promoting business 
social responsibility for SMEs, the relationships among network members in terms of cooperation, 
resource exchange and power relationships, and the main network changes and challenges. The 
analysis concentrates on the network promoting business social responsibility for SMEs in Peru 
and their connections with other branches at regional and global level.

The social justice network and the business network are the two main networks that promote 
business social responsibility for SMEs in Peru. I have labeled the first network social justice 
network because the core issue in this network is promoting social justice. In this network, actors 
consider business social responsibility from a social perspective. The second network is labeled 
business network because the core issue in this network is profit making. In this network, actors 
consider business social responsibility from a business perspective. Each network includes a 
particular set of local, regional and global actors.

The social justice network is a network integrated by platforms and individual NGOs at local, 
regional and global level. Red Puentes Internacional is the Latin American platform of NGOs 
monitoring social responsibility of larger companies and promoting social responsibility in SMEs. 
Red Puentes Internacional involves NGOs, SME beneficiaries and other like-minded actors tied 
by cooperation, resource exchange and power relationships. Key Peruvian NGOs affiliated to Red 
Puentes Internacional are the Labor Advisory Council of Peru (CEDAL) and the Center of Studies 
for Development and Participation (CEDEP). CEDAL and CEDEP promote the sustainability of 
SMEs by incorporating business social responsibility principles in SMEs.
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The Business Network is also a global network integrated by platforms and individual NGOs 
at local, regional and global level. Forum Empresa is the platform of NGOs promoting social 
responsibility in larger businesses, and their small scale and medium-sized suppliers. Forum 
Empresa involves NGOs of several Latin American countries, and encourages cooperation, and 
resource exchange among NGOs, companies and other actors in the network. In Peru the key actor 
affiliated to Forum Empresa is Peru 2021. Peru 2021, organized in a Board of Trustees, promotes 
business social responsibility in cooperation with the largest companies in Peru.

6.2.1 The social justice network

Key actors: Labor Advisory Council of Peru

The Labor Advisory Council of Peru (Centro de Asesoría Laboral del Perú, CEDAL in Spanish 
acronym), founded in 1977, promotes people’s human rights in order to contribute to sustainable 
development, and economic and social justice in Peru. CEDAL implements projects, studies and 
publications on labor, social, economic and cultural rights, and intends to influence the national 
government and international human rights bodies in favor of workers (CEDAL website, 2011; 
Moura, 2008, interview).

CEDAL promotes business social responsibility by encouraging larger business to adopt 
international standards, such as SA 8000, Global Reporting International (GRI) standards, Ethical 
Trading Initiative (ETI) standards, and AA1000. CEDAL is the pioneer organization in promoting 
business social responsibility for small scale enterprises in Peru. Since 2003 CEDAL promotes 
business social responsibility as strategy to improve social and economic performance of small 
scale enterprises in order to meet national regulation and international standards on labor rights 
and good environmental practices. By doing so, CEDAL aims to improve the position of small 
scale enterprises in the market (Moura, 2008, interview).

CEDAL’s involvement with social responsibility has to be traced back to the Consumers 
International (CI) World Congress in 1997 and the foundation of the Fair Labor Association (FLA) 
in 1998. However, the starting point of CEDAL in promoting business social responsibility was 
the elaboration in 1999 in cooperation with the Social Accountability International (SAI), of a 
set of indicators to measure labor rights in transnational companies operating in Peru (CEDAL 
website, 2011; Moura, 2008, interview). In 2004 CEDAL elaborated a proposal of certification of 
good practices in SMEs for the Ministry of Employment of Peru. The proposal did not work out 
due to the lack of incentives to encourage SMEs to adopt business social responsiblity principles 
(Moura, 2010, interview). In 2009 CEDAL elaborated an ethical code for NGOs based on the ISO 
26000. ISO 26000 is a non-certifying standard of social responsibility, officially released in 2010. 
The ethical code aimed to account the social performance of NGOs. About 50 NGOs were invited 
to sign the code, including the NGOs affiliated to Red Puentes Internacional. Only 15 NGOs 
meet the code. Lately, endorsing the code has become harder, so the initiative was cancelled. The 
difficulty was the labor issue within NGOs. NGOs were also afraid to be held accountable, since 
NGOs endorsing the code will periodically be monitored by a committee (Moura, 2008, interview; 
Moura, 2010, interview). Similarly in Paraguay the construction and implementation of a code 
for NGOs also failed. In countries like Spain and the Netherlands ethical codes for NGOs are in 
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place. Ethical codes were also intended to be applicable for companies, including SMEs, in Peru. 
Table 6.1 shows the key local and international partners of CEDAL in promoting business social 
responsibility for SMEs in Peru.

Key actors: Center of Studies for Development and Participation

The Center of Studies for Development and Participation (Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo y la 
Participación, CEDEP in Spanish acronym), founded in 1977, is a NGO specialized in strengthening 
the social and productive capacities of development agents by elaborating research into rural and 
urban social-economic development, proposing public policies and encouraging dialogues on 
human rights, and advancing sustainable development and equity (CEDEP website, 2011).

CEDEP aims to improve productive and managerial capacities of rural and urban small scale 
enterprises and the sustainable management of renewable natural resources. CEDEP provides 
financial and organizational capacities to small scale enterprises, including agribusiness, to adopt 
business social responsibility principles. Such principles include the improvement of working 
conditions for their employees, the care of workers’ health and the implementation of sustainable 
practices in production in order to increase SME productivity and their access to competitive 
national and international markets (CEDEP website, 2011; Minanya, 2007, interview; Minaya, 
2008, interview). Table 6.2 shows the key local and international agencies that support CEDEP 
in promoting social responsibility for rural and urban SMEs.

CEDEP has two regional offices: one in Ica, on the southern coast, and one in Ancash, in the 
central Andes. The national coordination office located in Lima conducts research, coordinates 
the regional offices and projects, and lobbies the national government. CEDEP implements 
projects in 7 regions of Peru including Ica, Ancash and Lima (CEDEP website, 2011). Small scale 
enterprise beneficiaries of CEDEP are placed in three regions of Peru; Lima (districts of Villa 
El Salvador and Independencia), La Libertad (districts of Trujillo, Porvenir and La Esperanza) 
and Ica (Districts of Santiago and Pueblo Nuevo). The small workshops producing for the local 
markets are placed in Lima and Trujillo. The small agri-industries placed in Ica are single SMEs, 
not producer associations, and their production is mainly oriented to international markets.

Table 6.1. Key local and international partners of CEDAL in promoting business social responsibility 
for SMEs.

Organizations/platforms

Peru Red Puentes Peru
Peruvian Network of Solidarity Economy (GRESP)

International Red Puentes Internacional
OXFAM-INTERMON (Spain)
AVINA Foundation

Source: Moura, 2008, interview; Moura, 2010, interview.
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Key actors: Red Puentes Internacional

Red Puentes Internacional, founded in 2002, is an international platform of Latin American, 
Spanish and Dutch NGOs and other civil society organizations aimed to promote and monitor 
business social responsibility in Latin American countries. By doing so, Red Puentes Internacional 
intends to protect human rights, and promotes social justice and sustainable development in the 
region of Latin America (Moura, 2010, interview; Red Puentes Internacional website, 2011).

Red Puentes affiliate 43 civil society organizations, including NGOs, of Argentina, Brasil, 
Chile, El Salvador, Spain, Mexico, Peru, The Netherlands and Uruguay (Red Puentes Internacional 
web site, 2010). The coordination of Red Puentes Internacional is currently based in Argentina 
(Moura, 2010, interview). National coordinators of Red Puentes Internacional periodically meet 
to establish the overall international agenda, together with their funding agencies. The May 2010 
meeting gathered national coordinators of Red Puentes Internacional to discuss the platform 
strategic planning for the years 2011-2013 (Declaración RPI, 2010).

Red Puentes Internacional organizes its work in three themes. The first theme monitors good 
practices of financial institutions, especially banks. This theme is led by the Dutch NGO SOMO. 
The second theme looks at the relationship between SMEs, business social responsibility and the 
national governments. NGOs of Peru, Mexico and Uruguay are leading this theme. The last theme 
deals with monitoring good practices of business through the Information Center of Business 
Behavior (CICE) (Minaya, 2007, interview; Moura; 2008, interview; Red Puentes Internacional 
website, 2011).

Table 6.2. Key local and international partners of CEDEP promoting business social responsibility 
for SMEs.

Partner organizations

International OXFAM NOVIB (the Netherlands)
EED (Germany)
ACDI –FIG (Canada)
IDB-MIF (Unites States)
CEPAL (United Nations agency)
DIAKONIA (Sweden)
Embassy of Japan in Peru
UNDP

National Private agencies CIES –IDRC
PROPUESTA CIUDADANA GROUP
the Swiss Foundation for Technical Cooperation (SwissContact Peru)
Antamina Mining Fund

Govermental agencies FONDOEMPLEO

Sources: CEDEP website, 2011; Minaya, 2007, interview.
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The Red Puentes Internacional platform has a branch in Peru, called Red Puentes Peru. Red 
Puentes Peru was founded in 2005 and focuses on issues of environment, labor rights, citizen 
participation and SMEs. Red Puentes Peru monitors the business social responsibility programs 
of larger companies, systematizes cases and develops indicators for business social responsibility, 
builds capacities in SMEs and formulates public policies (Minaya, 2007, interview; Moura; 2008, 
interview; Red Puentes Internacional website, 2011). Red Puentes Peru works in coordination 
with Red Puentes Internacional to lobby against the national government, raise public opinion 
and enhance the capacity of NGO members to influence and negotiate (Minaya, 2007, interview; 
Minaya, 2008, interview; Moura, 2008, interview). During 2010 the platform has shown scarce 
activity, mainly due to shortage of funding. OXFAM-NOVIB, the main funding agency providing 
economic support to the platform, ended its financial cooperation with Red Puentes Internacional 
in 2010. In 2010 Red Puentes Peru is composed of 9 NGOs. ASPEC is the coordinator. CEDEP 
was the former coordinator. Table 6.3 shows Red Puentes Peru, including its affiliated NGOs and 
main international partners.

Network relationships: cooperation

In promoting business social responsibility in SMEs, CEDAL and CEDEP currently collaborate with 
other NGOs, SMEs, governmental agencies, larger companies, NGO platforms and international 
cooperation agencies. Regarding cooperation with other local NGOs, CEDAL and CEDEP closely 
collaborate with COPEME, Red Social and other members of Red Puentes Peru (Minaya, 2008, 
interview; Moura, 2008, interview).

Table 6.3. Red Puentes Peru (Red Puentes Internacional website, 2011).

Country Organizations

Red Puentes Peru Asociación civil labor
Catholic relief services –Peru (CRS-Peru)
Center of studies for development and participation (CEDEP)
Labor advisory council of Peru (CEDAL)
Institute for social development networks (Red Social)
Peruvian consortium of private organizations for the promotion of small and 

medium-sized business development (COPEME)
Peruvian association of consumers and users (ASPEC)
Labor program for development (PLADES)

Spain OXFAM INTERMON
The Netherlands OXFAM-NOVIB

ICCO
SOMO
Friends of the Earth Netherlands
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NGOs affiliated with Red Puentes Peru and Red Puentes International took active participation 
in the working groups that developed the ISO 26000 in 2010. In total 88 countries participated 
in the elaboration of the ISO 26000, including Peru. Red Puentes Internacional had the official 
status of liaison NGO during the standard development. The Committee Peru of the ISO 26000 
was represented by CONCYTEC, which had as its members; CEDAL, PLADES, CEDEP, Labor 
Ilo, GEA, Peru 2021, CGTP, and governmental agencies (Moura, 2010, interview; iso2600peru 
website, 2010; iso website, 2011). As Moura stated (2010, interview) ‘the ISO 26000: 2010 creates 
a landmark in the standards promoting social and environmental good practices in all kind of 
organizations’.

Besides the Red Puentes Internacional, CEDAL and CEDEP collaborate with several platforms 
of NGOs dealing with labor rights and SME development at national and international level. In 
Peru CEDAL is affiliated, among others, with the Peruvian Network of Fair Trade and Ethical 
Consumption. At the international level, CEDAL is member of the International Network of 
the Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ESCR-Net) (Moura, 2008, interview). In the case of 
CEDEP, this NGO also collaborates with several national producer organizations, such as the 
National Convention for Peruvian Agriculture (CONVEAGRO), the Peruvian Network for Action 
in Alternative Agriculture (RAAA) and the National Association of Organic Producers (ANPE). 
At local level CEDEP is engaged with several actors, including local authorities, universities, 
unions and small business associations (CEDEP website, 2011; Minaya, 2008, interview; Moura, 
2008, interview).

Regarding cooperation with small scale enterprises, CEDAL and CEDEP help upgrading the 
social and environmental performance of small scale enterprises in Peru in order to engage them 
with larger companies (Minaya, 2007, interview; Minaya, 2008, interview; Moura, 2008, interview). 
The small scale enterprise beneficiaries commercialize their products directly to consumers or 
supply them to business intermediaries, including domestic medium-sized companies and foreign 
larger buyers. In 2009 CEDAL implemented business social responsibility principles in about 60 
small scale enterprises of garment and handy craft makers, organized in associations and clusters 
located in several districts of Lima, such as San Juan of Lurigancho and northern Lima, and 
Gamarra town in the Lima center (Moura, 2008, interview). Small garment enterprise beneficiaries 
of CEDAL supply to SARA, a Spanish larger garment retailer, and to Nautica, a global garment 
retailer. The NGO CEDEP cooperates with small and medium-sized agri-industries, small garment 
workshops, shoemakers, mental workshops and baker shops. In small scale agri-industries, as a 
strategy to promote business social responsibility, CEDEP implements good agricultural practices 
(GAP). GAP is a set of 14 principles that are used the European Union to encourage sustainable 
agriculture (environment, risk management and product quality assurance). Currently GAP 
has extended as worldwide guideline. In urban small scale enterprises, CEDEP implements the 
Human Resources and Productivity Management standards, including Total Quality and the 
Japanese Quality Management 5Ss. In a large pilot project aimed to improve working conditions 
and productivity in the Peruvian small scale enterprises during 2005-2007, CEDEP reached about 
1000 SMEs with basic trainings, and about 100 employees and 48 small agri-industries (Minaya, 
2007, interview; Minaya, 2008, interview).

Regarding cooperation with larger business, CEDAL usually monitor companies to check 
their social and environmental performance. CEDAL has cooperation ties with the garment 
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corporation WAMA SAC, the Coteexport SAC and the corporacion Topitop SAC, which are SMEs 
producing cloths for national and international markets (Moura, 2010, interview). CEDEP has 
also cooperated with Elite and Cementos Lima SA, both larger domestic companies, in raising 
awareness on occupational health in SMEs (Minaya, 2007, interview; Minaya, 2008, interview). 
CEDAL does not have direct links, neither with local garment retailers (e.g. SAGA Falabella), nor 
with international garment retailers (e.g. Ripley, SARA and Nautica). However, CEDAL looks at 
large garment and multinational retailers as potential partners for the future. CEDAL seeks to 
work together with larger companies to improve social and environmental conditions of small 
garment business as suppliers (Moura, 2008, interview). In the words of Moura (2010, interview) 
‘it is known that Ripley buys 98% of cloths from Chinese clothing enterprises and only 2% from 
Peruvian small scale enterprises. We are searching for cooperation with large clothing company 
providers in implementing business social responsibility in their small providers in Peru’.

Regarding cooperation with governmental agencies, CEDAL and CEDEP collaborate with 
public health institutions, universities and municipalities to support SMEs. Municipalities have 
provided logistical support during pilot projects for SMEs, for instance, in occupational health 
campaigns (Minaya, 2008, interview; Moura, 2008, interview).

Regarding cooperation with international cooperation agencies, CEDAL and CEDEP have 
links with OXFAM-INTERMON, OXFAM-NOVIB, ICCO, SOMO, Friends of the Earth, AVINA 
Foundation, IDB and the Swiss Foundation for Technical Cooperation (SwissContact Peru) 
(CEDAL website, 2011; CEDEP website, 2011; Moura, 2010, interview; Red Puentes Internacional, 
2010). OXFAM-NOVIB and ICCO provide funding, policy guidance and knowledge to the 
social justice network’s regional and national platforms and key actors (ICCO website, 2011; 
OXFAM-NOVIB website, 2011). SOMO is the coordinator of the platform. The aforementioned 
agencies provide to CEDAL and CEDEP several resources, such as knowledge and funding to 
promote and implement business social responsibility in small scale enterprises in Peru. While 
CEDAL works closely with OXFAM-INTERMON, with other Spanish cooperation agencies 
(e.g. Local Authority of Madrid-Spain) and with the AVINA Foundation, CEDEP has links with 
the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) and SwissContact Peru. With financial support 
of OXFAM-INTERMON, CEDAL facilitated connections of small garment workshops with 
medium and large garment companies of San Juan de Lurigancho and the Victoria, in Lima, and 
set up their committees of social responsibility. This project ended in April 2010. Additionally 
AVINA Foundation provided funding to CEDAL to develop the aforementioned proposal of the 
ethical code for NGOs. IDB provided financial support to CEDEP to improve the occupational 
health of employees and working conditions in SMEs during 2005-2007. IDB financed 80% of 
the total costs of the project and the small scale enterprise beneficiaries 20%. The project came 
out as a result of a common interest between CEDEP and IDB in supporting SMEs to increase 
their competitiveness (Minaya, 2008, interview). CEDEP also has ties with SwissContact Peru 
that provides technical guidance on occupational health and working conditions in small scale 
enterprises. International cooperation agencies promoting business social responsibility are 
connected by ties with economic actors and national governments in their respective countries 
(ICCO position paper, 2009; OXFAM-NOVIB Annual Report, 2011). In contrast, in Peru CEDAL 
and CEDEP have scarce connections with economic actors and do not have cooperation with the 
Peruvian government (Minaya, 2008, interview; Moura, 2008, interview).
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During 2010 CEDAL has been preparing projects to get funding for supporting local small 
scale enterprises. Meanwhile CEDAL has been making consultancies in fairtrade standards for 
the local garment and textile industry (Moura, 2010, interview). The national general election 
of 2011, to elect the President of the Republic of Peru, delayed the implementation of projects of 
CEDAL and CEDEP during 2011.

Network relationships: power

This section analyzes the power relations in the social justice network, focusing on key organizations 
identified in Peru and their international connections.

CEDEP and CEDAL are the key national nodes of the social justice network. Red Puentes 
Internacional is the key regional node. OXFAM-NOVIB and the Interchurch Organization for 
Development Cooperation (ICCO) are the key nodes at global level. CEDEP, CEDAL and the 
other 44 members of Red Puentes Internacional have equal power in the networks. Members 
have more or less the same opportunity to raise ideas and to build up the platform agenda. For 
instance, CEDAL and CEDEP raised the issue of business social responsibility in SMEs as a new 
theme in the platform (Minanya, 2007, interview; Minaya, 2008, interview). Asymmetrical power 
relationships are shown between the promoters and the members of Red Puentes Internacional. 
OXFAM-NOVIB and ICCO hold more power than the other NGOs affiliated to the social justice 
network. They make the final decision in setting the agenda. However, cooperation between local 
and international NGOs is present. They work in coordination using the Red Puentes platform 
to check companies and influence them to adopt business social responsibility standards and 
guidelines. On the one hand, international NGOs pressure large buyers and large stores, and 
lobby unions of larger buyers in their home countries to meet emerging social and environmental 
standards and regulations for European businesses and markets; and they pressure Peruvian 
SMEs suppliers to adopt those standards. This has been the case of OXFAM-INTERMON in 
lobbying Spanish garment stores, such as ITINTEC-SARA branding to pressure the garment small 
supplier Topitop to re-employ 600 fired employees (Moura, 2008, interview). On the other hand, 
in coordination with OXFAM-INTERMON, OXFAM-NOVIB, SOMO and Friends of the Earth, 
and with small scale enterprise associations and clusters, single small scale enterprises and unions, 
Red Puentes Peru organizes campaigns to raise public opinion and lobby the national government 
on the need of social and environmental responsibility of companies (Moura, 2008, interview).

CEDAL and CEDEP have an asymmetrical relationship with small scale enterprises. While 
these NGOs provide funding and logistical support to small scale enterprises, small scale enterprises 
are usually ‘passive’ beneficiaries. Only in some cases small scale enterprises allocate resources 
during the implementation of the project. Overall SMEs are not very enthusiastic in receiving 
those resources. Small scale enterprises, especially the urban enterprises (e.g. Industrial Park 
of Villa El Salvador), are ‘overwhelmed’ by NGOs promising support. Increasingly small scale 
enterprises are not interested in cooperating with NGOs. SMEs claim that NGOs do not deliver 
what they promise. Often small scale enterprises are engaged in cooperation with NGOs only for 
the period of project implementation. After it ends, small scale enterprises return to ‘business as 
usual’ (Minaya, 2008, interview).
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The relationship of NGOs with larger companies is quite different. Larger companies are in 
better positions to establish the conditions for cooperation than CEDAL and CEDEP. Larger 
companies have enough resources and several potential partners to implement measures of 
business social responsibility in supply chains. Larger companies have a wider set of resourceful 
partners than NGOs, including consultancy companies, business associations and business 
foundations. In the efforts not to lose ground against larger companies, NGOs established Red 
Puentes Internacional. Indeed, Red Puentes Internacional emerged as an answer to the setting up of 
Forum Empresa and FUNDES. FUNDES is an organization of regional scope with national offices 
in 10 Latin American countries. FUNDES supports SMEs and has developed a methodology for 
applying business social responsibility for Latin American SMEs. FUNDES works in cooperation 
with Forum Empresa. Another evidence of the power struggle between NGOs and businesses 
happened in Peru. CEDAL, CEDEP, COPEME and Red Social established Red Puentes Peru as 
an answer to the launching of Peru 2021 by Peruvian companies.

6.2.2 The business network

Key actors: Peru 2021

Peru 2021 promotes social responsibility as business strategy for companies operating in Peru. 
By doing so, Peru 2021 intends to position itself as an agent to reach sustainable development in 
the country (Peru 2021 website, 2010). Peru 2021 has been founded by business people in 1994. 
It is composed of a Board of Directors that leads the organization and a Board of Trustees that 
supports it. The Board of Trustees involves representatives of 52 larger Peruvian companies (Table 
6.4). Peru 2021 has a coordination office in Lima and a regional office in Arequipa.

Peru 2021 emerged out of a need of frontrunner Peruvian businesses to implement and promote 
business social responsibility good practices in Peruvian larger companies and the small scale 
companies providing them. Peru 2021 develops managerial instruments and provides expertise 
and guidance to implement business social responsibility as strategy of business management in 
companies and their value chains. For this purpose, at the core of its work, Peru 2021 promotes 
ISO 14001, eco-efficiency, sustainability reports, business social responsibility policies and related 
indicators. Peru 2021 elaborates methodologies tailored for Peruvian companies, implements 
projects, carries out consultancy, publishes publications, raises awareness among the business 
community and alliances with business associations on business social responsibility. Peru 
2021 also channels financial support, expertise and knowledge to facilitate and stimulate the 
adoption of business social responsibility by companies in Peru. It does not focus directly on 
SMEs but on larger companies and their value chains. The main clients of Peru 2021 are larger 
service companies, industries, transnational branches, NGOs, universities, business associations, 
international cooperation agencies and local banks (Peru 2021 website, 2010; Rizo-Patron 2006, 
interview; Rizo-Patron, 2007, interview).
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Table 6.4. Companies and organizations linked to Peru 2021 (Peru 2021 website, 2010).

Organizations

Board of Trustees Alicorp
Amanco del Perú S.A.
Amrop Hever
Aprenda – Grupo ACP
Asociación Atocongo Cementos Lima
Backus y Johnston S.A.
Minera Barrick
Bayer
BELCORP
Banco de Crédito del Perú – BCP
BBVA Banco Continental
Banco Interamericano de Finanzas – BIF
Compañía Minera Antamina S.A.
Compañía Minera Milpo
Compañía Minera Poderosa S.A.
Coca-Cola Servicios del Perú S.A.
DBM Perú
Eikon Comunicación e Imagen 
Empresarial S.A.C.
Empresa de Generación Eléctrica de 
Arequipa – EGASA
Empresa Periodística Nacional – EPENSA
Ernst & Young
Estudio Grau
Ferreyros S.A.
Incalpaca TPX
InVita

Kimberly Clark
La Viga S.A.
Natura
Nextel del Perú S.A.
Odebrecht
Pacific Comunicación Estratégica
Pacífico-Peruano Suiza
Pfizer
Plastisur S.A.
Prodac Bekaert
ProFuturo AFP
Perú Waste Innovation S.A.C.
Qualitas del Perú
Repsol del Perú
Red de Energía del Perú
San Fernando S.A.
Securitas del Perú
Siderpers
Southern Perú Copper Corporation
Telefónica del Perú
Terminar Internacional del Sur
Toyota del Perú
Universidad de San Martín de Porres
Votorantim Metais – Cajamarquilla S.A.
Xstrata Tintaya S.A.
Minera Yanacocha
Yura S.A.

Peru National Confederation of businesses (CONFIEP)
National of Exporters (ADEX)
Cámara de Comercio Americana del Perú
Cámara de Comercio e Industria de Arequipa
Cámara de Comercio de Lima
Instituto Peruano de Administración de empresas
Pontificia Universidad Católica del Perú
Universidad del Pacífico
Grupo GEA

>>
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Key actors: Forum Empresa

Forum Empresa, founded in 1997, is a continental platform of 19 Latin American and North 
American NGOs, which promotes business social responsibility in the region of Latin America. 
The platform affiliates about 2,400 companies. Forum Empresa is a platform of NGOs established 
by business people to facilitate connections and exchange of information and knowledge about 
business social responsibility in Latin America. Forum Empresa provides funding to their members 
to implement projects on business social responsibility (Forum Empresa website, 2011). The key 
members of Forum Empresa are Institute Ethos of Brazil and the Colombian Center of Social 
Responsibility. The Instituto Ethos is implementing the Latin American Program of Business Social 
Responsibility (PLARSE). In cooperation with Peru 2021 and other members of Forum Empresa, 
PLARSE aims to develop indicators to measure business social responsibility in Latin American 
countries (PLARSE website, 2011). Acción RSE of Chile, one of the members of Forum Empresa, 
is leading the promotion of business social responsibility in value chains of larger companies, 
including SMEs (Forum Empresa, 2010). Several intergovernmental organizations, financial 
institutions, international cooperation agencies, business foundations and business platforms are 
linked to Forum Empresa (Table 6.5).

Network relationships: cooperation

In this section the relationships in the business network is described, particularly the connections 
and cooperation of Peru 2021 with other NGOs, business associations, SMEs, universities, national 
governmental agencies and international cooperation agencies.

Regarding cooperation with NGOs at the Latin American regional level, Peru 2021 cooperates 
with NGOs affiliated to Forum Empresa. Peru 2021 has strong ties with Brazilian and Chilean 
NGOs. Together with the Ethos Institute of Brazil, Peru 2021 developed indicators to measure the 
social performance of companies. Both NGOs have also elaborated case studies on sustainability 
reports of Peruvian companies. During 2004-2007 Forum Empresa implemented a project to 
promote social responsibility at larger companies and SMEs in Brazil, Chile, El Salvador and Peru. 
Peru 2021 received inputs from key NGOs with expertise in the application of business social 
responsibility principles in SMEs, especially from Chilean NGOs, such as Action RSE, FUNDES 

Organizations

International Forum Empresa
Instituto Ethos
Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)
Inter-American Development Banck (BID)
World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD)
AVINA Foundation 

Table 6.4. Continued.
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Chile, Prohumana and Vincularse. Peru 2021 has also links with the Argentinean Institute of 
Business Social Responsibility (IARSE) and the Colombian Center of Social Responsibility (Rizo-
Patron 2006, interview; Rizo-Patron, 2007, interview; Rizo-Patron, 2008, interview).

Regarding cooperation with NGOs at the national level, Peru 2021 participated together with 
PLADES and CEDAL in the development of the ISO 26000 standard at the Peruvian working 
group of the International Standard Organization (Carpio, 2010, interview). Other local NGOs 
that have cooperative links with Peru 2021 are Gestión ARCE and Responde Peru (Rizo-Patron, 
2008, interview).

Several local organizations including NGOs, companies and universities involved in the 
promotion of business social responsibility in Peru launched a national platform of social 
responsibility, but it did not stand for long. Peru 2021 and CEDAL were part of the initiative. 
Referring to this failure, Rizo-Patron (2008, interview) concludes; ‘it is hard to work with 
heterogeneous actors. The platform had a wider agenda and lacked financial support. A similar 
situation happened with the Global Compact national platform. Peru 2021 prefers to work with 
platforms that focus on business’.

Regarding cooperation with larger companies, Peru 2021 closely cooperates with larger domestic 
companies affiliated to the Peru 2021’s Board of Trustees. These companies are services companies, 
banks and larger extractive companies. As part of the aforementioned Forum Empresa’s project 

Table 6.5. The Forum Empresa platform (Forum Empresa website, 2011).

Organizations

Business NGOs Fundación del Tucumán (Argentina)
Instituto Argentino de Responsabilidad 
Social Empresaria (IARSE)
Forética Argentina
Instituto Ethos (Brasil)
COBORSE (Bolivia)
CBSR (Canada)
Acción RSE (Chile)
CCRE (Colombia)
AED (Costa Rica)
CERES (Ecuador)

BSR (United States)
FUNDEMÁS (El Salvador) 
FUNDAHRSE (Honduras)
Cemefi (México)
uniRSE (Nicaragua)
IntegraRSE (Panamá)
ADEC (Paraguay)
Perú 2021 (Perú)
ConectaRSE (Puerto Rico)
DERES (Uruguay)
Cedice (Venezuela)

Ally BID
ICCO
AVINA Foundation

Sponsors CEMEX
P&G
Telefonica
HSBC
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on business social responsibility, Peru 2021 engaged with 5 larger domestic companies: Backus, 
Banco de Crédito del Perú, Banco Interamericano de Finanzas, Profuturo AFP and Telefónica 
del Perú. Peru 2021 supports these 5 companies to manage their business social responsibility 
programs, particularly elaborating the company’s reports on sustainability and indicators of social 
responsibility. Peru 2021 also works closely with CONFIEP and ADEX, the two main Peruvian 
business associations (Rizo-Patron, 2007, interview; Rizo-Patron, 2008; interview). Additionally, 
Peru 2021 has ties with consultancy companies, particularly with Qualitas del Peru and Bureau 
Veritas (Rizo-Patron, 2008, interview)

Regarding cooperation with SMEs, Peru 2021 only works with SMEs that provide goods and 
services to larger companies (Peru 2021 website, 2010). During the years 2002-2005 Peru 2021 
executed the ‘chain’ project (the so called ‘Cadena Productiva Sostenible Perú 2021’, in Spanish), 
aimed to certify frontrunner SMEs for fulfilling the environmental management system (EMS) 
standard ISO 14001. SMEs participating in the project had to be linked to a value chain of larger 
companies. Besides ISO 4001, standards of business social responsibility and eco-efficiency were 
implemented. Moreover, as part of the aforementioned regional project of Forum Empresa, 41 
Latin American SMEs implemented business social responsibility principles. In Peru, as part of 
the same project, 10 SMEs that provided good and services to larger companies participated: 
Cadillo Comunicación Gráfica, Corporación de Alta Tecnología – CALTEC, Editorial Pacasmayo, 
Excellent Courier, EXACT, HGM – Soporte y Soluciones, Innovación Empresarial, Polinomio, 
TAI HENG and Tecnogas. Peru 2021 collaborated most with SMEs providing services to larger 
companies, but not with SMEs that are part of productive value chains, such as garment enterprises 
and agri-industries.

Regarding cooperation with universities, Peru 2021 closely works with the Catolica University’s 
Institute of Quality and the Pacifico University’s Research Center (CIUP) in public awareness and 
elaboration of studies on business social responsibility. In cooperation with both universities, Peru 
2021 organizes fairs on annual bases (the so called ‘Expoferia’) on business social responsibility 
in the cities of Lima, Trujillo and Arequipa (Rizo-Patron, 2006, interview).

With respect to cooperation with national governmental agencies, Peru 2021 has ties with 
the Ministry of Environment (MINAM) and the Ministry of Work and Employment Promotion’s 
Center for the Promotion of Small and Micro Enterprises (PROMPYME) (Rizo-Patron, 2006, 
interview; Rizo-Patron, 2007, interview; Rizo-Patron, 2008; interview).

Peru 2021 is linked with several international cooperation agencies: the inter-American 
development bank (IDB), the Multilateral Investment Fund (MIF), the Organization of American 
States (OAS), the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA), AVINA Foundation, 
ICCO, the Global Compact Initiative, the Business for Social Responsibility platform (BSR), 
Price Waterhouse Coopers, Swiss contact Peru and the World Business Council for Sustainable 
Development (WBCSD) (Peru 2021 website, 2010; Rizo-Patron, 2006, interview; Rizo-Patron, 
2007, interview; Rizo-Patron, 2008; interview). IDB has provided support to Peru 2021 and to 
Forum Empresa in terms of policy guidance and funding to promote sustainable business at the 
Latin American regional level, particularly for SMEs. The IDB policies on business development 
at regional level are operationalized through MIF (IDB website, 2011). IDB was the pioneer 
agency promoting engagement of SMEs suppliers in business social responsibility efforts of 
larger buyers (IDB website, 2011). It also provided financial support to Peru 2021 for the ‘chain’ 
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project (2002-2005) and for the Forum Empresa regional project (2004-2007). In 2007 Peru 2021 
applied to IDB for funding to implement social responsibility in value chains in Peruvian larger 
companies, including their SME providers but the application did not work out (Rizo-Patron, 
2007, interview; Rizo-Patron, 2008, interview). Peru 2021 applied again for IDB funding in 2010, 
together with other members of Forum Empresa, to evaluate the SMEs participating in the former 
regional project (Carpio, 2010, interview). The national presidential election of 2011 has delayed 
the start of that project.

In 2001 Peru 2021 became the national node of the global platform WBCSD. WBCSD is the 
international platform of companies to explore sustainable development, share knowledge and 
best practices, and to advocate the business position in a variety of forums in the five continents 
(Peru 2021 website, 2010; Rizo-Patron, 2006, interview; Rizo-Patron, 2007, interview; Rizo-Patron, 
2008; interview).

Network relationships: power

This section analyzes the power relations in the business network, focusing on the key organizations 
identified in Peru and their international connections. Peru 2021 is the key national node of this 
business network. The regional nodes are the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), the 
Organization of American States (OAS) and Forum Empresa. The key global node is the World 
Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD).

Peru 2021 has symmetrical power relations with larger domestic companies in terms of 
exchange of resources. For instance, establishing the institutional agenda of Peru 2021 is done in 
coordination with the Board of Trustees’ companies (Rizo-Patron, 2008, interview). Moreover, 
Peru 2021 works in alliance with the Board of Trustees’ larger companies to influence the Peruvian 
business community towards sustainable practices (Peru 2021 website, 2010). Peru 2021 and 
the Board of Trustees’ companies work on a mutual benefit basis. While Peru 2021 provides 
expertise and funding for larger companies to implement business social responsible projects, 
larger companies need Peru 2021 to help them to implement and advertise their business social 
responsibility initiatives and to safeguard their ‘licence to operate’. SMEs have asymmetrical power 
relations with their buyers and with Peru 2021. Larger companies govern the value chain and set 
the conditions for their SME providers, as shown in the business social responsibility projects 
involving SME suppliers. Small scale enterprises are passive recipients of resources and conditions 
in the business network.

Peru 2021 and the other members of Forum Empresa have more symmetrical power relations. 
Forum Empresa not only facilitates the exchange of information and knowledge among its 
members but also connects its members with international cooperation agencies, for instance, 
the aforementioned transfer of expertise from Chilean NGOs to Peru 2021 on the application of 
business social responsibility for SMEs. Additionally, the fact that in the business network business 
representatives are part of NGOs and NGOs closely work with companies minimizes conflicts.

International cooperation agencies, project operators and SME beneficiaries have asymmetrical 
power relations in the business network. Regional and national key actors perform as project 
operators. They channel resources from global nodes to larger domestic companies, including 
SME providers. The power position in the business network of, for instance, IDB and WBCSD, 
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is based on their capacity to provide resources in terms of finances, knowledge, agenda setting, 
policy guidance, managerial instruments and credibility, to affiliated and allied NGOs and network 
actors operating at the national level. Peru 2021 operationalizes policies from IDB and WBCSD 
to support larger domestic companies and SMEs to adopt business social responsibility principles 
(Peru 2021 website, 2010). Asymmetrical power relations among actors in the business network 
are accepted by actors as a given division of tasks with mutual benefits.

6.2.3 Networks: patterns, challenges and trends

In this section the main patterns, challenges and trends of the social justice network and the 
business network are described, under the heading of cooperation, power relations, challenges 
and trends.

Cooperation

Cooperation of actors in the networks of business social responsibility has three characteristics: 
(1) cooperation is limited to the network members; (2) cooperation depends on the density of 
connections; and (3) cooperation is intermediated by local NGOs.

Cooperation of actors is limited to their own networks, either the social justice network or 
the business network. In the case of Peru 2021 cooperation is restricted to NGOs working closely 
with companies. CEDAL and CEDEP work together as they are part of the social justice network, 
but do not have ties with Peru 2021 that belong to the business network. CEDAL and CEDEP 
prefer to work with other NGOs rather than emphasize checking the social and environmental 
performance of larger companies. Red Puentes Internacional and Forum Empresa are parallel 
platforms in Latin America. Similarly, Red Puentes Peru and the Peru 2021’s Board of Trustees are 
parallel platforms promoting business social responsibility in Peru. It is worth mentioning that 
lack of cooperation between both networks is especially relevant at the institutional level. At the 
individual level both networks have collaborative ties. For instance, NGOs staff professionals of 
both networks usually exchange information. And NGOs of Red Puentes and Peru 2021 worked 
together to elaborate the Peruvian proposal for developing the ISO 26000. Furthermore, each 
network involves different types of NGOs. The social justice network involves NGOs with a long 
history, working usually on social justice issues. The involvement of social justice NGOs with 
SMEs and supply chains of larger companies originate from the last decade. The business network 
involves NGOs closely working with larger companies. NGOs in both networks are expanding 
their connections beyond their traditional social sphere. In the case of the social justice network, 
NGOs used to be engaged only with human rights and social movement organizations but they 
are now expanding their connections towards economic actors. The targets are individual small 
scale enterprises, and clusters and associations of small scale enterprises producing for local and 
international markets. An example is the motivation of CEDAL to explore links with transnational 
buyers in the clothing industry. A summary of the main actors and platforms of the networks 
of business social responsibility is presented in Table 6.6. An overview of the business social 
responsibility networks is presented in Figure 6.1.
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The second characteristic of these networks is that they are densely connected at the global pole 
and scarcely connected at local pole. IDB, ICCO and OXFAM-NOVIB, among others, exchange 
resources more intensely than local NGOs and SMEs located at local pole. Furthermore, common 
connections to both networks are also found at the global pole. For instance, IBD and ICCO are 
part of both networks. IDB has funded projects of CEDEP, Forum Empresa and Peru 2021. ICCO 
also provides funding to Red Puentes Internacional and has connections with IDB. Furthermore, 
most SMEs, both rural and urban enterprises, including those with certain economic stability, 
are isolated from each other with scarce ties among them. SME associations are disconnected 

Table 6.6. Main actors and platforms in business social responsibility networks for SMEs in Peru.

Networks National 
actors

National 
platforms

Regional platforms Regional/global 
actors

Global 
platform

Social Justice CEDAL, 
CEDEP

Red Puentes Peru Red Puentes Internacional OXFAM-NOVIB, 
ICCO

–

Business Peru 2021 Board of Trustees Forum Empresa IDB WBCSD

Figure 6.1. Map of the networks of business social responsibility, including key actors, platforms and 
connections.
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and segmented, especially in those of urban small scale enterprises, making connections with 
the networks of social responsibility harder. SMEs in the social justice network do look for links 
with larger companies. For instance, clusters and associations of clothing and handcraft small 
scale enterprises are recently emerging in the local market looking for ties with larger buyers. 
Finally, at the local pole the social justice network actors (e.g. CEDEP and OXFAM/NOVIB) have 
connections with actors (e.g. ANPE, RAAA) of the organic production networks. However, those 
connections do not end up in collaborative projects yet.

Finally, cooperation between SMEs and larger companies and between SMEs and international 
cooperation agencies is intermediated by local NGOs. For instance, CEDAL and CEDEP cooperate 
with SMEs to connect them with local larger and medium-sized buyers and exporters for 
international markets in the garment, handicraft and food industry. Peru 2021 works in close 
cooperation with larger companies incorporating standards of business social responsibility at the 
management level of the company and their SME suppliers. International cooperation agencies are 
not able to work directly with SMEs, as they need the intermediation of local NGOs to reach SMEs.

Power relations

Power relations of actors in the networks of business social responsiblity have three characteristics: 
(1) they are asymmetrical power relations; (2) local NGOs strongly depend on global nodes; and 
(3) key network actors and SMEs have different interests.

International cooperation agencies, local NGOs and SMEs have asymmetrical relations with 
unequal distribution of power. At one pole of the networks international cooperation agencies 
are located, with capacities to set the network agenda, guide policies and provide funding. The 
other pole locates small scale enterprises with scarce ties among each other and with market 
actors. Although local NGOs are the mediators between both poles, they have scarce power in 
the networks and hardly establish agendas and influence policy guidelines. In the case of the 
platforms, Forum Empresa is less asymmetrical than Red Puentes Internacional regarding the 
relations among their affiliated organizations. Peru 2021 has more equal power relations with 
larger domestic companies. Finally, international cooperation agencies and local NGOs show 
strong top-down power relations towards SMEs in both networks.

Secondly, local NGOs are self-interested organizations competing for funding resources, 
especially from international cooperation agencies to implement projects of business social 
responsibility in SMEs. NGOs affiliated with the social justice network present higher degree of 
dependency on funding than NGOs affiliated with the business network. NGOs of the business 
network have more diversified sources of funding, as they also receive funding from larger 
companies, business associations, business foundations and international NGOs.

Third, neither are SMEs interested in gaining power positions in the networks, nor are the 
networks interested in including SMEs as actors. This mismatch is caused by different interests of 
SMEs and key network actors. While most SMEs perform in the frame of ‘business as usual’ aiming 
to get enough income to survive, key actors of both networks are interested in improving the social 
and environmental downsides of global value chains. Only SMEs that are part of exporting supply 
chains or SMEs that are eager to become suppliers are included in the networks as beneficiaries. 
The social justice network and the business network do not have links with the majority of SMEs in 
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Peru, as NGOs only reach SMEs that are suppliers, or have enough capabilities to become suppliers, 
of larger companies. International cooperation agencies, in cooperation with international and 
local NGOs design policies, offer funding and allocate expertise, but many SMEs are reluctant 
to collaborate and prefer to keep at distance from the networks of social responsibility. Most 
SMEs scarcely buy-in business social responsibility, though promoters make tremendous effort 
in promoting it. SMEs take the position of passive beneficiaries. As a way to gain legitimacy with 
their SME beneficiaries, NGOs are trying to act by example with only limited success. For instance, 
CEDAL and other like-minded NGOs have encouraged the NGO community of Peru to adopt 
an ethical code of social accountability, but most NGOs did not adopt it. Moreover, micro and 
small scale enterprises supplying to local markets are excluded from the agenda of both networks. 
This means that the networks of business social responsibility exclude most SMEs, missing the 
opportunity for furthering social responsibility in the entire local business community in Peru.

6.2.4 Conclusions

a. The social justice network and the business network are the main networks involved in the 
promotion of business social responsibility for SMEs in Peru. Despites the fact that both 
networks are working on the same issue, they do not have ties and thus only limited cooperation. 
This makes cooperation very selective and limited to the network members, especially at the 
local and regional level. Networks promoting business social responsibility are structured 
in platforms at national, regional and global level. At each level there are key actors. At the 
national level key actors are local NGOs and larger companies. SME beneficiaries include small 
scale suppliers of larger companies, associations and clusters of SMEs in sectors of interest 
for international markets. Platforms at the national level are Red Puentes Peru and the Peru 
2021’s Board of Trustees. At the regional level the platforms are Red Puentes International 
and Forum Empresa. International cooperation agencies are the main promoters of business 
social responsibility at regional and global levels.

b. Power relations between network nodes and SMEs are asymmetrical. Local NGOs strongly 
depend on global nodes for resources to perform their intermediary roles in the networks. 
Larger companies have more balanced power relations with business NGOs than with social 
justice NGOs. Neither are SMEs interested in gaining power positions in the networks, nor 
do the networks offer conditions to include them as legitimate actors in the networks. The 
network global nodes are only interested in building up cooperation with small scale enterprises 
that are capable to be suppliers of larger buyers. There is no interest in micro and small scale 
enterprises oriented to local markets. Small scale suppliers rely on international cooperation 
agencies and larger buyers to improve their social and environmental downsides, but they are 
just passive beneficiaries.

c. Two types of NGOs are identified in the networks: social justice NGOs and business NGOs. 
While social justice NGOs are in a better position to be linked with SMEs, business NGOs are 
in better position to be linked with larger companies. Social justice NGOs are more involved 
with clusters of small scale garment, agri-industries and shoemaker workshops eager to be part 
of global supply chains; or with larger buyers interested in incorporating sustainable practices 
in their small scale suppliers. Business NGOs usually collaborate with insurance, financing and 
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natural resources extractive companies and their supply chains. However, both types of NGOs 
look for possibilities to influence larger companies and their small scale providers to adopt 
business social responsibility. This finding provides evidence that actors of both networks are 
expanding their ties. While social justice NGOs are moving from social to economic roles, 
companies and social justice NGOs are moving from economic to social roles. At the meantime, 
small scale enterprises are getting closer to larger companies by becoming their suppliers.

d. The most important challenge that NGOs are facing in promoting business social responsibility 
for SMEs, next to the limitations of expertise and funding, is to convince SMEs to adopt 
business social responsibility standards and guidelines. Most SMEs lack of motivation to adopt 
them. SMEs are also reluctant to collaborate with NGOs due to the mistrust towards them. 
This is so because SMEs are excluded from decision making by the key network actors and 
platforms. Finally, NGOs have limited connection with the social nets of SMEs. Increasing 
ties with SMEs might likely contribute to cooperation between the social justice network and 
business network.

6.3 Discourse analysis of business social responsibility

6.3.1 Introduction

NGOs are very active agents in promoting business social responsibility for SMEs. Therefore, 
analyzing the perspectives of agents involved in such promotion becomes relevant. NGOs follow a 
particular set of views to reach SMEs. Those views are clustered in two discourses: the discourse of 
‘business upgrading’ and the discourse of ‘corporate responsibility’. Additionally, NGOs endorsing 
the business social responsibility discourses can be clustered in three groups: ‘Traditional’ NGOs, 
‘technocratic’ NGOs and ‘business’ NGOs.

Based on the Dryzek’s (1997) definition of discourse, business social responsibility can be 
seen as a diverse set of assumptions, judgments and contentions. Each discourse of business 
social responsibility is a shared way to apprehending improvement on production efficiency 
encompassing plausible storylines or accounts about production and the market by agents 
including NGOs, SMEs and micro-enterprises, business associations, governmental agencies 
and international cooperation agencies. The discourse analysis of business social responsibility 
focuses on views about production, the market and environmental sustainability, and the role of 
key agents involved in making production of SMEs sustainable.

The discourses of business social responsibility are analyzed following the methodology of 
Dryzek (1997), as described in depth in Chapter 3. Four elements are analyzed to construct 
storylines: (1) basic entities acknowledged; (2) assumptions about natural relationships; (3) agents 
and their motives; and (4) key metaphors and other rhetorical devices.

Discourses of business social responsibility

The discourse of ‘business upgrading’ and the discourse of ‘corporate responsibility’ have 
communalities and differences in their views (Table 6.7). The communalities are that both discourses 
identify the same key actors: larger companies, international cooperation agencies and NGOs. 
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Also, both discourses consider the role of larger companies central in triggering improvement 
of small suppliers in value chains. The difference relates to the focus of each discourse. While 
the business upgrading discourse focuses on small scale enterprises, the corporate responsibility 
discourse focuses on large companies.

The business upgrading discourse encompasses the idea of business social responsibility as a 
strategy that matches the perspectives of economic and social priorities with that of sustainability. 
The discourse focuses on small scale enterprises engaged in low and high profitable value chains. 
The main motivations of agents are to build connections of small scale enterprises with sustainable 
value chains and to influence ‘conventional’ value chains to become sustainable. ‘Traditional’ 
NGOs and small scale enterprises are forced to change their perspectives about traditional ways 
to conceptualize business. Business upgrading highlights the idea of cooperation between NGOs 
and companies to support small scale providers. Internalizing social and environmental concerns 
in small scale enterprises is seen as key contribution to their competitiveness.

The corporate responsibility discourse encompasses the idea of business social responsibility as 
a strategy of larger companies to become sustainable. Larger companies are seen as ‘pullers’ of small 
scale providers of profitable value chains. Most small scale enterprises that are part of informal and 
low profitable value chains are seen as incapable to adopt business social responsibility. Only small 
scale providers attached to profitable value chains have capacities to adopt social and environmental 

Table 6.7. Overview of business social responsibility discourses. 

Discourse Business upgrading Corporate responsibility

Storylines Business social responsibility is seen as the 
strategy to match economic and social 
rights with sustainability. Connecting 
small scale enterprises with larger 
companies and influencing them to 
become sustainable are central in the 
discourse 

Business social responsibility is seen 
as strategy that contributes to the 
sustainability of larger companies and their 
supply value chains. Only small providers 
of profitable value chains have capacities to 
adopt social and environmental standards

Type of NGOs Conventional NGOs Business NGOs, technocratic NGOs

Subscriber CEDAL, 
CEDEP, 
APOMIPE

Peru 2021, 
Responde, 
Impulsa Peru, 
APCPROCALVIDA, 
CAJ, 
DESCO, 
GEA-Perú, 
SASE Asociación civil, 
CER
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standards and guidelines. The discourse focuses on profitable larger companies and their small 
scale providers. The main motivation of agents is to make larger companies sustainable at the 
long-term. NGOs cooperate with larger companies and share perspectives about the social role 
of business. ‘Technocratic’ NGOs and ‘business’ NGOs subscribe to this discourse.

The business upgrading discourse and the corporate responsibility discourse came out of 
radical opposing discourses. The business upgrading discourse has its roots in the ‘rights’ discourse. 
The corporate responsibility discourse has its origin in the ‘liberal market’ discourse. The rights 
discourse embodies the idea that powerful actors, such as larger companies have self-interested 
motivations and potentially are able to harm society by abusing basic human rights of citizens and 
workers (ESCR-Net website, 2010; Lusiani & Feeney, 2009). Rights involve not only the political 
rights of freedom to speech, but also labor and cultural rights (OHCHR website, 2010; UN website, 
2010). In this discourse, companies mistrust NGOs and unions. Unions also mistrust companies. 
So, companies, unions and NGOs are involved in an ‘adversarial’ culture. The adversarial culture 
involves struggling, conflicting and opposing views between companies as ‘the exploiters’ and 
workers as the ‘exploited’. As NGOs have a tradition of defending labor rights of workers, companies 
perceive them as adversaries. In the words of Moura (2008, interview) ‘unions understand business 
social responsibility as the responsibility of the employers to improve the salary of workers. As long 
as workers obtain higher salary they do not care about the environment. Unions are only focusing 
on labor rights and the International Labor Organization (ILO) regulations in the struggle against 
their transnational employers’. ‘Pressure’ and ‘demands’ are key rhetorical devices in this discourse. 
In contrast, the liberal market discourse embodies the idea that the owning and operating of 
the means of production by businesses form the bases for societal welfare. In a statement, the 
WTO’s Director-General (WTO website, 2010) stressed that ‘the opening of national markets to 
international trade, with justifiable exceptions or with adequate flexibilities, will encourage and 
contribute to sustainable development, raise people’s welfare, reduce poverty, and foster peace and 
stability’. The liberal market discourse considers the market driven supply and demand central 
mechanisms to determine investments, distribution, income and pricing of goods and services. 
Companies are central actors and are the engines that deliver goods and services for satisfying the 
demands of consumers. As individuals seek for their own benefit in society by their own means, 
the role of institutions, particularly the national government and NGOs, are to set the stage for 
market actors. ‘Freedom’ and ‘growth’ are key rhetorical devices in this discourse.

In the next sections, the discourse of business upgrading and the discourse of corporate 
responsibility are developed in more detail.

6.3.2 Business upgrading discourse

Let’s improve small business competitiveness by upgrading their social and environmental 
performance!

Business upgrading is seen as an opportunity for improving the competitiveness of small scale 
enterprises. The upgrading is in terms of adopting social and environmental standards by small 
scale enterprises to be more competitive in the market. ‘Brave’ small scale enterprises, individual 
ones or organized in clusters or associations, are able to gain access to new markets and connect 
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with social responsible value chains. An overview of the discourse of business upgrading is 
summarized in Table 6.8.

Basic entities acknowledged

The liberal market is acknowledged. The liberal market is understood as consisting of global 
chains of transnational companies and financial institutions with large amount of resources and 
worldwide connections. It encompasses competitive local and international markets connected 
in global value chains. As the option to operate outside the liberal market boundaries becomes 
increasingly less feasible, small scale enterprises have no other choice than to move for upgrading 
their business and connect to transnational company’s value chains. The upgrading of business is 
seen as a compulsory condition for small scale enterprises to access competitive markets, since it 
implies sophisticated rules and requirements.

Business social responsibility is also acknowledged. Business social responsibility is understood 
as a strategy to upgrade social, environmental and economic performance of small scale enterprises. 
Upgrading includes, for instance, increase the standardization of production, eco-efficiency, 

Table 6.8. Business upgrading discourse.

Elements Business upgrading

Basic entities recognized or 
constructed

Liberal market
Business social responsibility
Social and environmental standards, guidelines and ethical codes
International cooperation agencies, the Red Puentes, transnational 

companies, municipalities and the national government 
Assumptions about natural in 

relationships
Solidarity
Hierarchy
Nature is understood in economic terms and environment as synonym 

of working conditions
Agents and their motives International cooperation agencies: competitiveness and sustainability of 

small scale enterprises
NGOs, both international and local: support small scale enterprises to 

meet social and environmental requirements of competitive markets
Larger companies: keep their position at the market
Frontrunner small scale enterprises: market expansion
National government: irresponsible agent 

Key metaphors and other 
rhetorical devices

Profitable markets are something ‘vital’ for the surviving of small scale 
enterprises

‘Human rights’, ‘vulnerable social groups’ and ‘global standards’, ‘codes 
of conduct’, ‘voluntary norms’, ‘ethical norms’ and ‘self-regulation 
management standards’ 
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improvement of working conditions, occupational health and safety and risk prevention, and labor 
and environmental standards adoption. The upgrading enhances the possibility of small scale 
enterprises to access new markets and become suppliers of profitable value chains. The discourse 
highlights the idea that without considering access to profitable markets, it is impossible for small 
scale enterprises to grow. In the discourse, growth means not only incremental accumulation 
of capital and economic stability in the market, but also social and environmental upgrading. 
Competitiveness and sustainability of small scale enterprises are seen as requirement for long-
term profit making. The improvement of the quality of employment, the working conditions and 
the skills of workers is seen as central in this discourse. In the words of Minaya (2008, interview) 
‘improvement of economic factors, such as market information, financing and managerial 
instruments contribute to economic growth of SMEs. But those factors do not necessarily impact 
in their social performance, for instance, in the quality of employment that small scale enterprises 
offer’. In the words of Moura (2008, interview), ‘business social responsibility helps to widen the 
usually narrow way to approach the growth of SMEs and to understand the development of small 
scale enterprise in terms of their integral sustainability at the long-term’. The business upgrading 
discourse is seen in line with the liberal market discourse in terms of considering companies 
central in economy but highlighting their social and environmental performance.

Social and environmental standards, guidelines and ethical codes are acknowledged as 
voluntary instruments to measure the social and environmental performance, including among 
others SA 8000, ISO 14001, OSHA, GRI, Dow Jones Sustainability Indexes, Global Compact 
and Millennium Development Goals. The adoption of standards, guidelines and ethical codes 
are the only feasible way to legitimatize companies within the liberal market economy. As 
Moura stated (2008, interview) ‘the standardization of production in small scale enterprises 
is a necessary requirement to survive global market pressure’. Standards are seen as departure 
point for upgrading small scale enterprises and cooperation with stakeholders. The adoption of 
standards and social responsibility good practices is not seen as a privilege of larger companies, 
but as a reachable aim for small scale enterprises. Social responsibility in terms of protecting and 
promoting human rights is applicable to all businesses regardless their size and type. According to 
the discourse proponents, implementing socially responsible principles does not imply necessarily 
high investments. Several small scale enterprises in Peru have been identified with good social 
responsible practices, for instance Ice cream Holanda, the clothing enterprise El Ayni, the agri-
industries Chapi and Labrocasa. Another example is the emergence of ethical banks, such as 
Popolo bank and Triods bank that finance socially responsible small businesses (Moura, 2008, 
interview). Also, the launching of the ISO 26000 in 2010 is considered a landmark in the promotion 
of social responsibility worldwide, because it becomes applicable for all types of organizations, 
beyond businesses.

Other basic entities recognized in this discourse are international cooperation agencies, the 
Red Puentes platform, transnational companies, municipalities and the national government.

Assumptions about natural relations

Solidarity is at the core of the business upgrading discourse. Subscriber organizations are moved 
by solidarity values towards small scale enterprises. NGOs see themselves as protectors of social 
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and economic rights of vulnerable people. This role positions NGOs as intermediaries between 
international cooperation agencies and small scale enterprises. Solidarity is not seen as charity 
but as support to economic development of disadvantaged small scale enterprises. Business social 
responsibility is seen as a common framework that facilitates cooperation between companies, 
NGOs, unions and other actors to improve economic, social and environmental performance of 
small scale enterprises and engage them in global supply chains.

Relations between organizations are hierarchical based on connectedness. Organizations 
such as larger companies with dense connections with global actors and NGOs are considered 
powerful actors and are located at the top. Organizations such as small scale enterprises with 
scarce connections with global actors are considered less powerful actors located at the bottom.

The relationship with nature is understood instrumentally: nature is input for production. The 
term ‘environment’ is frequently used to refer to the good conditions for business competitiveness 
such as safety, occupational health and risk prevention. Environmental protection is seen as a factor 
that contributes to improve performance of human resources within small scale enterprises. The 
ultimate aim of environmental protection is business competitiveness and economic sustainability 
of small scale enterprises.

Agents and their motives

Agency is granted to collective actors working in networks of global reach. International 
cooperation agencies and NGOs have agency. Agents elaborate policies, strategies and projects 
in mutual cooperation to trigger the upgrading and increase of competitiveness and sustainability 
of small scale enterprises. NGOs endorsing this discourse match the international agreements 
on human rights and the standards on business social responsibility. In this way, based on social 
and globally accepted environmental standards, NGOs aim to collaborate with economic actors, 
break down the adversarial culture against business and go beyond governmental regulation. 
NGOs subscribing this discourse, on the one hand, aim to build clusters and associations of 
frontrunning small scale enterprises and connections with larger buyers. On the other hand, 
NGOs aim to support larger companies and their small providers to adopt socially responsible 
codes of conduct and standards in the whole value chain (Minaya, 2008, interview; Moura, 
2008, interview). Traditional strategies of supporting SMEs, such as formalization, micro-credits 
and product quality improvement, are seen as attached to socially responsible management of 
small scale enterprises. Moreover, NGOs are involved in monitoring the claims of transnational 
companies and their local subsidiaries regarding their commitment on social responsibility and 
compliance to national regulation. This means that NGOs seek to influence larger companies 
and their suppliers by monitoring their social and environmental performance. Finally, NGOs 
build capacities and raise awareness about social responsibility and its advantages for small scale 
enterprises and small providers to and unions of larger companies.

Larger companies are considered allies of NGOs in the improvement of social and environmental 
conditions of SMEs. Socially responsible larger companies seek to improve their position in the 
global market, meet international standards, access niche markets, and meet the demands of 
pressure groups, watch dog organizations and consumers. Socially responsible companies have 
higher value at markets, higher rewards from consumers and gain social legitimacy. Retailers, 
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buyers and dealers are central in the discourse. Companies that are not socially responsible risk 
their brand prestige, for instance when a small provider of a transnational company violates the 
ban on child labor (Moura, 2008, interview). Companies become socially responsible due to 
pressure from stakeholders.

Most small scale enterprises are not powerful agents. Small scale enterprises with agency 
capacities are organized in clusters and associations to supply value change of larger companies. 
This is the case with small scale garment enterprises, small scale handicraft enterprises and 
shoemaker enterprises (Minaya, 2008, interview; Moura, 2008, interview). Small and medium-
sized agri-industries subscribing to the business upgrading discourse are individual companies 
(Minaya, 2008, interview). Small scale enterprises that are part of this discourse are in the process 
of business growth and eager to expand their markets. For instance, APOMIPE aims to increase 
the competitiveness of small scale enterprises by clustering and connecting them to value chains 
of larger buyers (APOMIPE, 2007). Although APOMIPE focuses on the business upgrading of 
SMEs, its intervention is biased to market views rather than to the rights approach. The motivation 
of small scale enterprises with agency capacities is economic growth, profit making and meeting 
requirements of their buyers.

National government does not take its responsibility in leading the implementation of national 
policies for more socially responsible business in Peru. According to the discourse proponents, 
there is lack of public policies that stimulate business social responsibility, promote cooperation 
among small scale enterprises, connect small scale enterprises with sustainable value chains and 
support small scale enterprises that have good practices. In a regional study that includes Peru, 
Cici and Ranghieri (2008) conclude that environmental damage is considered a serious problem, 
but not a priority for the national government. Discourse proponents claim that the national 
government is eager to gather taxes from small scale enterprises, but not no invest in improving 
their social and environmental conditions. According to Moura (2008, interview), the Peruvian 
tax agency, SUNAT, is seen as a ‘threat’ by Peruvian small scale enterprises.

Key metaphors and their rhetorical devices

The business upgrading discourse includes a metaphor that intends to capture the central 
importance of profitable markets for small scale enterprises. Profitable markets are characterized 
as something ‘vital’ for the surviving of small scale enterprises. This notion implies that small 
scale enterprises cannot grow if they are out of global markets. So, subscribers see business social 
responsibility as a good strategy for business upgrading of small scale enterprises and connecting 
them to international buyers and retailers.

The key rhetorical devices in the discourse of business upgrading are ‘human rights’, ‘vulnerable 
social groups’ and ‘global standards’. The protection of human rights of vulnerable social groups, 
particularly the social and economic rights, is at the core of NGOs subscribing this discourse. 
Global standards refer to social and environmental standards that companies subscribe to, to show 
their social commitment. NGOs either use the global standards to support the business upgrading 
of small scale enterprises or to monitor value chains of larger companies. Global standards are 
related to other rhetorical terms including ‘codes of conduct’, ‘voluntary norms’, ‘ethical norms’ 
and ‘self-regulation management standards’.
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6.3.3 Corporate responsibility discourse

Larger companies are pulling small scale enterprises!

Business social responsibility is seen as an opportunity for improving competitiveness of larger 
companies. The adoption of social and environmental standards and ethical codes impact on 
the total performance of business. Only larger companies have the capacities to adopt such 
sophisticated standards and, by doing so, pull their small providers. An overview of the analysis 
of the discourse of corporate responsibility given in Table 6.9.

Basic entities acknowledged

The liberal market is acknowledged. The liberal market sets the conditions for market access. 
Access to profitable markets means to be economically competitive and meet the established 
requirements of economic actors. According to the discourse proponents, the liberal market brings 
favorable conditions for company competitiveness. Free Trade Agreements in Latin America are 
seen as a good opportunity for domestic companies to grow. In contrast, local markets are seen 
as an inefficient place for business growth. Local markets are also seen as disconnected from 

Table 6.9. Corporate responsibility discourse.

Elements Corporate responsibility

Basic entities recognized or 
constructed

Liberal market
Business social responsibility
Social and environmental standards, guidelines and ethical conduct 

codes
Sustainability

Assumptions about natural in 
relationships

Cooperation
Hierarchy
Nature is seen as input for production
Environment is considered as business stakeholder

Agents and their motives Business NGOs: support larger companies in adopting business social 
responsibility standards

Large companies: pressure, market, image
Small providers: economic growth, competitiveness and access to new 

markets
Most small scale enterprises do not have agency at all: incapable to 

implement business social responsibility standards
National government is an ineffective agent

Key metaphors and other 
rhetorical devices

‘Competitiveness’, ‘stakeholders’, ‘small providers’, ‘codes of conduct’, 
‘social balance’, ‘sustainability’ and ‘social and environmental standards’
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global competitive markets. According to discourse proponents, the liberal market is able to 
encourage business for change and innovation and has the capacity to connect larger companies 
with competitive small scale enterprises, and the competitive small scale enterprises with surviving 
micro scale enterprises. According to De la Torre (2004) ‘a liberal market system encourages 
innovation and wealth creation’. Subscribers to this discourse have shared views regarding the 
way economic production and trading should be handled.

Business social responsibility is realized in this discourse. As De la Torre stated (2004) ‘business 
social responsibility has the power to develop further stability, harmony and equity in the social 
structure’. According De la Torre (2004) the allocation of technology and means of production 
will help to incorporate once excluded Peruvians in modernity. So, the Peruvian society might 
benefit from globalization. According to the discourse proponents, business social responsibility 
includes ethical, economic, social and environmental considerations that have to be part of the 
strategic management of the company (Rizo-Patron, 2007, interview). Business social responsibility 
helps competitive companies to adapt to the new requirements of global markets and to further 
competitiveness (Le Bienvenu, 2007). Moreover, business social responsibility of larger companies 
implies management of expectation of stakeholders (Rizo-Patron, 2006, interview). Business social 
responsibility is seen as not applicable for most small scale enterprises since they first need to meet 
basic business management capacities and comply with governmental regulation.

Social and environmental standards, guidelines and ethical codes are acknowledged, such as SA 
8000, ISO 14001, OSHA, GRI, Dow Jones Sustainability Indexes, Global Compact and Millennium 
Development Goals (Canessa & Garcia, 2005). Business social responsibility standards and ethical 
codes are audited by third parties, not by NGOs. Moreover, the discourse of corporate responsibility 
includes cleaner production and other tools that contribute to improve environmental performance 
of SMEs (Schwalb & Malca, 2004; Alegre, 2010, interview).

Sustainability is another entity that is acknowledged in this discourse. Sustainability views 
are founded in the Brundtland report of sustainable development (Rizo-Patron, 2007, interview). 
Business social responsibility is a small part of the sustainable development paradigm, focusing on 
business actors. Economic sustainability at the long-term is at the core of this discourse. Therefore, 
sustainability is understood as the continue availability of natural resources and the continue 
buying of products by consumers in such a way that the cycle of production and consumption 
keeps functioning forever. Economic sustainability is usually seen in terms of economic growth. 
According to Forum Empresa (2009, interview), ‘the effects of incorporating sustainability into 
value chains not only benefit larger companies and their suppliers, but also more generally reaches 
people. Due to the relevance of SME businesses in terms of employment, these effects typically 
have a direct impact on people’s lives’. Environmental sustainability is seen as institutional capacity 
to handle climate change, natural disasters, renewable energy and lower carbon emissions (Forum 
Empresa, 2009).

Assumptions about natural relations

Cooperation is restricted to actors subscribing to the general viewpoints of the corporate 
responsibility discourse. Cooperation is mainly done among business NGOs, larger companies, 
consultancies and other actors subscribing to the discourse. Paternalistic approaches of cooperation 
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are criticized by the subscribers of the discourse. Instead, the adoption of social responsibility 
is seen as in the interest of larger companies and small providers to improve competitiveness at 
the market. According Le Bienvenu (2007), failing companies in terms of profit making cannot 
adopt social responsibility standards. In the past, he claims, companies used to give philanthropic 
donations. Now, the central and only aim of companies is the creation of value.

Hierarchy is based on formal expertise and economic power of companies. At the top are 
transnational companies and financial institutions with expertise and capital. At the bottom are 
small providers engaged in value chains. The intermediaries between both poles are business 
NGOs, helping larger companies and their small providers to adopt social responsibility standards.

Nature is seen as another resource for, or factor of, production, similar to labor and capital. 
Subscribers to this discourse believe that it is possible to use natural resources perpetually and 
make business without putting in risk future regenerations. Supporters of corporate responsibility 
argue that nature is an input for production that has to be managed properly to make feasible 
business at the long-term. In this vein, the Competitiveness National Plan of the Peruvian State 
(PeruCompite website, 2011) refers to nature as a resource and its sustainable use will be a result 
of business efficiency and growth. The Plan argues that avoiding environmental degradation and 
protecting natural capital is in the benefit of the national economy. So protecting the environment 
will provide Peru good opportunities in the world market.

Agents and their motives

Business NGOs are considered key agents. Business NGOs provide expertise, promote social and 
environmental good practices, and facilitate the implementation, management and monitoring 
of social responsibility standards and guidelines for larger companies and their small providers. 
Business NGOs aim to increase competitiveness of companies in order to meet requirements of 
international buyers and influence the domestic business community to endorse the discourse. 
Business NGOs identify themselves as specialized key partners of companies interested in adopting 
social responsibility principles. Besides companies, business NGOs closely work with other 
specialized actors, such as consultancy firms and certification bodies.

Larger companies are also considered important agents. According to Rizo-Patron (2006, 
interview) motivations of larger companies to adopt business social responsibility can be pressure 
from social groups and from their transnational mother companies. Moreover, social responsibility 
has become the channel for companies to reflect about their roles in society and their position 
regarding social and political issues. Cuneo (2007) highlights the role of businesses as agents 
of social change in Peru by illustrating a more central participation of business in social and 
environmental problems. As Cuneo (2005) stated ‘business social responsibility is not necessarily 
an issue of money, but of attitude and consciousness. This is the reason why companies that 
have low revenues adopt this concept’. Caravedo (2011) highlights the ethical motivation and 
emphasizes the adoption of social responsibility not only by companies, but also by NGOs and 
national governmental agencies. During the last two decades Latin American and Peruvian larger 
companies organized in platforms, such as Forum Empresa and the Peru 2021 Board of Trustees, 
have claimed to be socially responsible (Peru 2021 website, 2010).
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Small providers have limited agency. As part of larger companies’ value chains, small providers 
are persuaded to adopt business social responsibility principles. The small providers’ motivation is 
economic growth, competitiveness and access to new markets. Only the small providers engaged 
with larger companies are considered to have enough capacity in terms of formality, competiveness, 
growth and standardization to adopt business social responsibility. Nevertheless, small providers 
depend on the pressure of the company dominating the value chain to adopt social responsibility. 
This means that the commitment of large buyers, exporters and retailers with social responsibility 
is key to pull small providers in that direction.

Most small scale enterprises do not have agency at all. Isolated small scale enterprises from 
larger companies’ value chains are seen as incapable to implement business social responsibility. 
Most small scale enterprises are seen as inefficient enterprises, whose access is limited to low 
profitable markets. Proponents of the discourse claim that most small scale enterprises provide 
low quality employment, have bad working conditions, do not meet governmental regulation, 
do not produce according to standards of global markets, and producing products of low quality 
and not fashionable (Rizo-Patron, 2008, interview). Surviving informal enterprises are seen as 
something anomalous, which violates the definition of business since they are incapable to make 
profit and to grow. In the words of Rizo-Patron (2008, interview) ‘if small scale enterprises are 
not competitive they should be out of the market and do something else, not business. If they 
are violating basic human rights they should not be at the market’. According to the discourse 
proponents, most small scale enterprises need to gain capacities in basic managerial skills and 
good production practices rather than in business social responsibility. The promotion of social 
responsibility in small scale enterprises is seen as a waste of investment.

National government is an ineffective agent. Subscribers to the discourse have several views 
regarding the role of the national government. While some assert that companies cannot replace 
government duties, others would claim that companies should take over. Regarding the former 
position, Forum Empresa (2009) states in a position paper: ‘companies should take the lead in 
transforming the way of doing business to generate more profit for investors and more gains for the 
communities in which they operate’. Additionally, Peinado-Vara and De la Garza (2007) highlight 
the role of global value chains to increase the competitiveness of SMEs but also emphasize the 
role of government in leading reforms to formalize small scale enterprises. National government 
has the responsibility to support formalization and capacity building of small scale enterprises, 
especially ensuring the surviving of small scale enterprises (Peinado-Vara, 2007). Regarding the 
latter position, Cox (2006) asserts that ‘the role of business seams gaining scope. The state is not 
capable to provide solutions for social problems. Then, this is an opportunity to stream private 
solutions to public problems’. By adopting social responsibility standards, companies aim to 
improve relations with their stakeholders, including the national government (Dias, Filomeno & 
Rizo-Patron, 2007). According to the discourse proponents, the fact that the national government 
focuses on supporting larger companies instead of SMEs is because it seeks short-term benefits. 
Large enterprises contribute more taxes and are less in number than small scale enterprises, so 
the first ones are easy to regulate. However, subscribers to this discourse point out that the cost 
of not regulating small scale enterprises is high in terms of, for instance, informality, accidents 
and the low quality of employment.
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Key metaphors and their rhetorical devices

Key rhetorical devices in the discourse of corporate responsibility are the term ‘competitiveness’, 
‘stakeholders’, ‘small providers’, ‘codes of conduct’, ‘social balance’, ‘sustainability’ and ‘social and 
environmental standards’. Any report or speech of a CEO cannot miss the words competitiveness 
and stakeholders. The rest of the rhetorical devices are also common in the socially responsible 
business jargon.

6.3.4 Conclusions

a. Based on empirical research of business social responsibility in Peru, the discourse analysis 
identified two discourses: the business upgrading discourse and the corporate responsibility 
discourse. The worldwide spreading of social responsibility discourses is either forcing or 
encouraging larger companies, small scale enterprises, NGOs and the national government to 
gain new capacities to adapt to the new conditions. First of all, the study shows that business 
social responsibility is not a single body of thought but a space for diverse perspectives. Each 
discourse encompasses a particular storyline regarding business social responsibility and its 
application for SMEs. However, the two discourses share commonalities and differences in 
their views. The communalities are that both discourses basically involve the same entities 
and actors and the overall storylines rest on competitiveness and sustainability of business 
in the long-them. Both discourses consider the role of sustainable value chain to be central 
to improve the situation of small scale enterprises. The difference between both discourses 
is in the focus. While the business upgrading discourse focuses on social and environmental 
improvement of small scale enterprises vis-à-vis their economic growth, the corporate 
responsibility discourse focuses on building a good long-term relationship between larger 
companies and their stakeholders in a context of increasing market pressure.

b. The business upgrading discourse and the corporate responsibility discourse endorse the liberal 
market. The liberal market is understood as an entity connecting national and international 
economic actors in value chains at global level. In contrast, local markets are considered to 
have limitations in coping with the growth of domestic companies. Becoming socially and 
environmentally responsible is the only feasible way to legitimatize companies in society within 
the liberal market frame. Both discourses agree that the liberal market establishes favorable 
conditions to incorporate voluntary social and environmental standards, guidelines and ethical 
codes in SMEs. Proponents of the business upgrading discourse call for the need to connect 
SMEs as suppliers with socially responsible larger company value chains. Discourse proponents 
claim this is the only way that SMEs can survive global market pressure. Without upgrading, 
SMEs will not be able to cope with highly standardized production and sophisticated market and 
trading rules and requirements. Furthermore, without the connection to global supply chains 
it is impossible for small scale enterprises to grow. Proponents of the corporate responsibility 
discourse highlight the fact that social and environmental standards, guidelines and codes are 
not applicable for most small scale enterprises. They claim that small scale enterprises need to 
first meet basic business management capacities and to accomplish governmental regulation.
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c. The discourses of business social responsibility consider nature as input of raw material for 
production. Environment is understood only in economic terms. Nature is another resource 
for production similar to labor and capital. It has to be protected and used in an efficient way 
since it warrants the endless cycle of production and consumption. Without raw material there 
is no business. The term ‘environment’ is most frequently used to refer to good conditions for 
business competitiveness such as safety, occupational health and risk prevention. While the 
business upgrading discourse emphasizes in social and environmental protection as factor to 
improve welfare of workers within small scale enterprises, the corporate responsibility discourse 
considers environment as a factor to keep their market share or expand it. The emphasis of 
the latter discourse on the economic perspective of the environment, narrows sustainability 
to only economic terms.

d. The business upgrading discourse and the corporate responsibility discourse identify common 
rhetorical devices such as ‘social and environmental standards’, ‘profitable markets’ and 
‘small providers’. The discourses also identify different metaphors. The business upgrading 
discourse has as central metaphors the words ‘human rights’ and ‘vulnerable social groups’. 
‘Competitiveness’ and ‘stakeholders’ are common in the corporate responsibility discourse 
jargon.

6.4  Discourses of business social responsibility in a two-dimensional policy realm

A two dimensional axis has been constructed to allocate the two discourses on business social 
responsibility (Figure 6.2). On the vertical axis (A) the focus is on the social foundation for 
structuring society, whereas in the horizontal axis (B) the subject is the economic foundation for 
organizing society.

The extreme poles of axis A represent ‘individualistic’ and ‘communitarian’ values. 
‘Individualistic’ values highlight individual interests over collective interests and a faith in the 
capacity of individual action and ambition to create wealth and to bring about progress. The 
‘communitarian’ values highlights the collective values and common identity of people within a 
shared geographical space from local to global community. In the first case, individual interests 
are the basis for relationships among actors. This pole refers to individual or group benefits, for 
instance of NGOs, producers, governmental agencies and consumers, rather than to collective 
welfare of the whole society. In the second case, the social strengthening of local communities is 
central, for instance of villages, small towns and cities. The collective values are, among others, 
solidarity towards people in need and a sense of community and cultural identity.

The extreme poles of axis B represent ‘rights’ and ‘liberal market’ values. ‘Rights’ values refer 
to the fairness of all human being based on social, economic and cultural justice. ‘Liberal market’ 
values refer to the mainstream the liberal market economy where business has a central role in 
production and trade of goods and services at the global level. In the first case, protection and 
defense of social and economic rights of ‘disadvantaged’ people against powerful actors are 
highlighted. Abuse might come from companies, transnational corporations and the national 
government. In the second case, giving the worldwide spreading of the liberal market and 
globalization, actors are interlinked globally. At the liberal market actors from local to global 
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scale are connected and global mobilization of goods and services are the basis for structuring 
economy in society.

The business social responsibility discourses are allocated in the two dimensional matrix 
(Figure 6.2). The business upgrading discourse is allocated at the crossing of ‘communitarian’ 
and ‘liberal market’ values. The corporate responsibility discourse is allocated at the crossing of 
‘individualistic’ and ‘liberal market’ values. The rights discourse roots strongly on ‘rights’ values 
and links ‘communitarian’ and ‘individualistic’ values. While the upgrading discourse has its 
origin in the rights discourse, the corporate responsibility discourse has diverged from the liberal 
market discourse.

6.5 Major patterns and trends: networks and discourses

In this section networks and discourses are put together in a single framework (Figure 6.3) to 
understand the main patterns and trends. Five main patterns can be identified from the relationships 
between networks and discourses of business social responsibility: (1) two disconnected networks 
and two different discourses; (2) the rise of new actors; (3) business social responsibility discourses 
have evolved from adversarial discourses; (4) business social responsibility discourses establish 
good conditions for cooperation between companies and NGOs; and (5) the emergence of new 
roles of NGOs.

Figure 6.2. Discourses of business social responsibility in a two-dimensional social and economic axis.
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Regarding the first pattern, each network is organized around a particular discourse. The social 
justice network corresponds with the business upgrading discourse and the business network 
corresponds with the corporate responsibility discourse. Divergences in the discourses avoid the 
creation of connections between the social justice network and the business network. As a result, 
cooperation is limited to the actors within each network, especially at the local and regional level. 
This divergence in views between the business upgrading discourse and the corporate responsibility 
discourse is behind the establishment of Red Puentes Internacional as a counterweight to Forum 
Empresa and FUNDES. This means that social justice NGOs and business NGOs do not have 
intensive connections. The business network closely work with companies affiliated to the Peru 
2021 Board of Trustees and the social justice network closely work with emerging small scale 
garment enterprises, agri-industries, shoemakers and handicraft makers. The social justice network 
is closer to the small scale enterprises embedded in a different social and market segment than 
the ones connected to the business network. Thus, the main difference between the two networks 
of business social responsibility is whether or not the beneficiaries are linked to global markets. 
At the global level, commonalities weight more than differences and bring common ground for 
dialogue among key global agents. However, at the regional and the local level, actors of both 
networks are in continuous clashes and mismatches despite the commonalities in their discourses.

The second pattern shows that a new type of NGOs – business NGOs – has emerged, to help 
companies to implement ethical codes, standards and monitoring the social performance of 
companies. The rise of business NGOs has been encouraged by larger companies to fulfill their 
needs and ‘block’ social justice NGOs. Social justice NGOs are conventional NGOs with a longer 
history that have ‘harmonized’ the right discourse with the business social responsibility core 
views. The rise of business NGOs is founded in the disagreement with the core viewpoints of the 

Figure 6.3. Main discourse and network patterns and trends of NGOs, SMEs and larger companies.
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business upgrading discourse. This difference means that while social justice NGOs target small 
scale enterprises, business NGOs target larger companies.

Regarding the third pattern, NGOs that nowadays endorse business social responsibility 
used to endorse the right discourse or the liberal market discourse in the past. Social justice 
NGOs have adapted their ‘rights’ perspectives to the social responsibility perspective. Business 
NGOs have originated in the liberal market discourse and end up in the corporate responsibility 
discourse. However, social justice NGOs keep their core principles of rights and social justice, 
though abandon adversarial perspectives.

Fourth, NGOs and companies are starting to look at each other as potential partners rather 
than enemies. Before the 1990s it was common that NGOs identified companies as the enemy, 
not leaving any room for dialogue and cooperation. Currently, NGOs are adapting to the new 
global context characterized by the mainstreaming of liberal market ideas and the raise of small 
scale enterprises. This forces NGOs to catch up with standards, norms and other instruments 
of management. Particularly, conventional NGOs intend to change their ‘adversarial’ image 
towards companies by helping larger companies, small suppliers and potential suppliers to 
meet social and environmental standards and regulations. However, conventional NGOs are 
not abandoning pressure and checking strategies. Social justice NGOs are re-interpreting their 
traditional perspectives in favor of human rights and social justice under the current context of 
a globalizing liberal market. Companies are also changing towards cooperation, either forced 
by pressure from their stakeholders or motivated by the globalizing liberal market. However 
this process is in an early stage. What has been observed is that most of the time companies 
understand social responsibility in terms of social marketing rather than a change in business 
culture. Furthermore, companies prefer to work with business NGOs to implement social and 
environmental codes, guidelines and standards rather than with social justice NGOs. NGOs and 
SMEs increasingly become attached to global supply chains. Further pressure of NGOs and of other 
stakeholders to improve the social and environmental performance of SMEs is likely to happen.

Finally, NGOs are intermediaries between larger companies and their small suppliers, and 
between international cooperation agencies and SMEs. NGOs provide knowledge and advice 
for value chains dominated by larger companies on the implementation of standards, codes and 
guidelines of social responsibility. NGOs also implement projects about social responsibility in 
SMEs on behalf of international cooperation agencies. Those new roles of NGOs have emerged 
as an answer to the need of SMEs for accessing new markets and becoming suppliers of larger 
buyers, and the need of larger buyers to improve the social and environmental performance along 
the whole supply chain. So, NGOs and companies have adapted their traditional roles to the new 
context of a globalizing liberal market.

6.6 Conclusions

a. Although NGOs continue with pressure and advocacy as strategies to influence laggard 
companies towards change, they are also becoming intermediaries between larger companies 
and their small suppliers. This means that currently NGOs perform not only ‘watchdog’ roles 
but also ‘helper’ roles. In the traditional watchdog roles, NGOs have been involved in adversarial 
struggle with companies. In the new role of helper, NGOs are becoming new partners of 
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companies. Business social responsibility networks involve not only conventional NGOs as 
key actor but also new type of NGOs. Conventional NGOs identified are social justice NGOs 
and the new type of NGOs identified are business NGOs. Social justice NGOs usually combine 
watchdog and helper roles in cooperating with larger companies, but business NGOs usually 
only perform helper roles. Performing intermediary roles is allowing NGOs to establish ties 
with economic and social actors and gaining more understanding of the market and social 
dynamics. This new scenario is fertile ground for cooperation between larger buyers and their 
small scale suppliers. However, being intermediaries represent not only opportunities but also 
risks for the legitimacy of NGOs. Social justice NGOs are facing a dilemma of how much to 
be engaged with and how much to keep distance from larger companies. Business NGOs have 
a clear position in their dog helper role.

b. The fact that companies are increasingly playing roles in the social sphere and NGOs in the 
economic sphere is related to the blurring of economic and social spheres in the networks and 
discourses of business social responsibility. Usually the economic sphere is seen as a reserved 
sphere for companies. Similarly, the social sphere is seen as being a monopoly for NGOs. In this 
process of changing roles, small scale enterprises perform in both spheres and are the mutual 
stakeholder for NGOs and larger companies. Small scale enterprises perform not only in the 
economic sphere but they are also part of local social networks. As small scale enterprises are 
getting connected with global markers, they connect their local social networks with global 
economic markets contributing to the further blurring of global social and economic spheres.

c. Conventional NGOs subscribing to business social responsibility discourses have abandoned 
adversarial perspectives, but their core claims of social justice have been transferred to the 
market arena. Abandon confrontation makes this type of NGOs not only less confrontational 
and less ideologically driven, but also more cooperative and technocratic. This fact particularly 
applies for social justice NGOs that are ‘flirting’ with larger companies to become a partner in 
improving the company’s social and environmental downsides. In contrast, business NGOs 
were born in the economic sphere. Therefore, they are the preferred partner of larger companies. 
This fact makes business NGOs ‘arrogant’ with SMEs by considering them incompetent to 
adopt business social responsibility standards. It is worth mentioning that even though social 
justice NGOs have abandoned their adversarial perspectives, they usually are pointed at as 
confrontational actors. So, business social responsibility networks are not free of discrepancies, 
making cooperation between the social justice network and the business network hard. Social 
justice NGOs and business NGOs are strongly covered by mistrust shadowing the strong 
communalities between them. Adversarial views between companies and NGOs, and between 
social justice NGOs and business NGOs are ‘phantoms’ that contribute to create mistrust 
rather than to construct common ground for dialogue. Mistrust between the networks of 
business social responsibility shadows the strong commonalities between both discourses. In 
this context, SMEs constitute a valuable ‘hub’ between the two networks and discourses, and 
their further inclusion in the networks might encourage cooperation.

d. Competitive value chain suppliers are the target of business social responsibility agents. This 
means that most SMEs, especially small and micro scale enterprises, oriented to local markets 
are excluded from the networks of business social responsibility. There is no room for SMEs 
to gain power positions as they depend on their buyers. The business social responsibility 
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discourses have prejudges towards small and micro scale enterprises as these are considered 
‘handicapped’ enterprises. This underestimation of SMEs means that the agenda of the key 
network actors usually does not fit with the motivations of most SMEs. Networks and most 
SMEs have different interests. SMEs might potentially endorse social responsibility discourses 
but their viewpoints are not acknowledged by the key network actors. Without the participation 
of SMEs in the decision making of platforms, the business social responsibility discourses will 
not represent a feasible option to improve truly the social and environmental conditions of 
SMEs.
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Chapter 7.  
Sustainable production

7.1 Introduction

Most of the current efforts for making production sustainable in Latin America are concentrated 
in larger enterprises. A large number of small scale industries have been left relatively unnoticed, 
despite of their high resource intensity, inefficiency and high level of pollution load per unit of 
production (IDB website, 2011). This is so because of larger enterprises and SMEs in the region 
operate in a polarized business environment. First, productivity gaps between SMEs and larger 
companies in the region are more pronounced than in advanced countries, making it difficult for 
SMEs to establish commercial relations. Second, as a direct result of the first characteristic, Latin 
American SMEs are more isolated, less specialized and find it more difficult to join global value 
chains. Last but not least, companies in general, and SMEs in particular, have a higher degree of 
informality in Latin America (IDB website, 2011).

Sustainable production is currently applied in a wider range of SMEs, including industries, 
workshops and producer associations. The adoption of sustainable production by SMEs is not free 
of constrains. The lack of access to financial and technical resources and to capacity building has 
proven to be a critical bottleneck for the adoption of sustainable practices in SMEs (REDPYCS 
website, 2010).

The five more well-known approaches of sustainable production in Peru are ‘cleaner technology’, 
‘appropriate technology’, ‘eco-efficiency’, ‘technological innovation’ and ‘cleaner production’. Cleaner 
technology refers to economically competitive and productive technology that uses less material 
and energy, and generates less waste. Clean technology includes among others green building, green 
transportation, biofuels and natural gas. The current challenges of energy price spikes, resource 
shortages, greenhouse gas emissions and environmental security threats are contributing to make 
clean technologies appealing for industries (CIF website, 2012; IFC website, 2012). Appropriate 
technology evolves or is developed in response to a particular set of needs and in accordance with 
prevailing circumstances. Appropriate technology encompasses technological choice and was 
introduced in Peru by Practical Action International of UK to promote sustainable energy and 
resource use in rural small and micro scale enterprises and communities (Soluciones Practicas 
website, 2011). Eco-efficiency is a term coined by the World Business Council for Sustainable 
Development (WBCSD) in 1992. Eco-efficiency means the production of economically valuable 
goods and services while reducing the ecological impacts per unit of production. The reduction 
in ecological impacts translates into an increase in resource productivity, which in turn can create 
competitive advantage. Critical aspects of eco-efficiency include reduction in material and energy 
use, reduction of toxic materials, improving recyclability and use of renewable resources (IISD 
website, 2012). Technology innovation is the process through which new or improved technologies 
are developed and brought into widespread use. However, new technologies might create or 
facilitate increased pollution, or may mitigate or replace existing pollution activities. Therefore, 
policy makers have to consider the environmental and social consequences of technological 
innovation (Jaffe, Newell & Stavins, 2003; 2020 Science website, 2012). Finally, cleaner production 
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constitutes one of the relevant preventive strategies to tackle environmental problems in the 
processing of products and services (UNIDO, 2010). Cleaner production was introduced in Peru 
by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) in the early 1990s for the 
fish industry (Cleaner Production website, 2010).

Sustainable production involves in Peru a variety of NGOs. NGOs handling a specialized 
‘know-how’ on technology, which – I called ‘technocratic’ NGOs for purposes of this research, 
are part of the networks and discourses promoting sustainable production. Although technocratic 
NGOs appeared in the 1970s and 1980s, most of them matured around the 1990s onwards. 
The mainstreaming of the liberal market in the national economy and the need of specialized 
knowledge and information by SMEs are factors contributing to the rise of technocratic 
NGOs. Most technocratic NGOs in sustainable production networks have expertise on eco-
efficiency and appropriate technology, and are oriented to urban and rural SMEs and micro-
enterprises. Technocratic NGOs work as consultancy organizations and provide services to SMEs 
on sustainable production. Technocratic NGOs are different from conventional NGOs in the 
sense that conventional NGOs do not have specialized expertise on technology. Governmental 
and inter governmental agencies operating projects on sustainable production, usually with 
funding from international cooperation agencies are considered government organized non-
governmental organizations (GONGOs) for the purpose of this research. Technocratic NGOs 
and (inter)governmental agencies (GONGOs) are usually led by committed professionals and 
experts formally educated at universities. Examples of technocratic NGOs in Peru are among 
others CER, Practical Action Peru and IPES. Examples of (inter)governmental agencies in Peru 
are among others CONCYTEC and ITACAB.

The chapter is organized in six sections. Section 7.2 presents the network analysis of sustainable 
production and describes in detail the main networks identified in Peru: the eco-efficiency network, 
the appropriate technology network, the cleaner technology network, the technological innovation 
network and the urban cleaner production network. Afterwards, the main patterns, challenges and 
trends of the networks, and the main conclusions of the network analysis are presented. Section 
7.3 presents the discourse analysis of sustainable production and describes in detail the main 
discourses identified in Peru: the discourse of cleaner production and the discourse of appropriate 
technology. Subsequently, the main conclusions of the discourse analysis are presented. In Section 
7.4 the two discourses on sustainable production are allocated in a two dimensional policy realm. 
Section 7.5 presents the major patterns and trends of the networks and the discourses of sustainable 
production. Finally, the main conclusions of the chapter are presented in Section 7.6.

7.2 Network analysis of sustainable production

The analysis of networks focuses on identifying the following issues: the key NGOs involved in the 
network of sustainable production fostering sustainable SMEs, the network relationships in terms 
of cooperation, the resource exchange and power relationships among network members, and the 
main network changes and challenges. The analysis concentrates on the sustainable production 
supporting SMEs in Peru and their connections with other branches at regional and global level.
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Before analyzing them in depth, the five main networks involved in the promotion of sustainable 
production for SMEs in Peru are briefly introduced. Each network includes a particular set of 
national, regional and global actors.

The first network to be analyzed is the eco-efficiency network. The key NGO in the eco-
efficiency network in Peru is the Eco-efficiency and Social Responsibility Center (Centro de 
Ecoeficiencia y Responsabilidad Social, CER in Spanish acronym). At the regional level, CER 
is affiliated to the Latin American Platform of the National Cleaner Production Centers. The 
second network to be analyzed is the appropriate technology network. The key NGO identified 
in this network is the Institute for the Transfer of Technology for Marginal Sectors (Instituto de 
Transferencia de Tecnologías Apropiadas para Sectores Marginales, ITACAB in Spanish acronym). 
At the regional level, ITACAB is affiliated to the cleaner production regional platform of the Andres 
Bello Intergovernmental Treaty (CAB). ITACAB is also the coordinator of this regional platform. 
The third network is the cleaner technology network, particularly the Peruvian branch. The key 
actor in this network is the National Council of Science and Technology (Consejo Nacional de 
Ciencia y Tecnología, CONCYTEC), a governmental agency. At international level, CONCYTEC 
is affiliated to the technological transfer platform (TTN). The fourth network is the technological 
innovation network. The key actors in this network are a cluster of private and public organizations 
named Centers of Technological Innovation (Centros de Innovación Tecnológica, CITEs in Spanish 
acronym) and their central coordination office. Finally, the urban cleaner production network is 
analyzed. This network includes a single NGO named the Peruvian Institute of Social Economy 
(IPES in Spanish acronym) connected to several international cooperation agencies promoting 
cleaner production in urban small scale enterprises. In delivering support to SMEs within their 
respective networks, CER, ITACAB, CONCYTEC, CITEs and IPES collaborate with other NGOs, 
SMEs associations, municipalities, governmental agencies and international cooperation agencies.

7.2.1 The eco-efficiency network

Key actors: Eco-efficiency and Social Responsibility Center

The Eco-efficiency and Social Responsibility Center (Centro de Ecoeficiencia y Responsabilidad 
Social, CER in Spanish acronym) was launched in 2002 with the initial name of Center of 
technological efficiency (Centro de Eficiencia Tecnológica, CET Peru in Spanish acronym). In 2007 
the center changed its name to CER. In this new phase, CER is not an independent organization 
anymore but is part of the Group of Environmental Entrepreneurs (Grupo GEA in Spanish 
acronym) (Table 7.1). The Grupo GEA is a Peruvian Lima-based NGO (Espinosa, 2008, interview).

CER aims to promote competitiveness of national companies by implementing eco-efficiency 
measures and social responsibility standards, training consultants and providing advice to policy 
makers. CER focuses on diagnosis, elaboration of eco-efficiency plans, development of indicators, 
implementation and monitoring of the efficient use of natural resources and raw materials of 
production, and the reduction of waste (CER website, 2011; Espinosa, 2008, interview). CER is 
also the technical guarantor of the Peru Credito bank for the upgrading of cleaner technology 
in SMEs and evaluates the Clean Development Mechanism applied to eco-efficiency projects of 
SMEs in Peru. The Clean Development Mechanism is one of the flexible financial mechanisms 
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of the Kyoto Protocol that aims to compensate CO2 emissions of an industrialized country by 
financing projects of CO2 reduction in developing countries. The work of CER is mainly oriented 
to larger and medium-sized companies, most of them located in Lima (CER website, 2011; 
Espinosa, 2008, interview).

CER currently (2012) implements three projects: EcoADEX, EcoHotels, and EcoParks. The 
EcoADEX project focuses on promoting cleaner production in exporting SMEs. The EcoHoteles 
project focuses on improving eco-efficiency and reducing carbon food-print in their affiliated hotels. 
The EcoPark project aims to reduce operational costs and improve environmental performance 
in a set of industries located in the province of Callao-Lima, as 25% of the country’s production 
is located in this province. Callao concentrates 40% of the national industry and 66% of the 
manufacturing industry with high levels of industrial pollution (Cleaner Production website, 
2010). The Ecopark project is a pioneer experience of cleaner production in Peru that consider 
geographical considerations in terms of applying eco-efficiency measures to companies that are 
located in a same geographical area (Alegre and Marthaler, 2010).

Key actors: the Latin American Cleaner Production Platform

The Latin American Cleaner Production Platform was launched in 2005 with participation of 
12 countries of the region: Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua and Peru (Table 7.2). The Mexican Center of Cleaner 
Production (Centro Mexicano para la Producción más Limpia, in Spanish) is the current 
coordinator of the platform. The platform aims to enhance cooperation and exchange of good 
practices on environmental sound technologies among the 12 National Cleaner Production 
Centers (NCPCs). Through a site on internet (www.produccionmaslimpia-la.net), the platform 
disseminates information about national and international events, guidebooks and technical 
reference manuals. Moreover, the platform facilitates the sharing of cases of application of cleaner 

Table 7.1. Key national and international partners, and allied organizations of CER.

Organizations

Peru Grupo GEA
Regional government of Callao
Ministry of Production
Ministry of Environment
Peru 2021

International Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC)
State Secretariat for Economic Affairs of the Swiss – Federation (SECO)
United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO)
United States Agency for International Development (USAID)

Source: Espinosa, 2008, interview.
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production, of documents about environmental legislation of each country member of the platform, 
of monthly reports and of links on cleaner production (Cortijo, 2006; CPLatinNet website, 2011; 
Espinosa, 2008, interview). The management of the platform is structured in five hierarchical 
levels: executive board, advisory committee, Programme coordinator, national focal points and 
working groups on specific topics (CPLatinNet website, 2011). This structure is for purposes 
of coordination with the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO) and 
facilitates learning and exchange among NCPCs.

NCPCs have the aim to build capacities and transfer knowledge on environmental sound 
technologies, provide consultancy advises to companies, raise awareness, and support the 
development of governmental policies on sustainable production. UNIDO and the United Nations 
Environmental Programme (UNEP) launched in 1994 a joint programme to establish NCPCs 
all over the world with the financial support of the governments of Switzerland and Austria. In 
supporting NCPCs, UNIDO aims to embed international environmental policies, especially 
regarding the Millennium Development Goals and the Clean Development Mechanism into local 
SMEs (UNIDO website, 2011).

Based on the lessons and experiences of NCPCs, UNIDO and UNEP have joined efforts to 
establish the Joint UNIDO-UNEP Programme on Resource Efficiency and Cleaner Production 

Table 7.2. Affiliates and partners of the Latin American Cleaner Production Platform.

Latin American Cleaner Production Platform

Affiliated organizations Centro Ecuatoriano de Producción Más Limpia
Centro Mexicano Para la Producción Más Limpia
Centro Nacional de Producción Más Limpia Colombia
Centro Nacional de Producción Más Limpia Costa Rica
Centro Nacional de Producción Más Limpia de Honduras
Centro Nacional de Tecnologias Limpas SENAI Brasil
Centro de Ecoeficiencia y Responsabilidad Social – CER
Centro de Ingeniería Genética y Biotecnología de Cuba (CIGB)
Centro de Producción más Limpia de Nicaragua
Centro de Promoción de Tecnologías Sostenibles CPTS Bolivia
Cuba – Agencia de Medio Ambiente (AMA)
Fundación Centro Guatemalteco de Producción más Limpia
Fundación Centro Nacional de Producción Más Limpia de El Salvador
Instituto Cubano de Investigaciones de los Derivados de la Caña de 

Azúcar (ICIDCA)
Instituto de Investigaciones en Fruticultura Tropical IIFT
Instituto de Investigaciones para la Industria Alimenticia (IIIA)

International cooperation agency State Secretariat for Economic Affairs of the Swiss Federation (SECO)
Inter-governmental agency United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO)
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(RECP). RECP is the application of an integrated preventive environmental strategy to processes, 
products and services to increase efficiency and reduce risks to humans and environment. RECP 
is the new global platform launched in 2010 to be the global ‘umbrella’ for NCPCs worldwide 
(UNIDO website, 2011; UNEP website, 2011).

Network relationships: cooperation

From 2002 to 2007, CER cooperated closely with several national organizations working on 
cleaner production, including the Lima University, the Agrarian University, the National Society 
of Industry and the National School for Industrial Training. At this time, cooperation aimed to 
promote eco-efficiency and the improvement of working conditions as strategies to promote 
competitiveness of SMEs in Peru (GEA website, 2011). During that period, CET was affiliated to 
the CAB Regional Platform of cleaner and organic production (Cortijo, 2006, interview). From 
2007 onwards, CET starts a new phase with the name of CER; expanding its cooperation ties to 
new governmental and business actors to reach more SMEs (GEA website, 2011).

Regarding cooperation with NGOs, CER works closely with the Grupo GEA. In 2007, CER 
became the branch of Grupo GEA dealing with sustainable development of SMEs. The Grupo GEA 
establishes the overall institutional policy of CER for their development activities. CER also works 
closely with Peru 2021. While CER emphasizes technology and production processes, Peru 2021 
emphasizes management standards. Although most SME clients of CER are located in Lima, CER 
is also reaching SMEs located in other parts of Peru by establishing partnerships. CER has ties with 
the Service Center for Businesses of Arequipa (CECEM). CECEM is an organization that provides 
services on cleaner production and business networking in the southern part of the country 
(Alegre, 2011, interview). Additionally, CER cooperates with the Programme of Competitiveness, 
Innovation and Development of the Arequipa region (CID). CID is a NGO also based on Arequipa 
with its focus on the south of Peru, which aims to improve business competitiveness and social 
responsibility by engaging small scale enterprises in export chains (Espinosa, 2008, interview). At 
regional level, CER is connected to the 12 centers of cleaner production of Latin America (CER 
website, 2011; Espinosa, 2008, interview).

Regarding the cooperation with business associations, CER works closely with Peru’s exporters 
association (Asociación de Exportadores, ADEX). The relationship with ADEX started in 2005 and 
the cooperation has been central to promote eco-efficiency in exporting SMEs to reduce operational 
costs and making production carbon neutral. ADEX and CER launched EcoADEX in 2009 (ADEX 
website, 2011; Burga, 2009). CER has also partnered with the Hotels Society of Peru (Sociedad 
Hoteles del Perú, SHP) and ADEX to implement the project EcoHoteles. The EcoHoteles project 
allowed the reduction of more than 10% of GHG emissions, energy consumption reduction of 
15%, fuel reduction of 10% and water consumption reduction of 35%, with recovering investments 
in less than a year (Burga, 2009). Cleaner production measures have been implemented in the 
following five star hotels: Los Delfines, Miraflores Park Hotel, Casa Andina and Inka Terra lodge. 
Also, CER has measured the CO2 emissions of the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) office 
in Peru and developed a plan for IDB office Peru to compensate its carbon foot-print by financing 
projects on eco-efficiency in Peru. The aim of CER in 2010 was to implement eco-efficiency and 
social responsibility measures in 3 services companies, 4 fishmeal industries, 10 hotels and 15 
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manufacturing industries (Alegre, 2009; CER website, 2011). During 2008-2009 under the Ecopark 
project, 7 well-known companies (Alicorp, Calsa, Zinsa, Silgelsa, Texfina, Cormin Callao and 
Corporación Rey) located in the province of Callao implemented eco-efficiency measures in the 
production processes (GEA website, 2011). The cooperation of the Industrial Park of Arequipa 
Associations (ADEPIA), next to the aforementioned Service Center for Businesses of Arequipa, 
has contributed to establish an Ecopark in Arequipa (Alegre, 2011, interview).

Regarding the cooperation with SMEs, CER provides consultancies for SMEs. Most of their 
clients are SME providers to larger domestic companies and exporters. CER has implemented 
eco-efficiency measures in several manufacturing companies, particularly textile and furniture 
and agri-industries, including asparagus producers and slaughter houses. Over the period 2002 to 
2012 CER has implemented cleaner production measures in several SMEs, including Arquitecma 
Peru SAC, Nena’s Collection, Metalexacto, Mercurio Industria y Comercio SAC, Fabrica Textil La 
Bellota SA, Textiles San Sebastián SAC, tannery La Pisqueña S.A, tannery Avidas SRL, Maderas 
Peruanas SA and Papelera Panamericana (CER, 2007; Febres, 2004; Hechaverria, 2004; IPES 
website, 2012; Sibille, 2004). CER has also measured carbon foot-prints in several SMEs to improve 
production performance and reduce GHG emissions, for example in Topy Top, Corporación Rey, 
Texfina (textile), Agrícola ATHOS (agri-industry), Calsa – Fleshman (bakery products industry), 
Cormín Callao (mineral storages), Silgelsa (chemicals), Zinsa (fundring) and COPEINCA (fishing).

Regarding cooperation with national banks, CER has provided advice to introduce environmental 
friendly production technology in local SMEs. CER has ties with the following banks: Peru Credito 
Bank, Scotiabank and Interbank. Several SMEs have also accessed environmental credits, getting 
reimbursement up to 40% of their total investment (for instance, Agropecuaria Esmeralda, Alianza 
Metalúrgica, CURPISCO, Helbert Samalvides Dongo, Molino Arrocero El Corso, MAPESA and 
Papelera Panamericana) (CER website, 2011; GEA website, 2011; Espinosa, 2008, interview).

Regarding cooperation with national governmental agencies, CER provides expertise to the 
Ministry of Environment of Peru’s eco-efficiency Programme. This programme aims to promote 
eco-efficiency in public administration, municipalities, schools and companies. The Ministry of 
Environment of Peru is the national government representative in the EcoADEX project. The 
Ministry of Environment of Peru, the Ministry of Production (PRODUCE, in Spanish acronym) 
and the Regional Government of Callao (GORE Callao) provide support to the EcoPark project in 
the province of Callao. In 2010 with the advice of CER and the support the regional government of 
Pucallpa, a new eco-industrial park has been implemented in Pucallpa (Alegre, 2009; CER website, 
2011; GEA website, 2011; Espinosa, 2008, interview). This new project is being implemented in the 
region of Pucallpa in cooperation with the small forest wood business association (APEMEPD) 
(CPLatinNet website, 2011). Finally, in cooperation with the National Direction of Environmental 
Health (Dirección General de Salud Ambiental of Peru, DIGESA), CER operates the ‘Quimicos 
Seguros’ project, aimed to develop a regulative framework for the management of chemicals in 
Peru.

Regarding the collaboration with international cooperation agencies, CER receives support 
from UNIDO. UNIDO provides policy guidance and expertise to CER’s overall strategic planning 
and to the EcoADEX, EcoHotels, EcoParks and ‘Quimicos Seguros’ projects (CER website, 2011; 
Espinosa, 2008, interview). UNIDO established the national cleaner production center of Peru 
under the name of Eco-efficiency and Social Responsibility Center (CET) in 2002 with the financial 
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support of the United States Agency for International Development and the State Secretariat 
for Economic Affairs of the Swiss Federation (SECO). In 2010 the United States Agency for 
International Development also provided financial support to the eco-industrial park implemented 
in Pucallapa (CPLatinNet website, 2011). CER gets financial support from SECO under a bilateral 
agreement between the governments of Switzerland and Peru (Espinosa, 2008, interview). SECO 
also provides funding for the EcoPark project. The financial support of SECO is channeled to 
CER by the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC). SDC also acts as guarantor 
for environmental credits to upgrade old environmental unfriendly technologies within SMEs 
through national banks in Peru. UNIDO and SECO provide also support to the Latin American 
Cleaner Production Platform (CPLatinNet website, 2011; Cortijo, 2006, interview; Espinosa, 
2008, interview). Additionally, two Swiss research institutions, the Swiss Federal Laboratories 
for Materials Testing and Research (EMPA) and Neosys, provide specialized technical advice to 
CER on cleaner production (CER website, 2011; Espinosa, 2008, interview). Moreover, CER has 
been part of the ‘Quimicos Seguros’ project of Peru. This project is promoted by UNIDO and 
UNEP and funded by the Strategic Approach to International Chemicals Management (SAICM) 
for two years (2009-2010) (CER website, 2011; SAICM Peru website, 2012). Finally, through close 
cooperation with UNIDO, CER is tied to international platforms on cleaner production. CER is 
part of the Latin American platform of National Cleaner Production Centers (Red Latinoamericana 
de Producción Más Limpia, in Spanish) and the worldwide NCPCs. It is important to point out 
that UNIDO and UNEP, as was mentioned above, have recently overcome duplication of efforts 
and strengthened cooperation by launching the RECP platform. Recently CER has joined this new 
platform of global reach (UNIDO website, 2011; UNEP website, 2011; Alegre, 2011, interview).

Network relationships: power

This section analyzes the power relationships in the eco-efficiency network, focusing on key 
organizations identified in Peru and their international connections. The power distribution 
along the network and their nodes at national, regional and global level are analyzed in depth.

CER is the national node, the Latin American Cleaner Production Platform is the regional 
node and UNIDO is the global node of the eco-efficiency network. While SECO provides the 
financial support and UNIDO designs the master plan for intervention in NCPCs, CER is the 
project operator at national level in Peru.

The relationship among the 12 Latin American NCPCs is horizontal in the platform. The 
platform encourages Latin American NCPCs to apply together for funding and provides them a 
better position to negotiate with funding agencies. However, the capability of NCPCs to come up 
with initiatives to the platform and work in cooperation has been hard to establish.

UNIDO has a long history promoting cleaner production in industries worldwide and 
influences strongly the eco-efficiency network. One of the outcomes of the World Summit for 
Sustainable Development in 2002 was to encourage UNEP to initiate and promote a ten-year 
programme framework on sustainable consumption and production, known as the Marrakech 
Process (UNIDO website, 2011; REDPYCS website, 2010). The formation and operationalization of 
the Latin American Cleaner Production Platform and NCPCs are related to this mandate. UNIDO 
provides the agenda to the network, designs projects and manages the operation worldwide of 
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NCPCs in 42 countries, including the Latin American NCPCs (Espinosa, 2008, interview). UNIDO 
has established the institutional infrastructure of NCPCs, mediating the funding allocation from 
donors to the Latin American platform. It also provides annual incentives to encourage cooperation 
of the platform’s affiliated NGOs (UNIDO website, 2011)

UNEP is another global champion in the network, but is not as central as UNIDO. SECO and 
the United States Agency for International Development are the main agencies that provide the 
financial support to the Latin American platform and NCPCs in the region. The Latin American 
NCPCs work according to the agenda established by UNIDO and operate projects at national 
level. After the changes in administration in 2007, CER has also consolidated its position in the 
network as national node. The consolidation is related to the formation of new ties with powerful 
economic actors, such as the Peru’s exporters association and the Hotels Society of Peru. These 
business associations are the gatekeepers to reach domestic SMEs engaged in global markets. CER 
has also strengthened ties with the Ministry of Environment and the Ministry of Production. 
In the last years CER is also building up ties with regional governments of Callao and Pucallpa.

The power position of UNIDO and UNEP is based on their status as UN agency and their 
capacity to influence donors. However, this power position does not match with the limited impact 
of cleaner production at national level. At national level, there is a gap between the aims of UNIDO/
UNEP and of the NCPCs to expand cleaner production on the one hand, and the motivation 
of SMEs to adopt it on the other hand. This is shown by the strong financial dependence of the 
NCPCs and the scarce number of SMEs adopting cleaner production. This gap has been realized 
by UNIDO in an evaluation of the programme done in 2007, concluding that although NCPCs 
are succeeding in putting cleaner production on the agenda of businesses and government, the 
improvement of effectiveness and efficiency in the implementation of the programme and the 
financial independence of NCPCs are the main challenges (UNIDO website, 2011).

No relevant conflicts have been identified in the eco-efficiency network. This might be so for 
several reasons. First, CER has been appointed as a NCPC by a globally well reputed agency such 
as UNIDO. So, hardly any other organization can dispute this position of CER in the network. 
The support of UNIDO to CER is of tremendous help by channeling funding from SECO. Second, 
there are few NGOs with expertise in cleaner production in Peru to dispute the position of CER. 
Third, the market for services on cleaner production in Peru is small. CER is pioneering in creating 
the need of making production cleaner. There is no room for disputes and conflicts on power 
positions with other organizations since ties between similar NGOs are scarce. As the network 
evolves, potential disputes might come from the nodes of other networks dealing also with cleaner 
production and technology in SMEs.

7.2.2 The appropriate technology network

Key actors: the Institute for the Transfer of Technology for Marginal Sectors

The Institute for the Transfer of Technology for Marginal Sectors (Instituto de Transferencia de 
Tecnologías Apropiadas para Sectores Marginales, ITACAB in Spanish acronym) is an international 
organization established in 1975 to implement the Andres Bello Intergovernmental Treaty (CAB 
in Spanish acronym). CAB aims to promote science and technology, and cultural exchange 
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among their members. CAB was signed in 1970 by 6 Latin American countries: Bolivia, Chile, 
Colombia, Ecuador, Peru and Venezuela. Later, the countries of Panama, Spain, Cuba, Paraguay, 
Mexico and Dominican Republic and Argentina joined the CAB (Convenioandresbello website, 
2012; ITACAB website, 2011).

ITACAB aims to facilitate the knowledge exchange among the CAB country members, and to 
develop and transfer sound technologies for SMEs development, in order to improve the condition 
of marginal sectorsin society. ITACAB became operational in 1986 and works on themes such 
as agri-industry, agriculture, energy and small scale industries (ITACAB website, 2011; Sanchez, 
2009, interview). The organization’s headquarter is located in Lima, Peru (ITACAB website, 2011).

ITACAB leads the Center of Resources for the Transferring of Technologies (CRTT, in Spanish 
acronym). CRTT is an online database of appropriate technologies implemented in 2004. CRTT 
includes 312 case studies on appropriate technologies from SMEs, NGOs and governmental 
agencies of CAB countries. (Sanchez, 2010, interview).

Key actors: Practical Action

Practical Action is an international NGO founded in 1966 which works with low income 
communities to develop appropriate technologies in food production, agro-processing, energy, 
transport, water and sanitation, shelter, climate change adaptation and disaster risk reduction 
(Practical Action website, 2010). The target of Practical Action is farmers in rural areas, producer 
associations and small scale agri-industries. Practical Action was formerly known as Intermediate 
Technology Development Group Ltd (ITDG). Since September 2009 the new name of the 
organization is Practical Action (Practical Action website, 2010). The organization is under the 
direction of a Board of Trustees. The senior management team comprises the Chief Executive and 
twelve Directors, including seven Country and Regional Directors (Practical Action website, 2010).

Practical Action has 7 offices worldwide (Bangladesh, East Africa, Latin America, Nepal, South 
Asia, Southern Africa and Sudan) and a Head Office in the UK. The Latin American offices are 
located in Peru and in Bolivia. Practical Action works in Peru since 1975 in 9 regions (Ancash, Ica, 
Cajamarca, Junín, Apurímac, Huancavelica, Lambayeque, Cusco and San Martín). Practical Action 
Peru (Soluciones Prácticas Peru, in Spanish) promotes technologies such as small hydropower 
plants, solar panels, irrigation systems, farming techniques, sanitation, agro processing and 
drinkable water production in rural communities in Peru. Practical Action Peru mainly provides 
expertise in technology for farmers in rural areas and for small scale agri-industries aimed to 
widen their opportunities at markets (Practical Action website, 2010).

In its institutional policy for the period 2007-2015, Practical Action puts at the top of its agenda 
the development and allocation of technologies for climate change adaptation in rural areas, as 
well as influencing national public policy in those issues (Practical Action website, 2010).

Key actors: CAB Regional Platform of Cleaner Production

The CAB Platform of Cleaner Production (Red CAB de Producion Mas Limpia, in Spanish) aims 
to improve the competitiveness of small scale enterprises in order to fight poverty in the countries 
of the Andres Bello Treaty (CAB).
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The CAB platform of cleaner production was established in 2002 with the support of the 
German Technical Cooperation (Deutsche Gesellschaft für technische Zusammenarbeit, GTZ). 
The CAB platform started to operate in 2003 under the coordination of ITACAB. Since 2006 
the CAB platform of cleaner production does not implement projects anymore (Sanchez, 2009, 
interview) and it is just kept as an e-platform to exchange information (Vidal, 2006, interview). 
According to the information available till 2009 (CAB platform website, 2009) the CAB platform 
had a coordinator and a management committee integrated by each country member and the 
37 organizations of 7 countries members of CAB (Table 7.3). After the financial support of the 
German Technical Cooperation ended, ITACAB stopped coordinating the CAB platform (Sanchez, 
2010, interview) and the affiliated organizations started abandoning the platform. In 2010 the 
e-platform was canceled and currently (2012) it is not available at internet anymore.

Table 7.3. Key national and international partners of CAB platform in 2003.

Organizations

Peru Colegio de Ingenieros del Perú – Departamental Lima: Capítulo Ingeniería Pesquera
Universidad Nacional de Ingeniería (UNI)
Mesa de Salud y Seguridad en el Trabajo (OIT/ OPS)
Pontificia Universidad Católica del Perú
Pontificia Universidad Católica del Perú. Instituto de Estudios Ambientales (PUCP-IDEA)
Centro de Eficiencia Tecnológica (CET Peru)
Universidad Nacional de ingenieria – Centro Peruano Japonés de Inves. Sísmicas y 

Mitigación de Desastres
Asociación de Exportadores (ADEX)
Servicio Nacional de Adiestramiento en Trabajo Industrial (SENATI)
Agencia Suiza para el Desarrollo y la Cooperación (COSUDE/ Programa de Capacitación 

Laboral (CAPLAB)
Sociedad Nacional de Industrias (SNI)
Instituto de Imagen de la Mujer, Joven, Empresario y Niño (IMAJEN)
Universidad de Lima – Centro de Estudios Ambientales (CEA)
Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología (CONCYTEC)
Instituto de Investigación y Capacitación Municipal (INICAM)

Colombia Asociación Colombina de Pequeñas y Medianas Industrias (ACOPI)
Departamento Técnico Administrativo de Medio Ambiente (DAMA)
Ministerio de Ambiente, Vivienda y Desarrollo Territorial de Colombia
Corporación para la Investigación Socioeconómica y Tecnológica de Colombia (CINSET)

Bolivia Federación Boliviana de la Pequeña Industria (FEBOPI)
Instituto de Asistencia Social,Economica y Tecnologica (INASET)

>>
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Network relationships: cooperation

Since its foundation ITACAB, Practical Action Peru and the CAB platform have worked in 
cooperation with NGOs, universities, national governmental agencies and international 
cooperation agencies to promote cleaner and appropriate technologies in SMEs.

During 2002-2006, ITACAB was very active linking national and regional actors involved in 
cleaner production. ITACAB has worked together with COPEME, Practical Action and other 
NGOs to improve production processes of small scale enterprises and small scale producers 
(Sanchez, 2009, interview). Since 2004, ITACAB has established ties with producers, small 
scale enterprises, rural development promoters, researchers, and students, through the Center 
for Technological Transferring of Resources (Sanchez, 2010, interview). During 2003-2006, 
ITACAB worked closely with the National Council of Science and Technology (CONCYTEC, 
see below) (Sanchez, 2009, interview). ITACAB also contributed with case studies about low cost 
technologies to the ‘Sustainable Alternatives Network (SANET)’. SANET is an online database 
(http://www.sustainablealternatives.net) of cleaner and ecological technologies from several 
countries, including Peru. In Peru, CONCYTEC coordinates the SANET platform. ITACAB also 
has ties with Practical Action Peru and the Centers of Technological Innovation but they do not 
work together in transferring technology for SMEs. ITACAB has also strong ties with production-

Organizations

Venezuela Universidad Central de Venezuela – Centro de Estudios del Desarrollo
Federación Venezolana de Cámaras de Comercio y Producción de Venezuela 

(FEDECAMARAS)
Fondo Venezolano de Recoversión Industrial y Tecnológica (FONDOIN)
VITALIS Gente, comunicación y ambiente

Chile Conf. Gremial Nac. Unida de la Mediana, Pequeña, Microindustria, Servicios y 
Artesanado de Chile (CONUPIA)

Fundación Chile
Centro de Transferencia de Tecnologías Limpias (CTTL S.A.)

Ecuador Escuela Politécnica Nacional-Centro de Estudios para la Comunidad
Inst. de Invest. Ecuador
Ministerio Del Ambiente
Centro Ecuatoriano de Producción Más Limpia (CEPL)
Cámara de la Pequeña Industria del Azuay Gremio Empresarial

Panama CONEP – UNPYME
Univ. de Panamá – Facultad de Ciencias Naturales Exactas y Tecnología (CEREB)
Autoridad Nac. del Ambiente. Prog. de Instrumentos de Gestión Ambiental y 

Participación Empresarial en la Producción mas Limpia
Red de Empresas en Producción Más Limpia

Table 7.3. Continued.
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oriented, environmental protection-oriented and education-oriented governmental agencies of 
country members of the CAB. ITACAB has ties with the Andean Nations Community (CAN) 
to develop Andean regional policies on cleaner production. ITACAB has also ties with the Food 
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), the Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (CEPAL), the 
German Technical Cooperation and the Spanish Agency for International Cooperation (AECI). 
These agencies provide ITACAB with financial support and policy guidance to their projects. The 
German Technical Cooperation has been the main funder of ITACAB and the CAB Regional 
Platform of Cleaner Production till 2006. Actually the only perational project of ITACAB in 
appropriate technology for SMEs is the online database Center of Resources for the Transferring 
of Technologies. This project is funded fully by CAB countries, not by donor agencies anymore. 
ITACAB is exploring funding from donor agencies for new projects in the field of appropriate 
technologies (Sanchez, 2010, interview).

Practical Action Peru works closely with their headquarter office in UK and their branches in 
several countries worldwide. At the national level, Practical Action Peru works in close cooperation 
with municipalities, small scale producers, small scale enterprises and other NGOs. Practical 
Action Peru had a very active role in the CAB Regional Platform of Cleaner Production till 
2006. Practical Action and ITACAB have ties but currently they do not have collaborative work 
related to technology for small scale enterprises. Practical Action Peru has set up the Centre 
of Demonstration and Qualification in Appropriate Technologies (Centro de demostración y 
capacitación en tecnologías apropiadas, CEDECAP) in Cajamarca and the ‘Kamayuq’ Technical 
School in Puno. The schools provide training in renewable technologies and information and 
communication technologies (ICT) to set up small scale enterprises in rural areas. Moreover, 
Practical Action Peru has close ties with the Network of Rural Agri-industries of Peru (REDAR), 
a platform that groups 51 organizations nation wide. At international level, Practical Action Peru 
has cooperation among others with the European Commission, OXFAM America, Inter-American 
Development Bank, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and 
several international foundations (Soluciones Practicas Memoria Institucional 2010-2011, 2011). 
Taking the need of technology for climate change adaptation as umbrella concern, Practical Action 
International is building ties with a wider set of actors over the last years. During the last years 
Practical Action International is also building ties with business corporations, including Toyota 
Foundation and Northern Foods, international foundations, including WW Kellogg foundation 
and Zurich Foundation, and national companies, including EDEGEL, by collaborating in their 
business social responsibility programmes (Soluciones Practicas Memoria Institucional 2011-
2012, 2012).

Network relationships: power

The appropriate technology network has currently nodes at national and global level. At the 
national level, the main node of the network is Practical Action Peru. At global level, the node is 
Practical Action International. The regional node is isolated from the national and global nodes. 
During the years 2002-2006, the CAB Regional Platform of Cleaner Production and ITACAB were 
regional nodes of the appropriate network (Sanchez, 2010, interview). Currently ITACAB does 
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not perform as a node anymore. However, cooperation was not found between Practical Action 
Peru and ITACAB, nor between the nodes of the appropriate technology network and the nodes 
of the organic production networks. They do not work in coordination.

The nodes of the appropriate network are very ‘flexible’. While ITACAB has moved backwards 
and the CAB Regional Platform of Cleaner Production was dismantled, Practical Action Peru has 
kept its position. ITACAB and Practical Action Peru have their own funders, partners and SME 
beneficiaries, especially after the failure of the CAB Regional Platform of Cleaner Production. 
ITACAB and Practical Action are parallel nodes in the network. However, while ITACAB has faced 
shortages in their operation budgets during the last years, Practical Action Peru is expanding their 
ties. As Practical Action Peru is part of Practical Action International, Practical Action Peru has 
more financial capacity, expertise and ties than ITACAB. For instance, Practical Action Peru has 
expanded their developmental activities to two more regions (Huancavelica and Lambayeque). 
Similarly, Practical Action International has opened a new office in Bolivia (Practical Action 
website, 2010).

The short-term duration of the CAB Regional Platform of Cleaner Production and the splitting 
off of their affiliated organizations after the funding of the German Technical Cooperation ended, 
show the dependency of actors from international cooperation agencies to keep the platform 
operational. Currently, cleaner production is not a priority for the German Technical Cooperation. 
The German Technical Cooperation has moved to other priorities such as democracy, rural 
development and water (GTZ website, 2010). Furthermore, the German Appropriate Technology 
Exchange (GATE) is not operational anymore. Moreover, actors working on appropriate and 
cleaner technology for small scale enterprises in Peru are disconnected and affiliated to several 
platforms and networks simultaneously. Self-interests among actors limit further cooperation 
(Sanchez, 2009, interview). At global level, the leadership of Practical Action is not disputed but 
the issue of appropriate technology is highly dispersed in several networks. For instance, the 
World Bank, the Inter-American development bank and Village Earth also promote appropriate 
technology in terms of renewable energy, information and communication technology for rural 
development and for rural small scale producers in developing countries. However, they do not 
work in cooperation with Practical Action International (IDB website, 2011; Practical Action 
website, 2010; Village Earth website, 2010; World Bank website, 2011). Additionally, the emergence 
of new networks of sustainable production, the formation of new platforms, and the lack of 
cohesion among actors contribute to dispersing of actors in the appropriate technology network.

The appropriate technology network show asymmetrical, horizontal and participatory 
relationships. The relationship of key actors with donor agencies is asymmetrical but their 
relationships with SMEs for transferring technology are of a more participatory nature.

7.2.3 Cleaner technology network

Key actors: the National Council of Science and Technology

The National Council of Science and Technology (Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología, 
CONCYTEC in Spanish acronym) is the Peruvian governmental agency that regulates, coordinates 
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and promotes science, technology and innovation oriented to enhance competitiveness and human 
development (CONCYTEC website, 2011).

The CONCYTEC’s Cleaner Technology Programme promoted cleaner technologies in SMEs 
in Peru. This programme focused on knowledge generation and technology transfer, social 
appropriation of clean technologies, transformation processes, added value, bio-industry, natural 
products, fair trade and poverty fighting (CONCYTEC website, 2010; Sustainable Alternatives 
website, 2009+ Oliveros, 2006, interview). The programme was closed in 2005 due to lack of 
funding.

From 2006 onwards the support of CONCYTEC to SMEs was dispersed over several other 
programmes, including aquaculture, ICT, agriculture and agri-industry, medicinal plants, 
biotechnology, materials, vulnerability and the social dimension of science. Currently, CONCYTEC 
does not directly implement projects of technological transfer towards SMEs anymore. CONCYTEC 
promotes sustainable SMEs only indirectly, by establishing national research planning and 
guidelines, and providing funding for research (Huerta, 2011, interview). Funding for research 
on science and technology is operationalized in four schemes: projects of technological transfer 
(PROTEC), projects of innovation for competitiveness (PROCOM) and projects of scientific, 
technological research (PROCYT) and special projects (Paradigmas, 2010). Recently, CONCYTEC 
has also established the INNOTEC platform that promotes technological innovations that might 
potentially be applied to sustainable SME development (INNOTEC website, 2010).

Key actors: Technological Transfer Platform

The Technological Transfer Network (TTN) is a platform of five countries (Brazil, India, Nicaragua, 
Peru and Tanzania) that aims to exchange information on cleaner technologies and to enhance 
the transfer of cleaner and appropriate technologies for SMEs among developing countries. The 
platform has an online best practices database on cleaner and appropriate technologies called 
‘Sustainable Alternatives Network (SANET)’. The database has collected 1,473 case studies, 677 
experts, 316 planning tools and 79 finance sources worldwide (Sustainable Alternatives website, 
2010). The database is intended to be a resource for NGOs, universities, research centers and 
organizations that work directly with SMEs, especially rural enterprises (Sanchez, 2009, interview). 
Using the database, in 2005 UNEP offered a pilot online learning course on industrial energy 
efficiency (Sustainable Alternatives website, 2010).

The TTN Andean branch (called ‘red Andina para la transferencia de tecnologias limpias’, in 
Spanish) and the TTN Peruvian sub-branch focus on the implementation of regional multilateral 
agreements about Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) and Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs). These 
mandates were discussed on the 4th meeting of the sub-regional committee of SMEs of the Andean 
Community (CAN) and the 14th meeting of the Andean Council of Science and Technology 
(CACYT) on November 2004 (CAN website, 2010). The Andean branch of TTN prioritizes the 
following sectors: mining, textile, garment, agri-industry, forestry and energy (CONCYTEC 
website, 2010). The TTN Andean branch and the TTN Peruvian sub-branch were hosted on the 
CONCYTEC webpage (www.concytec.gob.pe), but they are currently (2012) no available anymore.
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Network relationships: cooperation

CONCYTEC cooperates with NGOs, universities, governmental agencies and international 
cooperation agencies to promote cleaner technologies in SMEs. CONCYTEC has played an active 
role in mobilizing and linking up local, national and regional actors to transfer technology to 
small scale industries and small scale producers.

CONCYTEC had an active participation in the implementation of the Technological Transfer 
Network (TTN) during the period 2004-2005. In March 2005 The Andean branch of the TTN 
platform held a meeting in Lima with UNEP to request additional financial support for the 
operational phase of the platform, this time including also Venezuela, Colombia and Ecuador, in 
addition to the initial countries (Sustainable Alternatives website, 2009+ Oliveros, 2006, interview). 
However, UNEP did not commit additional financial support to continue this project. CONCYTEC 
also collaborated in the implementation of the Horizontal Cooperation Programme on Cleaner 
Technology and Renewable Energy (‘Programa de Cooperación Horizontal en Tecnologías Limpias 
y Energía Renovable’, in Spanish) for 2005-2006. The Programme aimed to promote the adoption 
of cleaner technology and the use of renewable energy by micro and small enterprises in such a 
way that they can be prepared to apply for certifications (ISO 9000, ISO 14000 and SA 8000). The 
programme prioritized agri-industries (e.g. tanneries, dairies) and waste and sewage treatment 
plants. The programme was implemented in 9 Latin American countries (Argentina, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, México, Panamá, Paraguay, Perú, Trinidad y Tobago, y Surinam) (CONCYTEC 
website, 2010).

Till 2005, CONCYTEC had intensively collaborated with ITACAB, Practical Action Peru, 
Rainforest, Procabra and Energy, Development and Life (EDEVI) to support SMEs. These NGOs 
helped CONCYTEC to identify successful SMEs and best practices in SMEs. CONCYTEC had 
also ties with several national governmental agencies to reach particular SME sectors, especially 
agri-industries and manufacturing. CONCYTEC also established ties with domestic business 
associations (e.g. ADEX), banks (e.g. Peru Credito Bank), universities and technical schools (e.g. 
the National School for Industrial Training). At regional level, CONCYTEC cooperates with their 
pair institutions of science and technology of Brazil and Nicaragua at the TTN platform and with 
the aforementioned 9 Latin American countries participating in the Horizontal Cooperation 
Programme on Cleaner Technology and Renewable Energy (CONCYTEC website, 2009).

During 2004-2006 CONCYTEC strengthened collaboration with several international 
cooperation agencies promoting the transfer of cleaner technologies. The Organization of 
American States (OAS), the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) and the Global 
Environmental Facility (GEF) are a few examples. They provided to CONCYTEC financial support 
and expertise (CONCYTEC website, 2009; Oliveros, 2006, interview). While UNEP, with funding 
support of GEF, established TTN and SANET, OAS established the Horizontal Cooperation 
Programme on Cleaner Technology and Renewable Energy in 2005.

With the collaboration of UNEP, in 2009 CONCYTEC and the Ministry of Environment 
launched the 2010–2021 national agenda for scientific research in climate change. The agenda 
calls for research on technology (modern, appropriate and traditional) to adapt to climate change 
(MINAM, 2010+ Huerta, 2011, interview).
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Currently, CONCYTEC keeps ties with most of the aforementioned organizations but no 
collaborative work on cleaner technology has been identified. Although CONCYTEC works closer 
to ITACAB, the Ministry of Environment, the National Agrarian University and the National 
University of Engineering, it does not have connection with most NGOs and platforms of the 
appropriate technology network or the eco-efficiency network. Currently CONCYTEC focuses 
on providing funding for research projects at the national level, including for SMEs development 
(Huerta, 2011, interview).

Network relationships: power

This section analyzes the power relationship and distribution in the cleaner technology network, 
focusing on key organizations identified in Peru and their international connections. CONCYTEC 
is the national node of the cleaner technology network. TTN and OAS are the regional nodes and 
UNEP is the global node.

CONCYTEC has been the coordinator of the TTN Andean region during the pilot phase 
(till 2005) and the coordinator of the aforementioned OAS project till 2006. During this 
time, CONCYTEC brought together technological research centers and NGOs to implement 
demonstrative projects on cleaner technology, renewable energy and energy efficiency within 
small scale enterprises in Peru (CONCYTEC website, 2010). TTN is currently not as active in 
terms of coordination and cooperation as it was during the period 2004-2005. Most affiliated 
organizations joined TTN to gain legitimacy in public eyes and to explore opportunities of 
funding for their own projects. OAS promotes cleaner production and renewable energy in Latin 
America for SMEs in cooperation with UNEP, World Bank, the German Technical Cooperation 
and the Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (OAS, 2004; OAS, website, 2010). In 
cooperation with OAS, UNEP designs projects and provides funding and guidance to governmental 
agencies, including CONCYTEC in Peru, for improving technology in SMEs worldwide. For 
instance, the implementation of the aforementioned projects by CONCYTEC has been done 
in close coordination with UNEP and OAS. By doing so, UNEP and OAS intended to enhance 
capabilities of governmental institutions on science and technology. However, expertise and access 
to funding from donors were controlled by UNEP and OAS, not by CONCYTEC. The position 
of actors (e.g. in being key partners and receivers of funding) depended from UNEP and OAS. 
SMEs were not part of such decision making processes on the promotion of cleaner technologies.

7.2.4 Technological innovation network

Key actors: Centers of Technological Innovation

Centers of Technological Innovation (CITEs) are private and public centers specialized in providing 
technological support, training and information for SMEs to increase their competitiveness and 
productiveness (PRODUCE website, 2011). CITEs are attached institutionally to the Peruvian 
Ministry of Production. In total there are 15 CITEs, each one specialized in a particular type of 
products, including, leather and shoemaking, wood and furniture, wine and horticulture, tropical 
fruits and medicinal plants, garment, agro-industry, textile, logistic and tracing, software and 
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forest wood. The coordination of CITEs is centralized in a central office, labeled OTCIT in Spanish 
acronym. OTCIT is directly falling under the Peruvian Ministry of Production.

Network relationships: cooperation

The building up of cooperation with international cooperation agencies (e.g. IDB-FOMIN, the 
German Technical Cooperation and European Union), national lending institutions (e.g. COFIDE), 
governmental agencies, universities, companies, technical schools, NGOs and SMEs associations 
has been a priority for the OTCIT to fulfill its aims. OTCIT also has ties with the National 
Confederation of Private Business Associations (CONFIEP in Spanish Acronym), the Pontifical 
Catholic University of Peru and the NGO GS1Peru.

Most CITEs are NGOs. They provide services to SMEs in quality control of raw materials 
and final products, design and product development, production technology and environmental 
management. For instance, CITE Agroindustrial CEPRORUI and CITE Confecciones are led by 
El Taller and CITE Agroindustrial Piura includes CEPICAFE and producer associations of Piura 
(CITEs website, 2011).

CITEs have ties with the Ibero-American Programme for Science, Technology and Development 
(CYTED in Spanish acronym) and the Management, Evaluation, Monitoring of Results in Science, 
Technology and Innovation to Improve Impact in Development (RESIRDES), two regional 
platforms promoting science and technology. CYTED is a platform of national governmental 
agencies of science and technology of 21 countries of Latin American, plus Spain and Portugal. 
It facilitates knowledge exchange and finances research projects on science, technology and 
innovation. RESIRDES is a platform to exchange experiences on technology and innovation for 
rural development at regional level in Latin America. RESIRDES affiliates ministries and national 
governmental agencies on science and technology and universities. One of the priorities of the 
platforms is to promote research on modern technologies for industrial development and cleaner 
technologies (CYTED website, 2010; PRODUCE website, 2011).

The International cooperation agency of Spain and the German Development Service (DED) 
are the main agencies providing funding to CITEs. AECI specially supports CITEccal (Leather 
and Footwear Innovation Center), CITEmadera (Wood and furniture) and CITEvid (grapes & 
wine) since their launching in 1999. The German Development Service also provides financial 
support to CITEmadera (Carazo, 2006, interview; Peru Innova No55, 2010; Peru Innova No56, 
2010; PRODUCE website, 2011). Other funding sources are FINCYT and FIDECOM. FINCYT, 
a national funding scheme for science and technology, has been established by the national 
government and the Inter-American Development Bank in 2007. FIDECOM is a national fund to 
promote research in production competitiveness and innovation in SMEs. FINCYT and FIDECOM 
are administered by CONCYTEC.

A set of organizations including NESST and CONDESAN have launched a new project that 
promotes technology and innovation for development in Peru: RAMP Peru. The RAMP Peru 
project promoters cooperate with CONCYTEC, FINCYT and RESIRDES, but no cooperation 
was found with CITEs (NESST Peru website, 2012).
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Network relationships: power

The national node of the network is OTCIT. RESIRDES is the regional node. At global level, the 
nodes are the Spanish Agency for International Cooperation and the German Development Service.

Although each CITE has independency to work, OTCIT coordinates with the governmental 
agencies, fellow international organizations on technological innovation and funding agencies. 
OTCIT has close ties with RESIRDES. The Spanish Agency for International Cooperation and the 
German Development Service are the main supporters of CITEs. Resources in terms of funding 
and expertise are mainly hold by the Spanish Agency for International Cooperation, the German 
Development Service, the Ibero-American Programme for Science, Technology and Development, 
the German Technical Cooperation, the European Union and the Inter-American Development 
Bank. At the national level, CONFIEP is a key actor. SMEs participate in CITEs. At the national 
level, CITEs provide services for SMEs that are formally registered and have the capacity to scale 
up production (PRODUCE website, 2011). Major disputes were not identified.

7.2.5 Urban cleaner production network

Key actors: IPES Promoting Sustainable Development

IPES Promoting Sustainable Development (IPES Promoción del Desarrollo Sostenible in Spanish) 
is a Peruvian NGO founded in 1984 that aims to improve the living conditions of less privileged 
people and to build sustainable cities. The core issue of expertise of IPES is waste management at 
local level. In cooperation with national partners, IPES works in several Latin America countries, 
including Colombia, Cuba, Brazil and Argentina. IPES has implemented several projects promoting 
cleaner technologies and good practices in Peruvian urban small scale enterprises, to increase 
their competitiveness.

Network relationships: cooperation

With the financial support of the Dutch Catholic Organisation for Relief and Development 
Aid (CORDAID, English acronym), during 2001-2004 IPES implemented the project ‘good 
environmental practices in small scale enterprises of the Villa El Salvador’s Industrial park’. During 
2003-2005 IPES implemented a project with financial support of the Inter-American Development 
Bank to improve productiveness and environmental performance in small scale shoemakers and 
tanneries in the city of Trujillo, in the northern part of Peru. The financial contribution of the 
Inter-American Development Bank was 66% and that of IPES was 34%. With the financial support 
of the Fighting against Poverty in Metropolitan Lima Programme (PROPOLI), during 2004 and 
2005 IPES implemented two projects to improve production processes, working conditions and 
risk prevention within small scale carpenters and metal workshops in Villa El Salvador. PROPOLI 
has been implemented in Peru by the Ministry of Woman and Social Development (Ministerio 
de la Mujer y Desarrollo Social, MIMDES in Spanish acronym) with the financial support of the 
European Union. The cooperation of small scale enterprise associations and municipalities has 
been valuable to implement PROPOLI. Since 2006, however, IPES has stopped implementing 
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projects on cleaner production, and has returned to its core business: consultancies on waste 
management at the local level. This service is provided for municipalities, national governmental 
agencies and international governmental agencies. At the international level, IPES has established 
cooperation ties with the International Development Research Center (IDRC), the Swiss Federal 
Laboratories for Materials Testing and Technology (EMPA), the organization for the Ecology and 
Development (ECODES) and the Dutch consultancy WASTE to explore opportunities to establish 
micro scale enterprises to recycle electronic waste (IPES website, 2012).

Network relationships: power

The main national actor in the urban cleaner production network is IPES. At regional level, the 
central node is the Inter-American Development Bank. At global level, the main nodes are the 
European Union, the Dutch Catholic Organisation for Relief and Development Aid and the State 
Secretariat for Economic Affairs of the Swiss Federation. At national level, key allied organizations 
of IPES are municipalities and the Ministry of Environment of Peru. IPES has no links with the 
Latin American NCPCs or RESIRDES. Most projects on cleaner production implemented by 
IPES were directly financed by international cooperation agencies. This direct cooperation with 
donors gives IPES a good position in the network; however, its work is quite isolated from national 
platforms and actors involved in sustainable production. Major disputes were not identified in 
the network.

7.2.6 Networks: patterns, challenges and trends

In this section the main patterns, challenges and trends of the sustainable production networks 
are analyzed. The main issues to be analyzed are cooperation, power relationships, the roles of 
NGOs, key challenges and significant trends.

Cooperation

Cooperation of actors in the sustainable production networks has the following is characterized by 
contrasts. Three main charactersitics are identified in the networks: (1) overlap in the promotion 
of sustainable production; (2) dependency on funding and expertise; and (3) distrust and low 
effectiveness.

First, the five sustainable production networks overlap in their efforts to promote sustainable 
production into SMEs. NGOs and (inter)governmental agencies promoting sustainable production 
are dispersed and disconnected. Key actors at national level have scarce ties, and little joint 
cooperation. CONCYTEC has ties with CITEs but no ties were identified with Practical Action 
Peru, CER or IPES; similarly ITACAB has ties with Practical Action and CITEs but not with 
CONCYTEC, and neither with CER as far as cleaner production is concerned. IPES does neither 
have ties with CITEs nor with CER. Moreover, the connections of key NGOs and key (inter)
governmental agencies with SMEs are also scarce and on a temporal basis. Moreover, actors 
over time can abandon a platform, join a new platform or be affiliated in several platforms 
simultaneously. This strong mobility of actors in the networks, however, does not match with the 
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scarce cooperation. For instance, CONCYTEC and Practical Action Peru were part of both the 
TTN platform and the CAB Regional Platform of Cleaner Production but they did not build ties 
mutually, nor with the platforms. Furthermore, key actors of the sustainable production networks 
have scarce cooperation with most NGOs working on the sustainability of SMEs. For instance, 
ITACAB and Practical Action promote appropriate technologies for sustainable production but 
no cooperation was found with actors of other platforms of the appropriate technology network, 
and also not with other sustainable production networks. Additionally, no ties have been found 
with RAE Peru, RAAA, ANPE and COPEME, which also works with small scale enterprises and 
small scale producers (see Chapter 5). Global actors also overlap in their efforts, although they have 
more cooperation and exchange of resources. Most important international cooperation agencies 
involved in funding and policy guidance for key actors in the sustainable production networks 
have their own intervention plan and are connected to a particular set of national NGOs and 
(inter) governmental agencies. The most evident example of this overlap is UNIDO and UNEP.

Second, operations of actors and platforms in the sustainable production networks depend 
strongly of funding and expertise to operate successfully. Sustainable production platforms do 
not have committed ‘self-mobilizing’ actors. Once the project ends, actors and platforms become 
‘latent’ waiting for the next funded project. For instance, CONCYTEC played a relevant role in 
linking up actors and implementing ‘pilot’ projects of cleaner production in SMEs under the 
umbrella of the TTN platform, only during the period that funding and expertise from UNEP 
and the Organization of American States were available. According to Huerta (2011, interview) 
‘the bottleneck of the application of the National System of science, technology and technological 
innovation (CINACYT) for transferring technology to SMEs has to do with the lack of financial 
budget and highly qualified researchers’. Moreover, the agenda of priorities of actors at national 
level depends on the intervention agenda of international cooperation agencies. Additionally, 
key actors of the sustainable production networks compete for funding to operate projects of 
international cooperation agencies. The failure of the TTN platform and the CAB Regional 
Platform of Cleaner Production has shown that platforms in the sustainable production networks 
cannot survive independently of funding. The TTN platform and the CAB Regional Platform of 
Cleaner Production switched to ‘sleeping mode’ after the financial support ended in 2006. What 
has been left operating of the CAB Regional Platform of Cleaner Production is the online database 
of cleaner and appropriate technologies for small scale enterprises which is currently being used 
as resource for new projects of ITACAB. While the CAB Regional Platform of Cleaner Production 
was operative it acted as ‘glue’ to bring together affiliated organizations. The main actors, platforms 
and promoters of the networks are summarized in Table 7.4.

Third, the sustainable production networks are characterized by mistrust and low effectiveness. 
SMEs and national key actors do not keep long lasting cooperation because SMEs do trust neither 
NGOs nor (inter)governmental agencies. The trial-error intervention of NGOs has created a bad 
image of NGOs among SMEs (Oliveros, 2006, interview; Sanchez, 2009, interview). National actors 
also reach only a small amount of SMEs. While some SMEs, mainly the exporting and servicing 
SMEs, are interested in cleaner production because of pressure of international markets, most 
SMEs do not realize the value of cleaner production for their business (Su, 2004+ Espinosa, 2008, 
interview). In the words of Sanchez (2009, interview): ‘technology is available but the problem 
is the social and political dimension of technology. (…) several small scale enterprises and 
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cooperatives in communities have failed due to individualism and scarce cooperation of people, 
for instance, the ECASH-MAYA project and the PROSAMA project’. The low capacity of NGOs 
to implement projects has also been questioned by international cooperation agencies (Kuriger, 
2006, interview). Additionally, the emergence of new networks, the structuring of new platforms, 
the lack of managerial capabilities of key actors and the lack of economic incentives for SMEs to 
adopt sustainable production contribute to failures or stagnation in the adoption of sustainable 
production by SMEs in Peru.

Power relations

Power relations in the networks of sustainable production have two main characteristics: (1) 
the asymmetrical relationships of actors; and (2) the power of SMEs in refusing or accepting 
sustainable production.

First, power distribution is asymmetric in the networks and it is expressed in the division of 
roles in national, regional and global nodes (Figure 7.1). The Inter-American Development Bank, 
Practical Action International and the Dutch Catholic Organisation for Relief and Development 
Aid CORDAID have the capacity to control resources in terms of agenda setting, expertise and 
funding provision. National key actors also have the capacity to control resources but to a lesser 
extent and in relationship of mutual dependency with global key actors. National key actors have 
more connections and exchanges with international cooperation agencies than with SMEs. This is 
related to the fact that national key actors and platforms depend on funding and expertise from 
international cooperation agencies.

Second, the scarce motivation of SMEs to buy-in sustainable production puts them in a power 
position to delegitimize interventions of promoters of sustainable production. Promoters have good 

Table 7.4. Networks promoting sustainable production for SMEs in Peru.

Networks National actors Regional platforms Regional/global actors

Eco-efficiency CER Latin American NCPCs UNIDO, 
SECO

Appropriate technology ITACAB, 
Practical Action Peru

CAB Platform of Cleaner 
Production

GTZ, 
Practical Action 

International
Cleaner technology CONCYTEC TTN UNEP, 

OAS
Technological innovation CITEs, 

OTCIT
RESIRDES AECI, 

DED
Urban cleaner production IPES - IDB, 

EU, 
CORDAID
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will but lack the capacities to build lasting ties with SMEs through the platforms. SMEs have the 
capacity to refuse or accept sustainable production. This capacity is founded in the embeddedness 
of SMEs in the local social networks. SMEs with their owner, manager and employees have strong 
ties with social groups, families and communities where they belong to (Cici & Ranghieri, 2008). 
This contributes to the strength of SMEs in delivering goods and services for national and local 
markets in Peru and other countries of Latin America, despite of their constrains in terms of 
organization and business capacities (Corral et al., 2005). Indeed, the embedding of SMEs in local 
social networks has contributed to the successful scaling-up of SMEs in Peru, including those 
connected to the cleaner production networks. So, both promoters and SMEs hold power in the 
sustainable production networks. While the power of promoters rests on the capacity to develop 
connections of wide scope, establish global agendas, give policy guidance and provide funding and 
other resources to govern the networks, the power of SMEs rests on their capacity to be anchored 
within the local social networks. While SMEs are skilled in building ties within their local network, 
most of them have little interest in expanding their connections to sustainable networks.

Figure 7.1. Map of the networks of sustainable production, including their key actors, platforms and 
connections.
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Roles of NGOs

Key actors in the sustainable production networks are involved in the promotion, adaptation, 
innovation and transfer of technology-based approaches, including eco-efficiency, renewable 
energies and low-cost technologies for rural and urban SMEs and micro scale enterprises. In 
promoting sustainable production, NGOs focus on particular type of SMEs. For instance, CER 
has more cooperation ties with exporting SMEs, CITEs have more ties with micro and small 
producers, Practical Action Peru prioritizes rural micro and small scale enterprises oriented to 
local markets and IPES prioritizes small scale enterprises in urban areas. While NGOs typically 
play central roles as national key actors in the eco-efficiency network, the appropriate technology 
network and the urban cleaner production network, (inter)governmental agencies play central roles 
in the cleaner technology network and the technological innovation network (Table 7.4). Typical 
NGOs in the sustainable production networks are technocratic NGOs working with SMEs in the 
rural and urban areas. (Inter)Governmental agencies performing as key actors at the national 
level appear to be less effective in promoting sustainable production than the technocratic NGOs.

Challenges

The main challenges to promote sustainable production practices in SMEs have to do with two 
factors: (1) the lack of conditions that enable SMEs to adopt sustainable production; and (2) the 
underestimation of the innovative power of SMEs.

First, most SMEs operate according to a business-as-usual frame. It means that SMEs prefer 
to obtain low profit now rather than later, even if later they get more benefits. In the words of 
Espinosa (2008, interview) ‘the outcome of eco-efficiency improvements is at the long-term but 
most SMEs want increase productiveness and return of investment at the short-term. SMEs invest 
in new technologies if the pay back time of the investment is short. Costly technologies require 
several years to recover’. SMEs prefer to invest in second-hand machinery. SMEs lack the culture 
of saving. Most SMEs are not interested in up-to-date technology, even if credit schemes for these 
technologies are available. Cleaner technologies are financially less appealing for SMEs, especially 
in countries like Peru with high interest rates and short time span to bring back the lending (CER, 
2008). Additionally, it should be pointed out that credits for SMEs to upgrade technology reach a 
very limited number to SMEs due to the requirements of banks. Besides, although eco-efficiency is 
in line with business interests, most SMEs are not interested in it, and only do what they are obliged 
to by regulation. According to Alegre (2011, interview), director of CER, ‘Peruvian business people 
have inconsistent thinking. They say the Peruvian economy is growing but what is the situation 
of education and environmental consciousness? I mean the overall business culture is very low, 
at least we are 20 years backwards in comparison to more advanced countries’. Moreover, the 
adoption of cleaner production by micro and small enterprises that produce for national and local 
markets is harder, especially if they are not interested (Bickel, 2006, interview). Furthermore, most 
SMEs are informal enterprises with limitations to access capital and technology, low awareness 
of environmental management and lack of a policy framework for cleaner production adoption 
(Espinosa, 2008, interview; Oliveros, 2006, interview; Vidal, 2006, interview).
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Second, the involvement of SME in participating in designing policy interventions is missing 
in the five networks of sustainable production. Only in the appropriate technology network 
and the urban cleaner production network we saw participatory schemes of cooperation with 
small scale enterprises. Overall decision making about interventions is reserved for international 
cooperation agencies and national key actors. This lack of participation in the network structure 
hampers the innovative power of SMEs. SMEs are dispersed and fragmented in hundreds of small 
business associations. Moreover, usually medium-sized enterprises are only engaged with larger 
companies and small and micro scale enterprises are clustered in many tiny business organizations 
(Oliveros, 2006, interview; Sanchez, 2009, interview). SMEs do not have organizational structures 
to participate in networks’ decision making.

Trends

The following three trends are detected in the networks of sustainable production: a further 
adoption of cleaner technologies by SMEs engaged to international markets as suppliers; stagnation 
in cleaner production for SMEs oriented to national and local markets; and further collaboration of 
actors at the global and regional level. SME beneficiaries of sustainable production networks include 
dairy industries, carpenters, metal workplaces, (organic) producers and craft-makers. They can be 
urban and rural small scale enterprises, including those oriented to local, national and international 
markets. Most of the textile, garment, agri-industry and forest-based enterprises oriented to 
global markets have the resources and the capabilities to change to sustainable production. They 
can apply for subsidies, green credits and grants to go for such a change. Exporting SMEs are the 
target of key actors in most networks, except the appropriate technology network and the urban 
cleaner production network. However, most other SMEs are difficult to engage in sustainable 
production without the use of incentives and subsidies. Incentives and subsidies are expected to 
encourage SMEs oriented to local and national markets to adopt sustainable technologies. However, 
these instruments cannot produce results without investigation of the motivations and enabling 
conditions of micro and small scale enterprises to adopt sustainable technologies. Finally, looking 
at the recent joint efforts of UNIDO and UNEP to establish the global platform RECP, it can be 
said that further join cooperation of regional and global key actors involved in the promotion of 
cleaner production is expected.

7.2.7 Conclusions

a. The eco-efficiency network, the appropriate technology network, the cleaner technology 
network, the technological innovation network and the urban cleaner production network are 
the main networks involved in the promotion of sustainable production for SMEs in Peru. Due 
to the lack of trust among actors, the five cleaner production networks show very limited cross 
ties and cooperation. Most national actors are not connected to each other and compete for 
scarce resources. As a result, key actors show strong duplication of efforts, and low efficiency 
and efficacy in promoting sustainable production. For instance, CER does not have ties with 
most NGOs working with SMEs. Practical Action Peru, ITACAB and IPES focus on small and 
micro industries but scarce cooperation was identified between the first two. IPES is isolated 
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from the rest of national key actors. Similarly CER and CITEs prioritize medium and larger 
industries but no cooperation was identified with the rest of the key actors.

b. Platforms are established at national, regional and global level by international cooperation 
agencies to centralize coordination. Platforms are usually online portals and not spaces for 
collective ‘self-mobilizing’ of actors. TTN and SANET are online portals of value for networking 
and exchange, but hardly can nest self-organization and self-mobilization of NGOs and SMEs. If 
a platform has ‘organic’ life, it usually has short-term duration. SMEs have scarce participation 
in the platforms and in the decision making of agenda’s of key network actors. Additionally, 
the building of links with the Peru’s exporters association and other business associations has 
been a good starting point, but they affiliate only small amount of SMEs.

c. Global key actors have higher control of resources in the networks but the scarce motivation 
of SMEs to adopt sustainable production delegitimizes them. Expertise and funding are 
concentrated at the global nodes. National key actors show high dependency of funding and 
expertise to implement projects of sustainable production in SMEs. Top-down approaches 
towards SMEs are common in the networks to allocate technology, rather than more participatory 
approaches. Networks do not show committed SMEs promoting cleaner production hand-in-
hand with NGOs. SMEs are dispersed, fragmented and most of them are not connected to the 
cleaner production networks. Networks fail in building lasting ties with SMEs. However, the 
study shows that SMEs engaged to international markets as suppliers have better chance to 
adopt sustainable production, compared to SMEs oriented to the local and national markets. 
SMEs reveal their power by either refusing or adopting sustainable production. Thus, power 
does not only operate in the networks as the capacity to allocate resources, but also as the will 
to accept or refuse sustainable production measures.

d. The types of NGOs involved in cleaner production networks are diverse. CER and CITEs are 
‘technocratic’ NGOs that have expertise in process engineering, design and technology-based 
solutions. Practical Action Peru and IPES are technocratic NGOs with expertise in participation 
and production technology for SMEs. RAMPERU is also a new NGO promoting technology 
for development in Peru. CONCYTEC and ITACAB are ‘(inter)governmental’ agencies 
that have expertise in promoting national policies and research on science and technology. 
Although CONCYTEC and ITACAB are not typical NGOs, they channel funding and operate 
projects of international cooperation agencies. Those properties of both (inter)governmental 
agencies make them cluster as a sort of government organized non-governmental organizations 
(GONGOs). Therefore, NGOs and Government Organized NGOs in the networks of sustainable 
production perform as intermediaries between ‘promoters’ of sustainable production and SMEs 
‘beneficiaries’ by operating ‘pilot’ projects and providing advice to national policy makers, other 
NGOs, international cooperation agencies, national environmental authorities and SMEs on 
eco-efficiency, renewable energies and low-cost technology.
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7.3 Discourse analysis of sustainable production

7.3.1 Introduction

Agents are basic elements of discourses and central actors of networks. Additionally, it should be 
kept in mind that sustainable production discourses do not match necessarily one-to-one with 
the networks of sustainable production described in the network analysis section.

Based on the Dryzek’s (1997) definition of discourse, cleaner production can be seen as a 
diverse set of assumptions, judgments and contentions. Each discourse of sustainable production 
is a shared way to apprehending improvement on production efficiency encompassing plausible 
storylines or accounts about production and the market by agents including NGOs, SMEs and 
micro-enterprises, business associations, governmental agencies and international cooperation 
agencies. The discourse analysis of cleaner production focuses on views about production, the 
market and environmental sustainability, and the role of key agents involved in making production 
of SMEs sustainable.

The discourses of sustainable production are analyzed following the methodology of Dryzek 
(1997), as described in depth in Chapter 3. Four elements are analyzed to construct storylines: 
(1) basic entities acknowledged; (2) assumptions about natural relationships; (3) agents and their 
motives; and (4) key metaphors and other rhetorical devices.

Discourses on sustainable production

Two discourses are identified: the discourse of ‘cleaner production’ and the discourse of ‘appropriate 
technology’ (Table 7.5). Both discourses have communalities and differences. The communalities 
are that they endorse the central role of technology to bring about sustainable SMEs. Sustainable 
SMEs are understood in both discourses as SMEs with higher revenues, higher productivity and 
more eco-efficient production processes. Also, both discourses identify the same agents including 
‘technocratic’ NGOs, (inter)governmental agencies (GONGOs), international cooperation agencies 
and frontrunning SMEs. The difference between the discourses is in the focus. While the cleaner 
production discourse focuses on up-to-date modern technology to increase production efficiency 
of SMEs, the appropriate technology discourse focuses on small scale technologies suitable to the 
needs of small and micro scale enterprises.

The cleaner production discourse highlights the role of modern technology in increasing 
efficiency, productivity and environmental performance of SMEs. The discourse focuses on 
SMEs supplying international markets or with capacities to do so. The main motivation of the 
discourse proponents is to encourage SMEs towards sustainability by improving eco-efficiency 
in production and connecting SMEs with international markets. By doing so, key agents aim to 
stimulate environmental friendly practices in SMEs without stopping business growth.

The appropriate technology discourse highlights the role of tailor-made technology to increase 
productivity and environmental performance of SMEs, particularly micro and small scale 
enterprises. Low capital, and small scale technology suitable in the local social and cultural setting 
are central in the discourse. The discourse highlights the use of renewable energy, development 
of local and national markets and poverty fighting, regardless of enterprise size, economic 
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activity or geographical location. The main motivation of the discourse proponents is to make 
the poor people’s micro and small scale enterprises and their communities sustainable, based on 
technological self-reliance. Key agents establish technological solutions in a participatory way to 
improve SMEs workers’ and communities’ life conditions.

The cleaner production discourse and the appropriate technology discourse come from 
different traditions and schools of thought. The cleaner production discourse has its roots in the 
environmental concerns of industrial development such as the control of industrial pollution 
and industrial waste minimization. The term cleaner production was coined by the United 
Nations Environment Programme in 1989 as a strategy for industries to contribute to sustainable 
development. The appropriate technology discourse has come up from the ideas of Gandi’s 
philosophy and Schumacher’s thoughts. This discourse endorses a more autonomous development 
of rural communities regarding energy provision, building construction, water supply and 
treatment, sanitation and food production, and information and communication technologies.

In the next sections the discourse of cleaner production and the discourse of appropriate 
technology are developed in detail.

Table 7.5. Overview of discourses on sustainable production.

Discourse Cleaner production Appropriate technology

Storyline Cleaner production is seen as business 
strategy to make SME production more 
efficient. Allocate the best up-to-date 
modern technology as possible is central 
to reduce environmental impacts and 
increase competitiveness.

The discourse focuses on SMEs that are well 
established at the national market and with 
capacities to reach international markets. 

Appropriate technology is seen as tailor-
made technology adjusted to the needs of 
SMEs, particularly micro and small scale 
enterprises. Low capital, small scale and 
suitable technology for the local social, 
economic and cultural setting are central 
in the discourse. 

The discourse highlights the use of 
renewable energy, development of local 
markets and poverty fighting. 

Type of NGOs GONGOs
Technocratic urban NGOs

GONGOs
Technocratic rural NGOs
Technocratic urban NGOs

Subscriber CER, 
CONCYTEC, 
CITEs, 
CESEM

ITACAB, 
Practical Action Peru, 
IPES 
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7.3.2 Discourse of cleaner production

Enhancing competitiveness of SMEs through cleaner production!

Cleaner production is seen as business strategy to minimize loss of raw materials, improve energy 
efficiency, increase water efficiency and waste minimization, and better house-keeping. The 
discourse claims that the reduction of environmental impacts and the increase of productivity and 
competitiveness of SMEs can be achieved by the provision of modern up-to-date technologies. 
An overview of the discourse of cleaner production is summarized in Table 7.6.

Basic entities acknowledged

The liberal market is acknowledged. The liberal market is understood as opportunity for business 
growth, technological upgrading, innovation and increased business competitiveness (Alegre, 
2009; TTN-Red Andina, 2005). The liberal market enhances connections of SMEs, especially, with 
national and international company buyers (Alegre, 2007; CER website, 2011). The connection is 
understood in terms of exporting locally produced goods and importing technological knowledge 
and devices to improve the efficiency of production processes. The connection of SMEs to highly 
profitable national and international markets is seen as requirement to become sustainable (CESEM 

Table 7.6. Discourse analysis of cleaner production.

Elements Cleaner production

Basic entities acknowledged Liberal market
Eco-efficient processes and technology
Environment
Others: national NGOs, government, international cooperation agencies, 

intergovernmental agencies and financial institutions
Assumptions about natural in 

relationships
Hierarchy
Efficiency
Nature is understood in mechanistic terms. Environmental 

improvement will be a consequence of the implementation of 
environmentally sound technology

Agents and their motives National NGOs: service providers to SMEs
International cooperation agencies: Provide policy guidance, expertise 

and funding to increase SMEs competitiveness
Exporting SMEs: international markets, economic growth
National government: economic growth and competitiveness

Key metaphors and other 
rhetorical devices

Rhetorical devices: ‘technological transfer’, ‘eco-efficiency’, 
‘competitiveness’
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website, 2010; Flores, 2004; TTN-Red Andina, 2005). In this sense, the cleaner production discourse 
endorses free trade agreements and the engagement of the national economy with the world market.

Cleaner technology and eco-efficient processes are acknowledged. Technological diffusion, 
transfer and upgrading are considered central to increase economic competitiveness and 
environmental improvement of SMEs (Flores, 2004; PNUMA-CONCYTEC, 2004; TTN-Red 
Andina, 2005). Eco-efficient production processes avoid costly solutions of pollution control such 
as waste management and air pollutions. By doing so, companies reduce their cost of production 
and the quality of the end-product (Alegre & Marthaler, 2010). Improving eco-efficiency of SMEs 
does not necessarily mean sophisticated changes, but can also go via easy changes in production 
patterns and working styles. According to their proponents, cleaner technology and eco-efficient 
processes improve production capacity and enhance more standardized production of SMEs to 
satisfy the demands of highly profitable markets (Alegre, 2007; CER website, 2011; IPES website, 
2012).

The environment is acknowledged. Environmental protection is central in the discourse. 
The discourse embraces the idea that the only option to prevent the environmental burden 
created by modern industrial activities is to move to more environmental sound technologies 
and more efficient use of raw materials, water and energy (Alegre, 2009; Huerta, 2011, interview). 
Environmental improvement is seen in terms of environmentally sound technological upgrading, 
tuning production processes, change and recycling of materials, and re-designing of products 
(Alegre, 2007). Proponents highlight that cleaner production is an environmental protection 
strategy from an economic point of view. According to the cleaner production discourse, 
environmental protection is feasible in SMEs as long as it enhances economic competitiveness 
(IPES website, 2012). Then, environmental benefits are a positive side-effect. This has been 
established by several discourse proponents. According to Alegre (2011, interview), director 
of CER, ‘the promotion of eco-efficiency in companies contributes to their competitiveness’. In 
these terms, cleaner production is seen as the operationalization of sustainable development in 
the production domain.

Other basic entities recognized in the discourse are network of NGOs, national government, 
international cooperation agencies, inter-governmental agencies and financial institutions.

Assumptions about natural relationships

One assumption in the cleaner production discourse is on hierarchy, based on the adoption of 
cutting-edge modern technology. Technology establishes hierarchical positions among enterprises 
depending on their capacity to meet the demands of global markets (CONCYTEC, 2006; Flores, 
2004). Transnational companies, larger companies and SMEs holding modern technology and 
sophisticated production process are situated at the top. Contrarily, national industries with old 
fashioned technology and inefficient production processes are situated at the bottom. Global and 
local powerful market actors set the requirements for supply of goods and services. In these terms, 
the only option to increase environmental performance and make more competitive SMEs is to 
provision the best environmental sound technology.

Efficiency is understood in the cleaner production discourse as the higher physical and 
economic optimization of industrial production processes. Efficiency is at the core of cleaner 
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production (Espinoza, 2008, interview). In the eyes of the discourse proponents, the efficient use 
of raw materials, water and energy determine better productiveness. This matching of industrial 
efficiency with the conservation of natural resources is referred by the proponents of cleaner 
production discourse as eco-efficiency.

Regarding the relationship with nature, it is understood in terms of machinery, engineering 
processes and economic rationality. Protecting nature is seen in terms of a more efficient use of 
natural resources and less generation of waste in production processes. In the cleaner production 
discourse nature is reduced as input of production.

Agents and their motives

Agency is granted to national NGOs. NGOs operating at the national level raise awareness in local 
industries and in their associations, provide training for technicians, carry out in-plant assessments 
and promote investment for technology upgrading of SMEs. In cooperation with international 
cooperation agencies, national NGOs implement demonstration projects within SMEs; for instance, 
to prevent industrial pollution and diminish Green House Gas (GHG) emissions (Cortijo, 2006, 
interview; Espinoza, 2008, interview). Other NGOs are incorporating the territorial dimension in 
promoting cleaner production. For instance, CER is implementing eco-industrial parks in several 
parts of Peru. National NGOs intend to fill the technological gap of SMEs by linking cleaner 
production with social responsibility standards, environmental management systems (EMSs) 
and initiatives of Clean Development Mechanisms (CDMs).

Agency is also granted to international cooperation agencies, including international NGOs, 
intergovernmental agencies, international financial institutions and governmental agencies of 
developed countries. International cooperation agencies channel resources to national NGOs, 
governmental agencies and business associations of developing countries to support SMEs. For 
instance, most research on science and technology in Peru is funded by international cooperation 
agencies, not by the national government (CONCYTEC, 2009). Additionally, international 
cooperation agencies establish the agenda of priorities in the networks of sustainable production. 
Most international cooperation agencies prioritize SMEs that are tied to exporting value chains, 
not the ones oriented to local markets only (COSUDE/SECO website, 2011; IDB website, 2011; 
UNIDO website, 2011; UNEP website, 2011).

International cooperation agencies such as the United Nations Industrial Development 
organization (UNIDO) and the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) are central 
promoters of cleaner production worldwide. For instance, UNIDO facilitates cooperation among 
National Cleaner Production Centres (NCPCs), between NCPCs and the national governments and 
between NCPCs and SMEs. International cooperation agencies also establish policy guidance and 
develop service packages to better respond to the needs of SMEs. UNIDO and UNEP implement 
multilateral environmental agreements such as the Kyoto Protocol and its Clean Development 
Mechanism, and support governments to develop the national environmental legislations on 
cleaner production (UNEP Institutional website, 2010; UNIDO Institutional website, 2010). 
International cooperation agencies and market actors pressure and condition developing countries 
for industrial change, for instance, textile industries to improve their environmental performance. 
The motivation of international cooperation agencies in promoting cleaner production is to 
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increases the competitive position of local SMEs in the globalizing economy, meet environmental 
compliance and create a market of cleaner production services for SMEs (Cortijo, 2006, interview).

Agency is limited to competitive SMEs, not relevant for all SMEs. The discourse recognizes as 
agents SMEs (most of them medium-sized enterprises) that are mainly suppliers to domestic or 
exporting larger companies. SMEs subscribing the discourse are, among others, manufacturing, 
agri-industries, textile-industries, garment workshops, forest based industries, shoemakers and 
tanneries (Alegre, 2007; Febres, 2004; Hechaverria, 2004; IPES website, 2012; Sibille, 2004). SMEs 
can be individual SMEs or SMEs organized in industrial parks. Competitive SMEs have gained 
a status in the eyes of the discourse proponents. They are referred by technocratic NGOs and 
GONGOs subscribing this discourse as ‘clients’, not so much as ‘beneficiaries’. The motivation 
of SMEs and their business associations to implement cleaner production measures are mainly 
economic, such as increase profit, increase competitiveness and reach foreign markets (Alegre, 
2007). SMEs subscribing to the discourse have the willingness and the capacity to pay the costs 
of making their production process cleaner (Alegre, 2011, interview). However, most companies, 
including SMEs and microenterprises, do not show much interest in adopting cleaner production 
measures (Bickel, 2006, interview). As Alegre stated (2011, interview) ‘at first glance cleaner 
production is catchy, for instance saving money by implementing eco-efficiency; but in practice 
companies do not buy-in it easily. Companies at best only do what they are obliged by the national 
environmental regulation. Most companies have short-term thinking’. Moreover, discourse 
proponents consider most small scale enterprises and micro enterprises as enterprises with a 
lack of capacity to handle technology and implement eco-efficiency measures in production 
processes (Sanchez, 2009, interview).

National government has agency but it shows limited leadership in making local SME production 
cleaner and more sustainable. National government has short-term views of SME development 
and shortcomings in implementing environmental policies in the national production domain. 
The national environmental policy is less focused on law enforcement and more on the promotion 
of voluntary strategies. Central national government does not stimulate conservation of natural 
resources in SMEs, less the promotion of environmental standards (CONCYTEC, 2009). Most 
policy makers, especially at the central government, see environmental protection as an obstacle 
for investments, economic growth and job generation. Economy and ecology do not have the same 
weight in policies towards SME development. For instance, the national government puts lower 
national environmental standards for SMEs in order to generate more jobs. However, the discourse 
proponents recognize the efforts of the Ministry of Environment of Peru in developing the national 
environmental policy framework, especially regarding cleaner production. According to Marcos 
Alegre (2011, interview) the Ministry of Environment of Peru has shown commitment with eco-
efficiency thanks to the influence of CER and international cooperation agencies. For instance, 
it has played a decisive role in making eco-efficiency compulsory for public agencies. Discourse 
subscribers claim the need of economic incentives for SMEs to improve their environmental 
performance, but this is not easy in the economic model applied in Peru. As Alegre stated (2011, 
interview) ‘subsidy schemes depends of the Ministry of Economy and Finance of Peru (MEF, in 
Spanish acronym). This kind of measures is very hard to adopt under free market conditions’.
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Key metaphors and their rhetorical devices

The cleaner production discourse includes key rhetorical devices. The rhetorical devices identified 
are ‘technological transfer’, ‘eco-efficiency’ and ‘competitiveness’. Technological transfer refers 
to the sharing of environmentally sound technologies, knowledge, manufacturing methods 
and expertise, usually from developed countries to developing countries. The transfer aims to 
create a service market for SMEs in developing countries. Eco-efficiency is located at the core 
of the cleaner production discourse. Eco-efficiency is related to the properties of technology: 
to minimize ecological damage while maximizing efficiency of production process. Finally, 
competitiveness cannot be missed in any claim of the cleaner production discourse (CER website, 
2011). Competitiveness refers to the ability of SMEs to sell and supply goods and services profitably 
on national and international markets. Competitiveness in the discourse is related with economic 
growth, productivity and export capacity of SMEs.

7.3.3 Discourse of appropriate technology

Appropriate technology to fight poverty!

Appropriate technology is seen as technology suitable to the specific needs of SMEs, particularly 
micro and small scale enterprises. The discourse stresses the idea that small scale, low capital 
technology and local knowledge together cope better with the sustainability challenges of poor 
people’s enterprises. An overview of the discourse of appropriate technology is summarized in 
Table 7.7.

Basic entities acknowledged

The liberal market is acknowledged. The liberal market is seen as a given powerful force that 
brings threats and opportunities for SMEs. It becomes an opportunity as long as SMEs adapt the 
available technologies to their needs in order to create a market for their products (ITDG, 2009). 
The liberal market becomes a threat as long as SMEs apply the available technologies without 
evaluating their sustainability. According to Carlos De La Torre, project coordinator of Practical 
Action Peru, the access to markets for small scale and micro enterprises is central (Soluciones 
Practicas website, 2011).

Small and low capital technologies are acknowledged. Technology is understood as low cost 
gadgets, easy to use, maintain and handle. Technology can also be sophisticated but it has to 
be adapted to local people in terms of their social setting, cultural background and economic 
conditions (ITDG, 2009; Sanchez, 2008). The transfer or innovation of technology is done with 
close participation of micro and small scale enterprises (ITACAB website, 2011). Technology is 
seen in the discourse as a mean to connect small scale producers to local and national markets 
rather than the international market (Sanchez, 2009, interview). Despite the fact that appropriate 
technology is based on science, it deviates from industrial technology which is highly sophisticated 
and standardized, large scale, and capital and energy intensive. Appropriate technology also differs 
from traditional technologies that are usually seen as inefficient and unproductive, aimed for 
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subsistence and not fulfilling anymore the current needs (Sanchez, 2009, interview). For instance, 
discourse subscribers would suggest the use of a solar cooking or improve the efficiency of stoves 
for cooking instead of using wood. According to their proponents, appropriate technology allows 
SMEs to increase income, efficiency and productivity by providing higher added value to their 
products. Access of production technologies, information and communication technologies, 
technologies for irrigation and organic production, and building small power plants are seen as 
key technologies to help people in poverty (ITACAB website, 2011; ITDG, 2009).

The environment is an acknowledged entity. Discourse proponents argue that the scale of 
production and technology matters for the level of impact on the environment. The discourse 
points out the sustainable features of small scale technologies. Oppositely, large scale technology 
and mass production are seen as more harmful for the environment and less suitable for most 
parts of the world. Therefore, the use of appropriate technology by small scale technologies is 
seen the best way to protect the environment.

Other entities acknowledged are NGOs, international cooperation agencies, intergovernmental 
agencies, international financial institutions and national government.

Table 7.7. Discourse analysis of appropriate technology.

Elements Appropriate technology

Basic entities acknowledged Liberal market
Small and low capital technology
Environment
Others: NGOs, the national government, international cooperation 

agencies, intergovernmental agencies and financial institutions
Assumptions about natural in 

relationships
Hierarchy
Inclusiveness
Nature, especially wind, sun, water and biomass, is seen as the core for 

appropriate technology generation
Small scale technology less harmful for the environment

Agents and their motives National NGOs: support small scale producers, and small agro-
industries to implement demonstrative projects

International cooperation agencies: Moral mandate and market 
opportunity

Small and micro scale enterprises: increase income generation, 
productivity and access to technologies

National government: appropriate technology for poor people is not a 
priority

Key metaphors and other 
rhetorical devices

Rhetorical devices: ‘small is beautiful’, ‘self-reliance’, ‘poor’
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Assumptions about natural relationships

A hierarchy is perceived, based on having or not having modern technological devices. The 
discourse allocates enterprises in two clusters based on their capacities to develop and handle 
technology. The categorization is based on a bipolar worldview with hierarchical relationships. 
In one corner, the wealthy, powerful, modern and large scale enterprises are allocated, and in 
the other corner the poor, powerless, traditional practices and small scale enterprises. This is 
clearly established in the following quote of Ernst Fritz Schumacher: ‘a new approach is needed 
to aid and development. This approach will be different to the older in the sense that it takes 
poverty seriously. It is wrong to say: What is good for rich people is good for poor people as well’ 
(Soluciones Practicas website, 2011).

According to the appropriate technology discourse the only way to overcome this polarity is by 
transferring and adapting modern technologies from developed countries to developing countries 
according to local conditions. Also, the improvement of certain local traditional technologies 
might be helpful to overcome polarity (ITDG, 2009). The discourse assumes that elites (e.g. 
international cooperation agencies) with agency capacities are in a position to generate and 
transfer technologies. Such advantaged elites are in power or moral mandate to provide help to 
the marginalized people. Proponents might claim that the appropriate technology discourse is 
a genuine grassroots solution, but opponents argue that connecting local communities with the 
modern world by technology devices erodes traditional life-style.

Inclusion of poor people in modernity is based on the ownership of technology. In the 
discourse, inclusion means to make available technological devices for excluded poor people so 
that they can generate enterprises, improve production processes and benefit more from liberal 
markets (ITDG, 2009). The inclusion is based on self-reliance of people rather than dependency 
on standardized technologies (Sanchez, 2009, interview). The ownership of technology by small 
and micro scale enterprises is central for business growth and sustainability.

Regarding the relationship with nature, the appropriate technology discourse claims the 
efficient use of natural resources and diminishing environmental impacts. Particular attention is 
given in the discourse to technologies that use renewable energies such as wind, sun and water 
as a strategy to mitigate climate change (ITDG, 2009).

Agents and their motives

Agency is granted to NGOs with technological expertise, including traditional and technocratic 
NGOs. Most NGOs with agency capacities are NGOs operating at the national level. NGOs 
subscribing to the appropriate technology discourse claim to work in favor of ‘underprivileged’ and 
‘poor’ people, and fight injustice. NGOs aim to set and upgrade small and micro scale enterprises 
oriented to local and national markets by implementing demonstration projects (IPES website, 
2012; ITACAB website, 2011). NGOs endorsing the discourse of appropriate technology provide 
capacity building on low cost technologies using participatory approaches, and influence policy 
makers to create public polices to support appropriate technology application (ITDG, 2009). 
The ultimate aim of the appropriate technology agents is to fight poverty in developing countries 
(ITACAB website, 2011; ITDG, 2009; Sanchez, 2009, interview).
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Agency is also granted to international cooperation agencies, including international NGOs, 
intergovernmental agencies and governmental agencies of developed countries. The research 
centers and consultancy firms on technology that work directly with technocratic NGOs are also 
included. International cooperation agencies provide funding, policy guidance and technological 
expertise to NGOs and national governments to implement demonstration projects on appropriate 
technology. They also facilitate the transfer of technology among countries and regions worldwide 
in cooperation with national agents. Moral mandates, environmental concerns and the creation 
of market opportunity for small scale technology devices are the main motivations of global 
agents (ITDG, 2009).

Agents include micro and small scale enterprises, regardless their type and economic sector 
(Sanchez, 2008). Agents might be small scale producers (e.g. micro and small crop producers), 
small scale industries (e.g. food-industries, stockbreeding and breeding of Andean camelids), small 
scale workshops and entrepreneurs (ITACAB website, 2011; Su, 2004; ITDG, 2009). The main 
motivations of SMEs to subscribe to this discourse are increase of income generation, productivity 
and access to technology in order to be(come) part of modernity.

The national government has agency but does not prioritize appropriate technologies. The 
national government is seen as biased to promote mainly up-to-date modern technologies. In 
the eyes of the national government, appropriate technology will bring us backward. Moreover, 
the promoters of appropriate technologies are seen as actors against economic development of 
the country. Therefore, governmental agencies and NGOs have scarce cooperation. The national 
government prioritizes larger scale industries and exports of both raw materials and commodities 
to international markets, neglecting the value of appropriate technology for the national economy, 
especially for poor people (Sanchez, 2009, interview).

Key metaphors and their rhetorical devices

The discourse of appropriate technology includes several key rhetorical devices such as the terms 
‘small is better’, ‘help themselves’, ‘self-reliance’ and ‘poor’. However, the most emblematic rhetorical 
device that embodies appropriate technology is ‘small is beautiful’. According to the discourse 
proponents, the term ‘small is beautiful’ not necessarily means small in size nor in scale, but small 
in the decentralized features of technological solutions across the world.

7.3.4 Conclusions

a. Based on empirical research in Peru, the discourse analysis permits us to identify two discourses 
of sustainable production: the cleaner production discourse and the appropriate technology 
discourse. The two discourses have communalities and differences. The communalities are 
that both discourses endorse the central role of technology to foster sustainability of SMEs. 
Sustainability of SMEs is understood as the increase of income generation, efficient use of 
natural resources and further productivity. The discourses rest on hierarchical worldviews of 
society and technocratic views of nature. Both discourses identify NGOs, (inter)governmental 
agencies, international cooperation agencies and SMEs as key actors. The difference between 
both discourses is that while the cleaner production discourse highlights the access to capital 
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intensive modern technology, the connection of SMEs with global markets and the re-enforcing 
character of environmental improvement and higher economic benefits, the appropriate 
technology highlights the development of low capital rural small scale technology, the 
adjustment of technology to local conditions and the self-reliance of SMEs on local markets.

b. The cleaner production discourse and the appropriate technology discourse acknowledge the 
central role of the liberal market for improving the performance of SMEs. The liberal market is 
seen as a powerful force for business competitiveness. While the liberal market is seen in the 
cleaner production discourse as a necessary condition for improving environmental conditions 
of SMEs, the appropriate technology discourse sees the liberal market either as opportunity or 
threat. The liberal market is an opportunity as long as SMEs own the technology. Otherwise 
SMEs will be incapable to succeed.

c. The improvement of environmental conditions in SMEs according to both discourses is mainly 
oriented to business growth and access to profitable markets. However, both discourses have 
differences in the way to reach such improvement. The cleaner production discourse argues 
that the best way to reduce the environmental impact of SMEs is increasing efficiency in 
their production processes, regardless of the type, size or economic sector. The appropriate 
technology discourse prefers the use of small scale cleaner technologies and adjusts them to 
local conditions to reduce the environmental burden of SMEs.

d. The cleaner production discourse and the appropriate technology discourse are rich 
in rhetorical devices. While eco-efficiency is the device located at the core of the cleaner 
production discourse, ‘small is beautiful’ is the most emblematic rhetorical device that embodies 
appropriate technology. While the rhetorical devices of the cleaner production discourse 
describe the engagement of SMEs to profitable markets and the centralized way to approach 
sustainable production, the rhetorical devices of the appropriate technology production 
discourse describe the self-reliance of SMEs and the decentralized way to approach sustainable 
production.

7.4 Discourses of sustainable production in a two-dimensional policy realm

A two dimensional figure has been constructed to allocate the two discourses of sustainable 
production (Figure 7.2). The figure consists of the social (axis A) and economic (axis B) realm. 
On the vertical axis (A) the focus is on the social foundation for structuring society, whereas the 
horizontal axis (B) reflects the economic foundation for organizing society.

The extreme poles of axis A represent ‘individualistic’ and ‘communitarian’ values. 
‘Individualistic’ values highlight the individual interests over collective ones and a faith in the 
capacity of individual action and ambition to create wealth and to bring about progress. The 
‘communitarian’ values highlight the collective values and common identity of people within a 
shared geographical scope from local to global community. In the first case, individual interests are 
the base for relationships among actors. This pole of the axis refers to individual or group benefits 
rather than collective welfare of the whole society. In the second case, the social strengthening of 
local communities is central. The collective values are among others solidarity towards people in 
need, sense of community and common cultural identity.
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The extreme poles of axis B represent ‘self-sustaining’ and ‘liberal market’ values. ‘Self-sustaining’ 
values refer to the state of not requiring any outside aid, support, or interaction, for survival and 
autonomy. ‘Liberal market’ values refer to the mainstream free market economy where business 
has a central role in production and commercialization of goods and services at the global level. 
In the first case, discourses are oriented to meet the needs of technology and markets of SMEs in a 
decentralized way. Technology is developed in close cooperation with individual SMEs or clusters 
of SMEs. In the second case, discourses are oriented to meet the needs of technology and markets 
of SMEs in a centralized way. Liberal market values put the globalization and connectedness of 
actors from local to global scale central (Figure 7.2).

Now, the discourses identified are allocated in the two dimensional matrix (Figure 7.2). The 
cleaner production discourse is allocated in the crossing of ‘individualistic’ values and ‘liberal 
market’ values. The appropriate technology discourse is rooted strongly on ‘communitarian’ values 
and it links ‘self-sustaining’ and ‘liberal market’ values.

7.5 Major patterns and trends: networks and discourses

In this section networks and discourses are put together in a single framework (Figure 7.3) to 
understand the main patterns and trends resulting from their relationships.

The main characteristics identified in the relationships between networks and discourses 
of sustainable production are the following: (1) sustainable production networks are grouped 
according to the discourses subscribed; (2) the embedding of the liberal market in the national 
economy is triggering the increase in scale of micro and small scale enterprises; (3) SMEs 

Figure 7.2. Discourses of sustainable production in two-dimensional axes.
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subscribing to the sustainable production discourses are diverse in size and market target; and 
(4) new roles of NGOs are emerging.

The sustainable production networks identified subscribe either to the cleaner production 
discourse or to the appropriate technology discourse. The eco-efficiency network, the cleaner 
technology network, the urban cleaner production and the technological innovation network 
endorse the cleaner production discourse. The appropriate technology network endorses the 
appropriate technology discourse. The main difference between both discourses has to do with 
the type of technology preferred to make SMEs sustainable, but is in the end about world views. 
While modern up-to-date technology is the right option for the cleaner production discourse’s 
proponents, intermediate technology is the correct option for the appropriate technology 
discourse’s proponents.

Second, actual rural micro and small scale enterprises are gaining scale as an answer to the 
market demand for their products. The increase in scale is not only in individual businesses 
but also in cooperatives, clusters of rural enterprises and rural enterprise associations. This 
development is happening not only following demands in metropolitan cities like Lima but also 
in intermediary cities like Trujillo, Arequipa, Puno and Huancayo. It is important to notice that 
the increase in scale implies the building of organization structures such as SME platforms. This 
development might be good in order to reduce the current dispersion of SMEs. However, the 
increase in orientation of rural small scale enterprises towards profitable markets might impact 
the capacity of rural communities to be self-reliable in local food supply.

Third, SMEs subscribing to the cleaner production discourse and the appropriate technology 
discourse are diverse in type and market targets. While cleaner production is more feasible 
to apply in SMEs oriented to competitive markets, appropriate technology is more feasible to 

Figure 7.3. Main discourse and network patterns and trends of NGOs, (inter)governmental agencies, 
SMEs and micro scale enterprises.



198  NGOs and the sustainability of SMEs in Peru

apply in small and micro scale enterprises oriented to local markets. Subscribers of the cleaner 
production discourse are eager to become exporters and to expand to new markets. In the views 
of the discourse proponents, the integration of SMEs in global markets enhances the adoption 
of eco-efficiency, environmental friendly technologies and innovation in production processes. 
Subscribers to the appropriate technology discourse include micro and small enterprises that 
supply small markets, particularly in intermediary cities, rather than SMEs supplying larger 
markets. Most small scale enterprises subscribing to the appropriate technology discourse are 
based on locally available natural resources and expertise. Usual buyers of SMEs subscribing the 
appropriate technology discourse are individual local consumers, local governments and larger 
extractive multinational companies.

Fourth, new types of NGOs found in the sustainable production networks are technocratic 
NGOs and government organized non-governmental organizations (GONGOs). Although all 
NGOs involved in the sustainable production networks have expertise on technology, technocratic 
NGOs are highly specialized in engineering processes and GONGOs in policies on technology. 
It is important to notice that technocratic NGOs with longer histories such as IPES have evolved 
from conventional NGOs. However, other technocratic NGOs such as CER, and GONGOs such 
as ITACAB and CONCYTEC, have emerged later as a result of the expansion of the sustainable 
production networks. While conventional NGOs usually make broad capacity building on device 
handling, technocratic NGOs are currently becoming highly specialized thinktanks on sustainable 
production. Therefore, new roles of NGOs include the promotion, transfer, adjustment and 
development of sustainable technologies oriented to make production of SMEs more sustainable.

The main trends identified from the relationships between networks and discourses of 
sustainable production are two. First, NGOs are getting closer to SMEs by providing them with 
specialized services for the improvement of the economic and environmental performance of their 
production processes. NGOs aim to cover rural enterprises and urban enterprises, micro scale 
enterprises and medium-sized enterprises, and local market oriented SMEs and international 
market oriented SMEs. Due to the diversity of SMEs in their size and market targets, NGOs 
are starting to offer tailor made services for SMEs. For instance, IPES focuses on urban small 
scale enterprises, CER and CITEs focus on medium scale enterprises and Practical Action Peru 
focusses on rural small scale enterprises. Second, the better positioning of SMEs as suppliers 
of larger domestic companies and of international buyers seems to increase their interest in 
cleaner production. This new trend might be because under the liberal market frame the cleaner 
production discourse looks more appealing for SMEs than the appropriate technology discourse. 
Being a supplier of value chains seems to motivate SMEs to move from ‘indifference’ to ‘concern’ 
for cleaner production measures. Additionally, local SMEs, especially rural small and micro 
enterprises, will be forced to consider the appropriate technology perspective more seriously as 
the environmental crisis worldwide gets deeper.

7.6 Conclusions

a. The sustainable production networks involve not only NGOs, but also (inter)governmental 
agencies as key actors. NGOs identified in the networks are technocratic NGOs working in 
rural and urban areas. Although CONCYTEC and ITACAB are (inter)governmental agencies, 
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they perform similar roles in the networks as NGOs. (Inter)Governmental agencies are not 
NGOs, but operate as government organized non-governmental organizations (GONGOs). 
The following roles for NGOs and GONGOs are identified: promotion, transfer, adjustment 
and development of sustainable technologies oriented to make production of SMEs more 
sustainable. Together with the sustainable production main promoters such as UNIDO, 
UNEP, State Secretariat for Economic Affairs of the Swiss Federation, the Inter-American 
Development Bank, the Organization of American States and Practical Action International, 
the national key actors such as CER, CONCYTEC, ITACAB, Practical Action Peru, IPES and 
CITEs, intend to change production processes of SMEs towards more environmental friendly 
and socially inclusive production. NGOs and (inter)governmental agencies endorse both 
the cleaner production discourse and the appropriate technology discourse. The case study 
shows that key actors in the networks are dependent not only on funding and expertise from 
international cooperation agencies but also on ‘will’. The sustainable production networks lack 
committed ‘self-mobilizing’ key actors. This makes NGOs and (inter)governmental agencies 
failing in achieving their aims of expanding sustainable production.

b. Networks of sustainable production show scarce cooperation of actors, notwithstanding the 
strong commonalities in their views. Sustainable production networks are characterized 
by scarce cross cooperation, high duplication of efforts and low effectiveness. SMEs have 
low trust in the agents of sustainable production discourses, especially NGOs. Although 
technocratic approaches that dominate in the sustainable production networks are key to 
ensure the environmental adjustment and to change SMEs production processes, they are 
not enough to move SMEs towards sustainability. Technocratic views in the sustainable 
production networks have to evolve towards socio-technical views. Greater specialization in 
sustainable technologies is not enough to engage SMEs in sustainable production networks 
and discourses. The majority of SMEs in Peru, usually carrying environmentally inefficient 
production processes, is surviving in tiny urban markets, and are dispersed and fragmented in 
hundreds of small tiny associations and single enterprises. Therefore, awareness of the social 
and cultural background of SMEs and understanding the SMEs’ motivations are necessary to 
persuade SMEs and to increase their participation in the networks.

c. Power of SMEs, especially of small- and micro-scale enterprises, is not fully acknowledged by 
agents in the sustainable production discourses. SMEs show power by accepting or denying 
connect to the sustainable production networks, and by subscribing or being indifferent to 
the discourses. This power rests on the capacity of SMEs to be anchored within the local 
social networks of production and service provision. The scarce motivation of SMEs to buy-in 
cleaner production or appropriate technology put them in a powerful position to delegitimize 
interventions of sustainable production promoters. This ‘unenthusiastic’ attitude of SMEs does 
not mean that they do not need support. SMEs need support, especially frontrunner SMEs, 
to overcome constrains in terms of business capacities and access to profitable markets. The 
case study also shows that agents of the appropriate technology discourse are more aware of 
the power of SMEs than agents of the cleaner production discourse. Small and micro scale 
enterprises interested in adjusting and innovating technology to their needs have higher 
chances to participate in the decision making of agents. However, the sustainable production 
networks lack platforms or other institutionalized hubs for coordination between agents and 
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SMEs. The acknowledgement of the power of SMEs passes by realizing that SMEs are not just 
beneficiaries in the networks but legitimate actors. Without the participation of SMEs in the 
design of intervention policies, the good-will of sustainable production promoters will not 
move beyond a few ‘successful’ experiences of sustainable SMEs. NGOs need to acknowledge 
the motivations of SMEs, be embedded in SMEs’ local social networks and establish the 
conditions for SMEs to show their social power at the market.

d. Market forces are not enough to push SMEs to the adoption of cleaner production and 
appropriate technologies. Certainly global markets play a valuable role in fostering the change 
of SMEs from pollution to sustainability, especially in increasing the interest of SMEs for 
cleaner production. However, sustainable production networks are failing in their aims to 
expand the number of SMEs with sustainable practices. This is so because the networks are 
applying a passive approach of waiting for the voluntary ‘good-will’ of SMEs or the ‘invisible 
hand’ of the market to bring SMEs towards sustainable production. A more proactive approach 
to expand the number of SMEs with sustainable practices, regardless of type, size or market, 
is needed. Improving the environmental performance of production cannot be a privilege of 
some SMEs but needs to become a compulsory condition to operate legitimately as a business 
for all SMEs. So, the widening of sustainable production in SMEs needs the strengthening 
of SME associations and of clusters, and an active promotion role of the national and local 
governments.



NGOs and the sustainability of SMEs in Peru 201

Chapter 8.  
Comparative analysis and theoretical reflections

8.1 Introduction

In this chapter the discourses and networks promoting sustainability of SMEs in Peru are analyzed 
comparatively. Based on this analysis, the roles and perspectives of NGOs are investigated in 
relation to the Peruvian government and to international cooperation agencies. Furthermore, 
trends for the future are explored. Finally, a theoretical reflection on the outcomes of the research 
is presented against the backdrop of current debates on network society theory and ecological 
modernization theory. The reflection focuses on issues such as network configuration, cooperation, 
power relationship, institutional transformation, environmental rationality and market.

8.2 Discourses

The case studies of organic production, business social responsibility and sustainable production 
in Chapter 5, 6 and 7 address seven discourses of sustainability of SMEs. As it has been analyzed 
in these chapters, business social responsibility and sustainable production have evolved in two 
discourses, and organic production has evolved in three discourses (Table 8.1).

Although all discourses in the case domains listed in the Table 8.1 focus on sustainability 
of SMEs, there are differences in their perspectives. Differences in the discourses depend on 
the fact that certain values prevail over others. Based on the case studies we identify four value 
clusters that are central to the discourses. These clusters can be labeled as ‘individualistic’ values, 
‘communitarian’ values, ‘self-sustaining’ values/‘rights’ values and ‘liberal market’ values. In 
the market access discourse individual gains are central rather than collective welfare, in the 
market adaptation discourse solidarity is a communitarian value that mediates the relationship 
among actors, in the appropriate technology discourse self-reliance values such as independency, 
autonomy and trust in local resources are put first, in the corporate responsibility discourse ‘liberal 
market’ values such as competitiveness, mobilization of goods and services and interlink of actors 
at global level are central and, finally, the business upgrading discourse is based on values that 
protect the social and economic rights of vulnerable people from powerful self-interested people. 
Each domain also carries several divergent discourses. For instance, organic production is a ground 
for three competing perspectives about what organic production means and how SMEs should 

Table 8.1. Discourses that promote sustainability of SMEs.

Organic production Business social responsibility Sustainable production

Market adaptation discourse
Market access discourse
Market democratization discourse

Business upgrading discourse
Corporate responsibility discourse

Cleaner production discourse
Appropriate technology discourse
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be supported; the market adaptation discourse, the market democratization discourse and the 
market access discourse. The access discourse diverges strongly from the rest of the discourses. The 
adaptation discourse and democratization discourse are much closer, despite the differences. While 
the discourse of market democratization emphasizes the self-sufficiency values and the discourse of 
market adaptation emphasizes ‘communitarian’ values, the discourse of market access emphasizes 
‘individualistic’ values. Business social responsibility encompasses two divergent discourses about 
what type of SMEs should be prioritized. While the corporate responsibility discourse strongly 
shares perspectives with the liberal market discourse and it is catching up with social concerns, 
the business upgrading discourse shares perspectives with the rights discourse and it is catching 
up with market rationality. Business social responsibility discourses are limited to SMEs engaged 
with global markets. However, in both discourses the change of SMEs from ‘business as usual’ 
to more sustainable production is emphasized. Sustainable production also encompasses two 
deviating discourses in their perspectives about how to make SMEs sustainable and what type 
of SMEs should be prioritized. The two discourses are clearly two different perspectives to cope 
with SMEs. Each discourse acknowledges a particular segment of SMEs; the cleaner production 
discourse focuses on medium-sized and urban enterprises and the appropriate technological 
discourse focuses on small and rural enterprises. While the discourse of cleaner production 
strongly shares perspectives with the discourse of liberal market, the discourse of appropriate 
technology strongly shares perspectives with the discourse of self-reliance.

Based on the aforementioned values, the discourses of sustainability of SMEs can be grouped 
in four groups. The first group, based on ‘individualistic’ and ‘liberal market’ values, includes 
the market access discourse, the cleaner production discourse and the corporate responsibility 
discourse. The second group, based on ‘communitarian’ values, includes the market adaptation 
discourse. The third group, based on ‘self-sustaining’ values, includes the market democratization 
discourse and the appropriate technology discourse respectively. Finally, the ‘rights’ values are 
central in the business upgrading discourse.

The discourses of sustainability of SMEs not only hold differences as explained above but 
also similarities. Similarities in discourse storylines are drawn from the relationship between 
discourses and values. As shown in the Figure 8.1 the discourses of sustainability of SMEs can 
be mapped over two value axes. Figure 8.1 puts together the Figure 5.2, the Figure 6.2 and the 
Figure 7.2. The Y axis represents the difference between ‘individualistic’ and ‘communitarian’ 
values. These values can be regarded as mutually opposing. The X axis represents the difference 
between a ‘self-sustaining’/‘rights’ orientation and a liberal market orientation. On this axis, the 
self-sustaining and the right value clusters are both at one extreme, in opposition to an orientation 
that puts a high value on the liberal market. The place of the discourses on the axis is based on the 
analysis in the previous chapters. When a discourse is positioned in the middle, this means that 
it encompasses values from both ends of the axis. Similarities identified are the following: first, 
the allocation of the adaptation discourse in the value axes means that the discourse storyline is 
widespread between the central role of business for economic structuring of society and the social 
strengthening of local communities based on collective values, sense of community and cultural 
identity. Second, the allocation of the access discourse, the corporate responsibility discourse 
and the cleaner production discourse in the value axes means that their discourse storylines 
are extended between the interest and action of individuals to create wealth and to bring about 
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progress, and the central role of business in production and commercialization of goods and 
services at a global level. Finally, the allocation of the democratization discourse, the business 
upgrading discourse and the appropriate technology discourse in the value axes means that their 
discourse storylines are stretched between the autonomous supply for self-consumption of the 
family, the community or the country and the social strengthening of local communities based 
on collective values, sense of community and cultural identity.

Another important similarity is found in the origins of the discourses. As I have described in 
the previous chapters, the discourses of sustainability of SMEs have evolved from long-standing 
antagonist discourses: the liberal market discourse on one hand and the social movement 
discourses on the other hand. Social movement discourses are against or resist liberal market. 
Their proponents usually blame the state and companies, and hold adversarial perspectives and 
reactive positions against larger and transnational companies. The liberal market discourse focuses 
on economic rationality, marginalizing or neglecting environmental rationality. Their proponents 
consider central economic growth and global free trade.

As shown in the Figure 8.1 the liberal market discourse and the social movement discourses are 
considered ‘mother’ discourses of the discourses of sustainability of SMEs. In the social movement 
discourses three different versions can be distinguished: the peasant movement discourse, the 
rights discourse and the self-sustaining discourse. The peasant movement discourse is the ‘mother’ 
discourse of the market democratization discourse, the market adaptation discourse and the 
market access discourse. Being more precisely, the democratization discourse has evolved from 
the adaptation discourse but it has got influence from the peasant movement discourse as well. The 
market access discourse has also emerged from the adaptation discourse. The adaptation discourse 
has its origin in the peasant movement discourse. The rights discourse is the ‘mother’ discourse of 
the business upgrading discourse and the ‘self-sustaining’ discourse of the appropriate technology 

Figure 8.1. Discourses mapped over two values axes.



204  NGOs and the sustainability of SMEs in Peru

discourse. The liberal market discourse is the ‘mother’ discourse of the cleaner production discourse 
and corporate responsibility discourse.

This relationship in their origins between the ‘offspring’ discourses with their ‘mother’ 
discourses makes that the discourses of sustainability of SMEs share views with the social 
movement discourses or the liberal market discourse. While the discourses of market access, 
cleaner production and corporate responsibility strongly share perspectives with the discourse of 
liberal market, the discourses of market adaptation, market democratization, business upgrading 
and appropriate technology strongly share perspectives with the discourses of social movement.

Another common pattern of the seven discourses identified is that all accept the reality of the 
liberal market. The liberal market is seen as opportunity or a battle field that cannot be avoided. 
Discourses of sustainability of SMEs do not encompass resistance or adversarial perspectives 
on the liberal market. For instance, storylines of the organic production discourses extend from 
accepting the free market as an unavoidable matter of fact to positively endorsing it (shown in 
Section 5.3.2).

As Figure 8.2 illustrates, the main line of tension in the discourses is that between the peasant 
movement and rights discourses on one hand, and the liberal market discourse on the other 
hand. Depending on their position on this line the seven discourses can be clustered in two 
main groups, which can be labeled as the ‘market justice’ discourses and the ‘sustainable market’ 
discourses (Table 8.2). The names underline the main features of the groups. In the market justice 
discourses communitarian values are more central, and emphasis is put on inclusion of emerging 
new economic actors under the liberal market frame.

The market justice discourses and the sustainable market discourses are not only different 
in their position towards social movement and market, but also in their interpretation of 
environmental reform and sustainability. In the market justice discourses, environment is seen 
as something to be protected, defended and stood up for. In the sustainable market discourses 
emphasis is put on successful market performance. Environment is seen as business opportunity 
and a legitimacy factor by their proponents.

Justice and sustainability, the concepts emphasized in the discourses of sustainability of SMEs, 
are also underlined in the notion of sustainable development. For instance, authors such as 
Langhelle (2000) states that social justice – understood as need satisfaction – is at the core of 

Table 8.2. Clusters of discourses of sustainability of SMEs.

Discourses of sustainability of SMEs

Market justice discourses Market adaptation discourse
Market democratization discourse
Business upgrading discourse
Appropriate technology discourse

Sustainable market discourses Market access discourse
Cleaner production discourse
Corporate responsibility discourse
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sustainable development, and sustainability is considered as aim in the long-term development. 
Although justice and sustainability concepts are central in both the discourses of sustainability 
of SMEs and the notion of sustainable development, they are not similarly approached. While in 
the sustainable development notion, justice and sustainability are seen as equal interdependent 
elements (Langhelle, 2000), the discourses of sustainability of SMEs establish more weight to one 
of them. This difference in weight has to do with the difference in their values based on and the 
distinct ways of understanding the environment. Moreover, while sustainable development refers 
to social justice and environmental sustainability in broader terms, the discourses of sustainability 
of SMEs refer to justice and sustainability within the boundaries of the liberal market. Thus, 
the separation of the discourses of sustainability of SMEs in two well defined groups shows the 
tension between justice and sustainability rather than a harmonious set of ideas as they are usually 
presented in the notion of sustainable development.

8.3 Network and discourse relationships

The study shows that new discourses are not only born and nested in networks, but also contribute 
to the development of new networks. Moreover, networks and discourses are not necessarily 
linked in a one-to-one relationship over time. Networks can endorse more than one discourse and 
one discourse can be shared by several networks. For instance, NGOs engaged in the sustainable 
production networks subscribe either the cleaner production discourse or the appropriate 
technology discourse. The macro discourse of ‘sustainable market’ is shared by NGOs engaged 
in the networks of organic production, business social responsibility and sustainable production.

The general relationships between networks and discourses, as they are described in the 
previous chapters, are visualized in Figure 8.2. In the Figure, discourses are considered a static 
body of thoughts ordered in blocks where networks unfold along the discourses. The discourses are 
clustered according to the Table 8.2. The arrows and blocks represent five processes of change in 
the relationships between networks and discourses of sustainability of SMEs taking place currently.

First, changes are to be found in the networks from adversarial to collaborative views. The 
relationships between networks and discourses can be understood in terms of ties and cooperation. 
This pattern of changes is unfolded by the organic production networks and is displayed as a 
‘unidirectional shift’ from the discourses of social movements towards the discourse of liberal 
market. Although the organic production networks diverge in perspectives, they have strong 
ties. For instance, the agro-ecological network and the ecological farming network endorse 
‘market justice’ and the organic market network endorses ‘sustainable market’. The supremacy of 
cooperation does not mean absence of conflicts. The three networks of organic production are 
engaged in conflicts, but nonetheless, they cooperate intensively in supporting SMEs.

Second, we can observe changes in the networks from solidarity to business performance due 
to the more central role of the liberal market. This change runs parallel to the aforementioned 
change. In the 1980s and 1990s networks were driven by solidarity. This has been the main feature 
of the networks of long history. For instance, the agro-ecological network, the ecological farming 
network and the social justice network, even of the organic market network during its first years. 
From 2000 onwards solidarity is being replaced by the measuring of performance. This new 
development, which can be clearly observed in the organic market network, the business network 
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and the eco-efficiency network, has to do with the more central role of the liberal market discourse 
in the networks. Extensive evidence has been provided in Chapter 5, Chapter 6 and Chapter 7.

Third, changes can be witnessed in the networks towards a convergence of views. In the case 
of business social responsibility, the social justice network and the business network do not 
share collaborative ties but they converge in their views about SMEs. Both networks agree on 
the inclusion of emerging small business in the market, for instance, by upgrading production 
to meet buyer requirements and engaging SMEs in supply chains. What is significant regarding 
these converging views is that both networks come from radical opposing discourses: the rights 
discourse and the liberal market discourse. The fact that the networks currently endorse two 
different discourses – the upgrading discourse or the corporate responsibility discourse – has to 
do with emphasizing either rights or liberal market views and prioritizing in their interventions 
either SMEs or larger companies, but both networks consider central the role of sustainable value 
chain to improve the situation of small scale enterprises. Moreover, the ‘mother’ discourses may 
still play a role in the business social responsibility networks by ‘shadowing’ the converging views 
of actors. These peculiarities of the business social responsibility networks contribute to their 
isolation from each other rather than explore the aforementioned converging perspectives about 
SMEs and look for cooperation. Thus, the business social responsibility domain is characterized 
by parallel networks with converging discourses. This is depicted in Figure 8.2 as a ‘converging 
shift’ of networks.

Fourth, changes can be noticed in the networks towards a divergence of views. In the case of the 
sustainable production networks, they are tied to each other but there is divergence in their views 
about how to cope with SMEs, especially between the four networks subscribing to the sustainable 
market discourses and the one subscribing the market justice discourses. This is depicted in Figure 
8.2 as a ‘diverging shift’ of networks towards the discourses of social movement and the discourse 

Figure 8.2. Relationship between the networks and the discourses on sustainability of SMEs.
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of liberal market. Sustainable production networks are more diverse and heterogeneous than both 
the organic production networks and the business social responsibility networks. The networks 
are able to cope with market and social concerns of SMEs but the differences in their discourses 
do not favor further cooperation to support SMEs. In other words, the presence of ties among 
actors in the networks is not a guarantee for cooperation. Cooperation is scarce and duplications 
of efforts are strong among the networks of sustainable production. This failing characteristic of 
the networks of sustainable production, particularly of the cleaner technology network, has been 
pointed out by UNEP (2010) in an evaluation of the technological transfer platform (TTN) at 
global level.

Fifth, new types of NGOs emerge to fulfill market demands. The emergence of the discourses 
on sustainability of SMEs has motivated the establishment of new types of NGOs such as market 
NGOs, producer NGOs, business NGOs and technocratic NGOs (Table 8.3). More diversity of 
NGOs is found in organic production and sustainable production. As a result of this diversification 
of NGOs, for instance in the case of organic production, the struggle for leading positions in the 
platforms and the competition for scarce funding have also intensified. While conventional NGOs 
are the NGOs with a longer history, producer and market NGOs are newcomers. Both market 
NGOs and business NGOs provide services for economic actors. While market NGOs focus on 
small business, business NGOs focus on larger companies. This diversification of NGOs is to fulfill 
the business growth and market demands of small producers. So, the market pushes NGOs to 
change their priorities and approaches regarding SMEs. For instance, while conventional NGOs are 
under pressure to adopt the market approach, market NGOs are created as an answer to the market 
needs of small organic producers. In addition to the new types of NGOs, (inter)governmental 
agencies have been shown to perform as key actors in the sustainable production networks. 
(Inter)Governmental agencies operate as government organized non-governmental organizations 
(GONGOs). Like NGOs, government organized NGOs (Table 8.3), promote sustainability of SMEs, 
compete for funding and operate projects of international cooperation agencies. This means that 
in the sustainable production networks (inter)governmental agencies work closely with NGOs, 
especially with technocratic NGOs who share their views. The performance of government 
organized NGOs in the networks has been found out to be less effective in promoting sustainability 
of SMEs than more typical NGOs (see Chapter 7).

8.4 Future trends

The shifts identified in this study, schematically summarized in Figure 8.2, not only help to 
understand the current dynamics of the networks and discourses of sustainability of SMEs but 
may also shed some light on tendencies for the future.

A major tendency found in the current dynamics, and likely to extend into the future, is the 
embedding of liberal market rationality into all networks. This embedding is also triggering 
the diversification of NGOs and the emergence of new roles. For example, we see NGOs run by 
producers, NGOs oriented to business and NGOs performing intermediary roles on the market, 
among other types of NGOs and roles. Comparable findings are reported by Beloe, Elkington, 
Fry Hester, Newell, Kell and Aloisi (2003) highlighting a more central position of NGOs in the 
market and an increasing importance of the market for the sustainability of NGOs. At the same 
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time, however, it is plausible that networks endorsing social movement discourses will not fully 
abandon them, as is illustrated by the organic production networks.

Another tendency that may well extend into the future is that actors that share the same views 
sooner or later are likely to come together. We might expect this, for instance, in the business social 
responsibility networks where there are two well defined networks of actors working separately 
despite their shared views regarding SMEs. The motivation of SMEs for reaching sustainable 
markets represents a driving force for cooperation. In this process of cooperation between larger 
companies and SMEs, NGOs have played the role of intermediaries. Furthermore, the common 
perspectives of the discourses of sustainable production, organic production and business social 
responsibility regarding to environment and market are potential bases for cooperation. For 
instance, the organic production networks and the business social responsibility networks need 
knowledge about cleaner and appropriate technologies to achieve their aims towards SMEs and 
the sustainable production networks need to widen their scope of SMEs to gain legitimacy. This 
implies that sustainable production networks may become ‘bridges’ between organic production 
and business social responsible networks.

The tendency of the social and business spheres in the networks is to get blended due to 
the social and economic roles of SMEs. SMEs have traditionally hold strong connections with 
local social networks. But now, SMEs are moving from local social networks to global economic 
networks. This further connection with global economic networks is causing, on the one hand, 
NGOs to move from social to economic roles and, on the other hand, larger companies to move 
from economic to social roles. This blending is currently happening in the organic production 
networks to a major degree and to a minor degree in the rest of the networks.

An additional tendency is the increase of service NGOs and consultancy like organizations. 
A further increase of service NGOs (e.g. market NGOs, business NGOs, technocratic NGOs and 
producer NGOs) aimed to support SMEs for market access can also be expected for the future. 
Collaborating with market actors, service NGOs are becoming valuable actors to support the 

Table 8.3. Types of NGOs identified and the discourses subscribed. 

Domain Discourse Types of NGOs

Organic production Market adaptation
Market access 
Market democratization

conventional NGOs
market NGOs
producer NGOs

Business social responsibility Business upgrading 
Corporate responsibility

conventional NGOs
business NGOs

Sustainable production Cleaner production technocratic NGOs
conventional NGOs
government organized NGOs

Appropriate technology technocratic NGOs
government organized NGOs
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market access of SMEs. Service NGOs are market driven and prioritize SMEs that hold capital, 
technology and managerial capacities. Similar findings are reported by Diaz-Albertini (2001) 
in the sense that NGOs are becoming professional organizations, leaving activism against the 
state. While several NGOs are quite critical of the government, no NGOs are anti-governmental 
anymore. Some of them even are pro-governmental (e.g. government organized NGOs) and pro-
business (e.g. business NGOs) as they work closely with governmental agencies and business in 
their developments tasks (see also the next section). Furthermore, NGOs are not anymore an 
organization emphasizing activism and adversarial positions. NGOs and business are moving 
to establish ties and eventually cooperation as globalization bring them closer. This means that 
NGOs are undergoing a process of change of identity from politics to ‘technique’ and ‘efficiency’. 
According to Diaz-Albertini (2001) this generates a tension in NGOs: on the one hand NGOs 
become project operators and on the other hand they may easier fall into political clientelism.

The last main tendency identified is that small businesses are gaining bargaining and decision 
power in the networks. The case studies provide evidence of the changes in the position of SMEs in 
the networks in terms of gaining bargaining and decision power in the local and national platforms. 
This is particularly happening in the organic production networks. SMEs are gaining recognition 
as actor in the networks. For instance, in the networks of organic production rural SMEs are 
shifting from beneficiaries to active participants. Rural SMEs are also getting emancipated from 
conventional NGOs. However, most SMEs connected to the networks of sustainable production 
and the networks of business social responsibility are more passive in their participation and 
indifferent to NGOs.

8.5 Roles of government and international cooperation agencies

8.5.1 The Peruvian government

Several voices have been identified with regard to the role of the Peruvian government in the 
sustainability of SMEs. While proponents of the market access discourse and the corporate 
responsibility discourse label the government as incapable and ineffective, proponents of the market 
democratization discourse, the market adaptation discourse, the business upgrading discourse, 
the cleaner technology discourse and the appropriate technology discourse label the government 
as careless, unfair and irresponsible. These findings provide evidence that local NGOs have low 
trust in the national government. This mutual mistrust between NGOs and the government in 
Peru has been pointed out in other literature as well, for instance by Diaz-Albertini (2001) in a 
study about the political participation of NGOs in Peru. According to Seegers (2008, interview), 
the government as institution has little or no cooperation with the networks that support SMEs 
in Peru. When there is cooperation, NGOs are usually limited to operate government funded 
projects, for instance, the INCAGRO program oriented to agricultural projects. If so, most of the 
cooperation of governmental agencies with the networks of sustainability of SMEs is in terms 
of personal motivation rather than institutional commitment, as shown the Section 5.2.1. Only 
in the cleaner technology network, the appropriate technology network and the technological 
innovation network (inter)governmental agencies perform central roles and work closely with 
NGOs. However, cooperation in those networks takes place only with technocratic NGOs, not 
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with other types of NGOs. Furthermore, the failing outcomes of government organized NGOs 
in promoting sustainable production are in line with the views articulated in the discourses 
regarding the Peruvian government. What all discourses agree on is that government has to lead 
the regulation of polluting SMEs.

Low institutionalization of sustainable production in governmental decision making has 
been highlighted in previous chapters. Governmental economic policy prioritizes what is in 
line with global market demands such as the export of goods. To do so, the central government 
has established policies and an institutional framework for companies that export goods. Prime 
ministers play active roles in connecting actors in Peru to global market actors, establishing 
favorable conditions in the country for foreign capital investments and prioritizing the support of 
larger scale domestic and foreign companies. Authors such as Jimenez (2001) and Zunkel (2005) 
have highlighted this characteristic of the liberal model of Peru: the exportation of primary goods 
is prioritized, while local industrial development is hardly cared for. Central government views 
regarding SMEs focus on development, modernization and competitiveness. However, national 
policies that support sustainable production are hardly operationalized. For instance, according 
to Felipe-Morales (Revista Agraria, 2000) and Seegers (2008, interview) governmental policies 
supporting organic agriculture are missing. According to the proponents of the business upgrading 
discourse and the market democratization discourse the Peruvian government does not show 
commitment neither with sustainable SMEs nor with the development of local sustainable markets, 
for instance, in investing and providing incentives to SMEs that show good environmental and 
social practices. However, a more positive sign of governmental interest has been the launching 
in 2008 of the award ‘Premio Presidente a las MYPE’ (now named ‘Premio Nacional a la MYPE’) 
to award SMEs’ best practices and the establishment in 2010 of the funding scheme Innovate Peru 
FIDECOM for technological research in SMEs. Although governmental initiatives, including 
INCAGRO, testify of at least some interest in SMEs development, the performance of SMEs in 
terms of environmental sustainability in the three domains under study is not central for the 
Peruvian government (Crece MYPE website, 2012; INCAGRO website, 2011; Innovate Peru 
website, 2011).

The lack of governmental attention to re-enforcing links between economic growth and 
environmental protection has been emphasized by the proponents of the cleaner production 
discourse and the business upgrading discourse. Environmental protection is left to market 
instruments (e.g. certification schemes) and non-state actor interventions (e.g. companies and 
NGOs). Proponents of all discourses perceive that economic rationalities are at the core of the 
governmental policy decision making and ecological rationality is only valid if it contributes to 
economic development. In the words of the former (2006-2011) president of Peru Alan Garcia, 
nature (forest, land, mining, oil and sea) is a resource that has to become input of the national 
production system in order to generate employment and progress in the country (Garcia, 2007).

8.5.2 International cooperation agencies

Under the label of international cooperation agencies several types of organizations are 
clustered, including international NGOs, (inter)governmental agencies, research centers and 
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consultancy firms. International cooperation agencies are connected to local NGOs through 
supranational and national platforms and/or by direct connection.

International cooperation agencies play essential roles in the networks of sustainability of 
SMEs. In addition to funding as a main support strategy, international cooperation agencies build 
capacities of local NGOs and SMEs by providing them with knowledge to improve production 
and commercialization of SMEs (Engelhardt, 2008, interview). Moreover, these agencies support 
lobbying at the international level, facilitating matchmaking of SMEs with market actors and 
supporting platforms of NGOs and SMEs (Mechielsen, 2008, interview; Verhallen, 2008, interview). 
Particularly, the matchmaking role is becoming more important as globalization might provide 
potential benefits for SMEs, for instance, matching developing countries’ small producers with 
developed countries’ large retailers (Verhallen, 2008, interview). International cooperation agencies 
are linked to a large number of local NGOs, often in more than one of the domains investigated. 
For instance, ICCO is linked to RAE Peru, Peru 2021 and CEDAL; OXFAM-NOVIB is linked to 
Grupo Ecological Peru and CEDAL but HIVOS only to ANPE. Cooperation between international 
cooperation agencies and local NGOs is based on their common views regarding priorities and 
strategies of intervention as far as SMEs are concerned. However, as was established in Section 
8.3, the sharing of views between networks does not automatically ensure cooperation.

International cooperation agencies are experiencing changes in their intervention policies. 
Compared with the 1980s and 1990s when the main focus was on rural development, the 
current financial support of international cooperation agencies is based on market rationality 
(Engelhardt, 2008, interview; Seegers, 2010, interview). In the last 20 years, for instance, the 
agenda of international NGOs has been shifting from social-centered to economic-centered 
(Verhallen, 2008, interview) and attention is increasingly put on directly funding SMEs (Langbroek, 
2008, interview). To date, their main focus is on strengthening value chains, setting business 
development services and market intermediaries for SMEs to access national and international 
markets, particularly putting emphasis on sustainable production and market (Engelhardt, 2008, 
interview; Seegers, 2008, interview). Increasingly the funding of projects of local NGOs is based 
on business plans, and local NGOs are obliged to submit reports periodically to their funders. 
Agencies such as COSSUDE and EU are in the forefront of these changes in their funding schemes 
but organizations such as ICCO still keep quite flexible funding criteria (Alvarado, 2009, interview). 
This pressure for professionalization forces local NGOs to become more sophisticated organizations 
by hiring managers and implementing management tools to handle projects (Alvarado, 2009, 
interview). Projects of local NGOs are evaluated by international cooperation agencies by 
quantitative measuring and short-term results. As Alvarado (2009, interview), president of RAE 
Peru, states: ‘changes in international cooperation agencies contribute to achieving project targets 
and improving organizational planning, but they weaken our capacity of political influence, social 
activism and reflection. The risk is that NGOs become just like consultancies and project operator 
organizations’. The major emphasis in funding criteria on quantitative achievements and on 
further involvement of NGOs in the market brings organizational tensions, either towards further 
specialization or towards splitting of the organization (Verhallen, 2008, interview). Changes are 
mainly due to the pressure of developed countries national governments to increase efficiency in 
funds allocation for development cooperation. For instance, Dutch NGOs were expecting cuts 
in their governmental funding for development cooperation in 2010. As a result, international 
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NGOs are changing their cooperation strategies concentrating in particular regions and issues. For 
instance, international NGOs are retreating from Peru, as for instance CORDAID intended to do 
in 2012 and OXFAM-NOVIB did in 2011. HIVOS and ICCO are reformulating their intervention 
strategies (Seegers, 2010, interview). Moreover, international cooperation agencies are looking at 
the government as a new channel for their development assistance. For instance, the governmental 
funding schemes and awards initiatives for SMEs (e.g. Innovate Peru, ‘Premio Nacional a la MYPE’ 
and INCAGRO) are financially supported by international financial institutions (e.g. World Bank), 
international cooperation agencies (i.e Belgian Technical Cooperation) and companies (e.g. British 
Tobacco) (Crece MYPE website, 2012; INCAGRO website, 2011; Innovate Peru website, 2011).

The relationships between international cooperation agencies have particularities in each of 
the three domains. In the case of the agencies engaged in the networks of organic production, 
most of the agencies are international NGOs. International NGOs such as OXFAM-NOVIB, ICCO 
and HIVOS closely work with local NGOs and are part of international platforms that promote 
sustainable SMEs worldwide. International NGOs provide funding and connection with markets 
but the self-organizing capacity of local NGOs make possible intervention. In the case of business 
social responsibility networks, the range of international cooperation agencies is much wider. 
For instance, agencies can be larger business foundations, international NGOs, and international 
financial institutions. International agencies are connected to local NGOs through regional 
platforms or by direct connection. While some international agencies (e.g. AVINA) are only 
connected to one of the two business social responsibility networks identified, others (e.g. ICCO) 
are connected to both networks. But, connection in this domain is limited to actors with common 
views. Local NGOs are very proactive and collaborate closely with their funders. Finally, in the 
case of sustainable production networks, they involve wider types of international cooperation 
agencies, for instance, international NGOs, inter-governmental agencies, international financial 
institutions, governmental donor agencies and research institutions. International cooperation 
agencies have taken the leadership in promoting cleaner production and appropriate technology. 
Local NGOs and government agencies, in this domain, are mostly project operators and their 
self-organizing capacity is low.

8.6 Reflecting on theory

Theoretical reflection on the research outcomes is presented against the backdrop of current 
debates on social network theory and ecological modernization theory.

8.6.1 Social network theory

This section reflects on three key concepts addressed in the social network theory; configuration, 
cooperation and power relationships, on the basis of the findings presented in previous chapters.

Configuration

Castells (2004) in his network society theory distinguishes between the space of places and the 
space of flows. In the context of this thesis the space of flows is the dimension where actors 
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promoting sustainability of SMEs exchange resources at long distance mediated by information 
and communication tools, and the space of places comprises actors promoting sustainability of 
SMEs exchanging resources in the local situation. The networks and discourses of sustainability of 
SMEs are part of both types of spaces. Although actors of the networks of sustainability of SMEs 
are rooted in their local realities, their connections are not limited to the physical contiguity but 
go beyond geographical boundaries (Figure 5.1, Figure 6.1 and Figure 7.1). Along with networks, 
discourses might also flow beyond geographical boundaries and they can be endorsed by actors 
located in different part of the world. These dynamics help to understand better, at a theoretical 
level, the relationships between networks and discourses and the relationships between the space 
of flows and the space of places.

Following Castells’ theory, networks of sustainability of SMEs encompass connections between 
their affiliates inside and outside of the research domains. Additionally, what the research has 
shown is that the structuring of networks is not only made up of actors and their connections but 
also of platforms. Castells’ theory does not highlight platforms as a vital structure within networks. 
A platform is a coordination point of actors, usually led by a node, with a particular goal within 
a network or between networks. Platforms can be temporary or long-term, and of local, regional 
or global reach. For instance, in the sustainable production networks five platforms have been 
identified at the regional level in Latin America: the Latin American Cleaner Production Platform, 
the CAB Regional Platform of Cleaner Production and the technological transfer platform, 
RESIRDES and CYTED. In the business social responsibility networks two platforms have been 
identified at the regional level in Latin America: the Red Puentes International (this platform has 
also its local equivalent in Peru) and the Forum Empresa. In the organic production networks two 
platforms have been identified at the regional level in Latin America: MAELA and GALCI; and 
two at national level in Peru: CONAPO and the ‘Peru, Country Free of Transgenics’ platform. As 
the densities of connections, coordination and exchange of resources are greater in the platforms 
than in their single actor members, these platforms determine to a fair extent the capacity of 
networks to survive and expand. For instance, the networks of the organic production domain are 
stronger than the networks of sustainable production domain due to the connection and cohesion 
roles of their platforms in terms of, for instance, involving a large number of NGOs and SMEs.

Discourses of sustainability of SMEs emerge from local actors in the networks and once they 
are launched in the space of flows, they are endorsed by other actors located anywhere in the 
world. Just to give an example: subscribers and critics of the market justice discourses can be 
found in far away countries such as the Netherlands and US, not just in Peru; similarly for the 
sustainable market discourses. Although discourses of sustainability of SMEs are part of the space 
of flows, they are embodied in the networks. Networks are not just carriers of discourses, but the 
space where new discourses are generated. The discourses of sustainability of SMEs have emerged 
from their mother discourses; the liberal market discourse and the social movement discourse 
under the framework of networks. Furthermore, discourses are the source from where goals and 
plans are structured in the networks in terms of what is, and how sustainable SMEs should be, 
stimulated for more environmental friendly production. For instance, the goals and plans of the 
Red Puentes platform of the social justice network are rooted in the market justice discourses 
and the Forum Empresa platform of the business network is founded in the sustainable market 



214  NGOs and the sustainability of SMEs in Peru

discourses. Therefore, the discourses of sustainability of SMEs are internationally extended and 
have incorporated elements of older discourses under the framework of network relationships.

Tensions in the networks and discourses of sustainability of SMEs give evidence of the 
struggling within the space of flows. A major tension for these networks is that of uniformity 
and integration at the global level versus diversification and fragmentation at the local level. This 
phenomenon has been observed in all networks identified. For instance, regional and global 
promoters of sustainable production such as UNIDO, SECO, GTZ, Practical Action, UNEP, OAS, 
AECI, DED, IDB, EU and CORDAID have more connections than the local actors in Peru such 
as CER, ITACAB, CONCYTEC, Practical Action, CITEs and IPES. Moreover, local actors in the 
networks have more connections with their regional and global ‘partners’ than among them. So 
exchanges and coordination in the flows are stronger at the global side of the networks, though 
most of operative roles towards SMEs take place at the local level. These characteristics show that 
networks are in permanent tension between opposing forces along their structure. Discourses are 
not free of tensions as well. A major tension among the discourses of sustainability of SMEs is 
due to their position between adversarial poles; between the ‘communitarian’ and ‘individualistic’ 
poles and between liberal market and social movement poles. Tensions between discourses are 
unavoidable as each emphasizes particular values. While the market access discourse, the corporate 
responsibility discourse and the cleaner production discourse emphasize ‘liberal market’ and 
‘individualistic’ values, the democratization discourse, the appropriate technology discourse 
and the upgrading discourse emphasize ‘self-sustaining’, ‘rights’ and ‘communitarian’ values. In 
addition, the market adaptation discourse emphasizes ‘communitarian’ and ‘liberal market’ values. 
However, the emphasis in certain values does not mean discourses deny liberal market as it has 
embedded in all discourses. Although all adversarial poles condition tension between discourses, at 
the core of the tension is the question whether individualistic or communitarian values are central 
to organize economic relationships. Furthermore, the polarization of discourse perspectives either 
to the liberal market corner or to the social movement corner pressure SMEs to business as usual 
and stagnation rather than stimulate them towards sustainability. This is so because polarization 
undermines cooperation and enhances mistrust of social and market actors. As a result, a fertile 
ground for promoting sustainability of SMEs cannot be built, especially given the fact that the 
national government is lagging behind in promoting sustainability in SMEs. Finally, tensions also 
are found in the relationship between networks and discourses of sustainability of SMEs. While 
networks are dynamically establishing new connections and engaging new actors, discourses 
tend to keep networks static. This tension between expansion and contraction makes networks 
display particular patterns in endorsing discourses. Networks display three patterns of change in 
configurations; ‘unidirectional shift’, ‘converging shift’ and ‘diverging shift’. Each pattern applies 
for one of the research domains. Thus, we see a ‘unidirectional shift’ for the organic production 
networks, a ‘converging shift’ for the business social responsibility networks and a ‘diverging shift’ 
for the sustainable production networks.

Cooperation

Discourses do influence cooperation. What stimulate cooperation are the communalities of the 
discourses in terms of the common interest of agents to support sustainable SMEs. NGOs have 
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established cooperation with other agents (e.g. national governmental agencies, SME associations, 
larger companies and municipalities) that share their views on how to encourage sustainable SMEs. 
The research shows that cooperation happens despite differences and conflicts in the networks, the 
organic production domain being the best example. Networks with similar discourses, however, 
do not necessarily work in cooperation. This was especially observed in the sustainable production 
domain. Lack of connections among actors and self-interest are the conditional factors for this 
scarce cooperation. Nevertheless, the discourses of sustainability of SMEs complement each other 
in their views to cope with the environmental improvement of SMEs rather than that they clash. A 
single discourse can not capture the whole heterogeneity of NGO perspectives on how to achieve 
such improvement. This complementary character of the discourses establishes conditions for 
further cooperation.

Cooperation is not uniform among all actors. Cooperation among actors affiliated to the 
same discourse is more feasible than among actors affiliated to different discourses. This irregular 
cooperation has to do with the type of values actors endorse; being either individualistic or 
communitarian. Currently individualistic values embodied in the liberal market discourse are 
central in SMEs economic relationships. However, both ‘communitarian’ and ‘individualistic’ 
values are needed to improve sustainable practices in SMEs. ‘Communitarian’ values enhance 
the mobilization and cohesion of SMEs to perform successfully in sustainable markets and 
individualistic values strength individual entrepreneurship and competitiveness to develop and 
access to sustainable markets.

The fact that discourses of sustainability of SMEs do not share core viewpoints with social 
movement and liberal market discourses, also contributes to establish channels of cooperation 
among actors. Yet, strands of those adversarial discourses are to some extent mixed up in the 
discourses of sustainability of SMEs, causing a reasonable tension among network actors. However, 
the adversarial core views have been overcome. As a result of this process of re-arrangement 
of usual conflicting perspectives in a new set of discourses out of adversarial ideologies, the 
discourses of sustainability of SMEs embody new storylines that have to do with the call for a 
‘just’ engagement of SMEs in profitable local and global value chains. I consider this process of 
formation of new discourses from previous opposing discourses as a form of ‘reflexivity’. This 
reflexivity of the discourses is a result of the nature of networks, such as their capacity of self-
expansion and the possibility of recombining information and adaptation (e.g. Castells, 2004: 9). 
Reflexivity of discourses favors cooperation of the networks promoting sustainability of SMEs since 
actors are not tied to the aforementioned opposing discourses. As a result, actors in the networks 
of sustainability of SMEs are more plausible to come together and cooperate. Cooperation will 
increase if dialogue and values of ‘reflexive’ thinking become central in supporting sustainable 
SMEs. Cooperation will be undermined in the networks if imposition of an ‘orthodox capitalism’ 
or a radical ‘against capitalism’ perspective is embraced by influential agents.

In addition to discourses, the success of cooperation is influenced by other factors such as 
globalization of liberal market economy, availability of funding and rewarding of legitimacy and 
prestige.
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Power relationships

Power relationships in the networks promoting sustainability of SMEs are characterized by 
asymmetry. This asymmetry has to do with the performing of particular tasks by clusters of actors 
in the network. For a better explanation of this statement I will use the metaphors ‘network body’, 
‘network mind’, ‘network hands’ and ‘network target’. The ‘network body’ is the structure of the 
network (e.g. platforms, connections, and information and communication technologies). The 
‘network mind’ constitutes the network actors (e.g. international NGOs, foundations and donors) 
that govern the network, establishing policy guidance and providing funding. The ‘network 
hands’ are the network actors (e.g. local NGOs) that put in practice the policy guidance by 
implementing or operating projects with SMEs. The agency of ‘network hands’ is limited to the 
operationalization of the guiding policies of ‘network mind’ actors and does not include elaborate 
the rationality behind of the interventions on SMEs. The ‘network target’ is constituted by SMEs. 
SMEs are considered ‘powerless’ by ‘network mind’ and ‘network hands’. Thus, power relationships 
between ‘network mind’, ‘network hands’ and ‘network objective’ are asymmetrical depending on 
the capability of actors to establish policy guidance and providing funding. It means that certain 
actors in the networks have the ability to provide direction, supervision and control, based on 
knowledge and funding. This asymmetry can be strong or weak, depending of the degree of control 
or emancipation. For instance, in the governance of the eco-efficiency network UNIDO/UNDP 
monopolizes power, CER, the local NGO, implements the global guidelines of UNIDO/UNDP, 
and SMEs are just passive beneficiaries. But in the ecological farming network SMEs are organized 
in ANPE, the local NGO, and as representative of their affiliated SMEs ANPE coordinates directly 
with HIVOS, ADG or IFOAM to implement projects.

Power relationships in the networks of sustainability of SMEs do not follow the typical binary 
logic of resistance/domination or inclusion/exclusion between the space of flows and space of 
places, as argued by Castells (2004). Power is distributed over both spaces and any actor can exercise 
it to command or emancipate from other actors in the networks. SMEs hold power, as international 
NGOs do. SMEs are not as powerless as thought by the ‘network mind’. SMEs in the networks 
have the capability to legitimate or challenge the power of international cooperation agencies (e.g. 
OXFAM-NOVIB, ICCO) and local NGOs (e.g. Grupo Ecologica Peru). Based on the findings of this 
research, I argue that SMEs have power but of another nature than the power of the aforementioned 
‘network mind’ actors. I call it ‘anchoring’ power. I define anchoring power as the capability of 
actors to be anchored in local social webs of cooperation, reciprocity and exchanges of goods and 
services, and representativeness in the networks. ‘Anchoring’ power is a key resource of actors (e.g. 
SMEs, local NGOs) to gain position in the networks and bargain and negotiate with other network 
actors (e.g. international cooperation agencies and local NGOs). The power of international 
cooperation agencies is founded on the capability to organize knowledge and information and 
distribute them along the network with the help of information and communication tools. I call 
this ‘informational’ power. So, actors in networks of sustainability of SMEs are in a power struggle, 
each of them using their ‘anchoring’ or ‘informational’ power as weapon.

Relating the concepts of informational power and anchoring power with the network society 
theory, it can be said that, with regard to the subject of this thesis, power in the space of flows is 
based on information and access, and the spreading out of uniformity and integration. But in the 



8. Comparative analysis and theoretical reflections 217

space of places it is based on local anchoring, diversity and physical contiguity. SMEs are gaining 
power in networks as they are getting connected to the space of flows but keeping their roots in 
the space of places. The emerging of new NGOs representing small scale enterprises (e.g. ANPE, 
CEPICAFE, APROMALPI, CEPIBO and REPEBAM) and NGOs affiliating with small scale 
enterprises (e.g. Grupo Ecologica Peru) along the country, and their capability to assemble their 
views in a set of new discourses shows that anchoring power constitutes an advantage of SMEs 
not only to gain a position in networks in times of globalization but to become a source of ‘fresh’ 
views beyond the dichotomy of liberal market and social movement. In contrast to what Castells 
states in his theory of space of flows (e.g. Castells, 2004: 22, 23, 36), this investigation does not 
show that the space of places is by necessity subordinated to the space of flows. What is observed 
in the networks of sustainability of SMEs is that global actors intend to control local actors and 
local actors try to influence global actors. For instance, while local SMEs show power by refusing 
to cooperate, by legitimating interventions of NGOs or by requesting accountability to NGOs, 
international NGOs show power by deciding which local NGO or SMEs is subject of funding. 
The rise of the network society provides a new floor for local and global actors to interact with 
the help of information and communication tools that connect them at a global level. In engaging 
with global networks, local NGOs and SMEs are getting included in the space of flows. However, 
there is no dominant actor who decides which actor will be included or excluded in the network, 
as Castells claims. Neither global nor local actors are all-dominant in the networks of sustainability 
of SMEs; none of the two is in control of the discourses. Mutual interests or needs bring local 
NGOs, SMEs and international NGOs to connect to each other in the networks of sustainability 
of SMEs. Furthermore, it is not only the global that overwhelms the local, but also the local that 
is diffusing and spreading out globally. Local NGOs and SMEs take advantage of this new social 
structure moving from being a ‘target’ of global actors to gaining position as an actor in global 
networks. For instance, organic producer organizations, including ANPE, are organized at the 
global level through the Intercontinental Network of Organic Farmers Organizations (INOFO) 
that coordinates the participation of worldwide producers at IFOAM. This means that although 
the space of flows is a new dimension, it is influenced by places since SMEs and local NGOs, the 
main actors of the networks of sustainability of SMEs, mostly operate at the local level. Thus, 
power is distributed over both the space of places and the space of flows.

8.6.2 Ecological modernization theory

Many of the changes described appear to be in line with the tenets of ecological modernization 
theory. This section is dedicated to explore if this indeed is so, for three major aspects: institutional 
transformation, appreciation of the liberal market in environmental operations, and environmental 
rationality.

NGOs promoting sustainability of SMEs have overcome the traditional position of NGOs 
against the liberal market. They are undergoing institutional changes in enhancing cooperation 
with other actors (e.g. SMEs and larger companies), connecting with local and global actors in 
networks of global reach, and standardizing institutional operation to improve the position of 
SMEs in sustainable production and markets. NGOs have become the main actor in promoting 
sustainability within SMEs by promoting eco-efficiency measures, organic certification and social 
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and environmental standards. The fact that NGOs take the position of market agents to promote 
sustainability of SMEs is a variation of ecological modernization. Under the theory of ecological 
modernization companies usually take this position, not NGOs. Although companies are much 
better equipped to operate effectively and efficiently on markets than NGOs, they lack capacities 
to connect directly with most SMEs. For instance, companies alone are not able to organize the 
dispersed and varied SMEs to include them in their value chains. Companies, especially foreign 
ones, and SMEs, particularly, micro and small scale enterprises, have social and cultural gaps 
that matters to engage them in business endeavors. Therefore, companies need to establish or 
cooperate with NGOs or similar organizations to overcome such gaps and reach most SMEs. In the 
investigated cases, it appears to be easier for NGOs to gain capacities to operate on markets than 
it is for companies to gain capacities to understand the reality of most SMEs. Furthermore, the 
role of NGOs as market agents has come as a result of the demands of market actors (e.g. buyers, 
exporters) for building ties with SME. According to the research findings, NGOs will keep gaining 
their position as market agents for SMEs as long as they adjust their managerial and operational 
structure to do so. So it can be argued that the capacity of NGOs, especially of local NGOs, does 
not primarily come from high capital resources or access to global resources and markets but from 
the capacity to establish cooperation ties with other NGOs, SMEs and to be anchored in local social 
networks. This emergence of NGOs as market agents means the change from ‘typical’ NGOs to 
‘hybrid’ NGOs: consulting or company-like NGOs. As market agents, NGOs play not only civil 
society roles but also business roles. However, NGOs performing as market agents are still different 
from companies. Typical NGOs, as founded in 1980s, will become marginal and new types of 
hybrid NGOs will become more central in supporting sustainability of SMEs. This hybridization 
of NGOs supporting SMEs is expressed in changes in organization, strategy and discourse; for 
instance, implementing a more standardized work style and introducing business tools within 
their organization and in their SMEs clients, affiliating SMEs within their organizational structure, 
accepting, or even, advocating liberal market perspectives and cooperating in NGO networks of 
global scope. The reasons for this central role of NGOs and the change to a more hybrid profile 
have to do with the situation of the Peruvian state, the market actors and SMEs in Peru. The 
Peruvian state does not take leadership in facing environmental degradation related to SMEs, 
SMEs institutions are fragmented and market actors (e.g. companies, banks, consulting) are 
lagging behind in promoting sustainability of SMEs. To be precise, in their efforts to support SMEs 
the Peruvian state and the market actors prioritize economic considerations, but marginalize 
environmental concerns. NGOs fill the gap of an ineffective Peruvian state and short-falling 
market actors in improving the environmental performance of SMEs.

Discourses of sustainability of SMEs give equal weight to the need of further economic and 
ecological performance of SMEs. The discourses endorse the introduction of environmental 
rationality in management and operations to measure environmental impacts, optimize and 
monitoring performance, and report and rate SMEs on their environmental performance. 
However, the discourses emphasize different methods. The business upgrading discourse, the 
corporate responsibility discourse, the cleaner production discourse and the market access 
discourse emphasize global standards (e.g. ISO 14001, organic certification and ethical trading 
initiative) and the market adaptation discourse, the market democratization discourse and the 
appropriate technology discourse emphasize methods more tailored to the specific situation 



8. Comparative analysis and theoretical reflections 219

of SMEs (e.g. eco-efficiency measures, appropriate technologies). This means that although all 
discourses of sustainability of SMEs value the importance of technology and innovation to make 
SMEs more sustainable, the last group of discourses widens the scope of methods for ecological 
improvement. So, ecological rationality in the discourses of sustainability of SMEs implies not 
only the most sophisticated methods and technologies for ecological improvement of SMEs but 
also straightforward methods that suit better to the local and social context of SMEs. Ecological 
modernization theory usually emphasizes the use of environmental standards (e.g. labels, ISO 
standards, life cycle analysis) and the use of renewable energies for optimizing environmental 
performance. But it does not much elaborate on methods integrating social and environmental 
concerns, for instance: social responsibility standards, organic certification and participatory 
guaranty systems. Many of the most advanced methods to improve environmental performance 
hold limitations for SMEs in Peru as most of them are small and micro enterprises. Methods 
integrating social and environmental concerns underlined in the discourses of organic production 
and discourses of business social responsibility contribute also to ecological modernization of 
SMEs since social and environmental concerns are strongly interlinked in SMEs. Similar to the 
mutually reinforcing role of economic and ecological concerns for larger companies, social and 
ecological concerns play reinforcing roles for SMEs. Therefore, it can be established that while 
the sustainable market discourses match with the ecological modernization discourse, the market 
justice discourses goes beyond it. A difference of the sustainable market discourses that highlight 
the market advantage for SMEs of improving environmental performance, the market justice 
discourses highlight the values of social justice in mediating the access of SMEs to markets. 
Additionally, two market justice discourses, the market democratization discourse and the market 
adaptation discourse underline the values of harmony with nature instead of approaching nature 
as resource. However, the discourses of sustainability of SMEs and the ecological modernization 
discourse share views on the need to improve both economic and ecological performance of 
SMEs to access sustainable markets. So, the findings of this study suggest the need for a broader 
understanding of ecological rationality, which include the use of sophisticated and easy-to-apply 
environment centered and social-environmental integrated methods, and different approaches 
on market and nature to improve the position of SMEs in sustainable production and markets 
outlined in the discourses of sustainability of SMEs. This broader understanding contributes to 
the raise of a ‘reflexive’ ecological modernization discourse to bridge the concerns of sustainability 
and fair market access of SMEs in Peru.

8.6.3 Future pathways for environmental governance of SMEs

We end this chapter with a brief look into the future of environmental governance of SMEs.
The research shows that the networks of sustainability of SMEs are the foundation of an 

emerging governance mechanism of SMEs. Within those networks, NGOs and SMEs constitute 
the main actors in planning, channeling resources (e.g. funds, knowledge) and implementing 
projects in SMEs to improve their environmental performance vis-à-vis their economic concerns. 
Governmental agencies are virtually absent in the networks studied, or play only secondary 
roles. Larger companies also play secondary roles in the environmental governance structure of 
SMEs. In the case of a more central role played by governmental agencies it has usually been a 
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failure, for instance, in the sustainable production networks. NGOs have overtaken the promoting 
roles of the Peruvian state more effectively. The failing role of the Peruvian state in handling 
environmental challenges of SMEs provides evidence that the state-driven governance model 
cannot bring solutions to pressing environmental challenges related with industrial development 
and market expansion in Peru. The crisis is of legitimacy and governance model. Different from 
a state-driven governance that is centralized and mandatory in establishing decision making and 
policies, network governance is decentralized and discretionary. Decision making and policies are 
not established by a privileged unique actor or cluster of actors, but by nodes of coordination at 
local, regional and global levels, often in the form of platforms. Discourses, cooperation and power 
struggles are forces that shape the environmental governance of SMEs in the networks. However, 
it has also been observed that coordination among platforms of different networks, or even within 
a network itself, does not always go easily. This has to do with the diverging emphasis of the 
discourses, either on social justice or on environmental sustainability. As a result, cooperation is 
sometimes limited to certain networks or clusters within a network. Moreover, actors are involved 
in struggles for power positions. According to our research, struggle strengthens the governance 
structure rather than weakening it, as we observed regarding the emancipation of SMEs in the 
organic production domain. The networks of sustainability of SMEs show that NGOs and SMEs 
can play central roles in governing networks without a significant input of larger companies and 
the national government.

Governance of SMEs has to be based on environmental considerations to attain the sustainability 
of SMEs in the long-term. This can be achieved by establishing environmental policies based on 
sustainable business models that take into account the heterogeneity of SMEs in Peru. Two main 
pathways of environmental governance of SMEs are drawn from the case studies. The first pathway 
is emphasized by the sustainable market discourses and the second pathway by the market justice 
discourses. The first one, calling for market access, consists of further engagement of SMEs with 
sustainable global markets. It means further ecologically sound modernization of SMEs oriented 
to international markets, further adoption of cleaner technologies and further clustering of SMEs 
in larger business associations and cooperatives. This process implies the integration of SMEs in 
global sustainable markets as suppliers. The second pathway, calling for market development, 
consists of furthering the setting up of sustainable SMEs and the engagement of SMEs with 
local sustainable supply chains in a diversified, adapted and decentralized way throughout the 
country. This means that SMEs might remain small in size but increase in production scale by 
stimulating the formation of associations, cooperatives, conglomerates and clusters at different 
ecological niches, further use of low-cost technologies and decentralization of production aimed 
at developing local sustainable markets.

As market agents, NGOs connect both pathways by supporting SMEs to access global 
sustainable markets and develop local sustainable supply chains. This inclusive role of NGOs 
put them at the forefront for environmental sustainability of SMEs, in comparison with larger 
companies and the Peruvian state, which, at best, focus on the first pathway. In emphasizing 
only one of the pathways, those actors are not taking into account the heterogeneity of SMEs 
in capacities, interests and suitability. Furthermore, the anchoring power of SMEs might be an 
advantage of the emerging governance scheme, as it triggers sustainability at local level, for instance 
by involving sub-national and local governments. Global sustainable markets contribute to the 
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development of local sustainable supply chains, and vice verse as the case studies show. Global 
and local sustainable markets are not conflicting but reinforcing mechanisms for improving the 
environmental performance of SMEs in Peru.

The networks constitute new market relations beyond the typical triangle: state, civil society 
and business. In the networks, not a single actor – including NGOs – stand for environmental 
improvement of SMEs, but the entire network. Sustainability and fair access of SMEs to markets 
are the binding perspectives that tie all actors in the networks. According to the networks analyzed, 
three models of environmental governance are outlined. First, there is a highly effective model 
represented by the networks of the organic production domain. Second, a medium-effective 
model can be identified, represented by the networks of the business social responsibility 
domain. And third, a low-effective model exists, represented by the networks of the sustainable 
production domain. The degree of effectiveness is related with the self-organizing capabilities of 
NGOs and SMEs to lead processes of environmental improvement in SMEs. SMEs tied to the 
networks of sustainable production and of business social responsibility show higher levels of 
fragmentation, isolation and dependency than SMEs tied to the networks of organic production. 
These characteristics of SMEs affect the permanency of environmental changes in SMEs. Thus, 
in the light of this research it can be stated that the networks of sustainability of SMEs provide 
both an analytical tool and useful models for environmental governance and thus constitute a 
good example of a new environmental governance mechanism: governance without the state.





NGOs and the sustainability of SMEs in Peru 223

Chapter 9.  
Conclusions and recommendations

In the previous chapters, the changing roles of NGOs in promoting sustainability of SMEs in 
Peru were investigated through the perspectives of networks and discourses. Three cases were 
analyzed: organic production, business social responsibility and sustainable production. This 
concluding chapter starts with briefly re-introducing the background, problem statement and 
research questions (Section 9.1). Subsequently, the chapter summarizes the most significant 
conclusions from the three cases on the kind of networks and discourses, as well as on the major 
changes in networks and discourses (Section 9.2 and 9.3). Section 9.4 analyzes to what extent these 
findings can be generalized outside Peruvian SMEs. After, discussing the implications of these 
findings for theoretical debates on network society theory and ecological modernization theory 
(Section 9.5) recommendations for policy and research are formulated (Section 9.6).

9.1 Introduction

The importance of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in terms of employment and 
income generation has been recognized worldwide. In the region of Latin America, SMEs are 
responsible for 25% and 40% of employment, and between 15% and 25% of goods and services. In 
Peru, SMEs are responsible of 85% of the employment at the national level and they represent 98% 
of the total companies registered. Around 12% of SMEs, organized in associations, clusters, and 
cooperatives or as single companies, are dedicated to productive actives, the others are engaged 
in commercial and services activities.

However, the growth of SMEs is also responsible for significant depletion of natural resources, 
environmental degradation and threats to human health. Particularly SMEs in production sectors 
that work with transformation of materials and use of energy, such as textile, leather, food and 
metal industries, often pose risks to workers’ health and community’s environment. Also SMEs 
producing and commercializing food contribute to environmental problems, as the intensification 
of agriculture (with the use of pesticides and artificial fertilizers) causes impacts on soil and water 
and on human health. Environmental pollution by SMEs often goes together with low quality 
employment in terms of productivity, income and working conditions. Environmental degradation 
represents a cost for Peru of about 4% of GDP due to increased morbidity and mortality and 
decreased productivity. So the change of polluting SMEs to sustainable SMEs is an urgent need 
in Peru, to reduce the environmental burden, and increase their competitiveness and job quality.

Next to command-and-control strategies, the national government has been encouraging 
industries to voluntarily adopt environmental standards, cleaner technologies and energy saving 
measures. However, the priority of the government has been to support larger companies and SMEs 
attached to international markets. The national government shows institutional shortcomings in 
addressing polluting SMEs, especially those that are not linked to international markets. Hence, 
following this state failure, the role of non-governmental actors in promoting and enabling 
environmental friendly practices of the industrial sector has received increasing attention, not 
only in Peru but worldwide. Especially in developing countries NGOs are closer to SMEs than 
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state organizations, and they are increasingly taking over tasks and duties of the state in the social 
and economic development of SMEs.

NGOs support SMEs by providing them with resources, knowledge and technology, by 
encouraging them to develop co-operative relationships and by creating the necessary conditions 
to improve their environmental performance. NGOs play an important role as intermediary 
organizations in providing links between the business sector, development cooperation agencies and 
the government. Particularly, NGOs are important in encouraging the development of sustainable 
SMEs, by connecting global and local actors claiming to be the natural vehicles of development 
and local empowerment. Recently, NGOs engaged in global networks are adopting discourses of 
sustainability to promote sustainable SMEs. The most relevant networks and discourses in terms 
of promoting a balance between environmental protection and economical growth in SMEs are 
those involved in organic production, business social responsibility and sustainable production. 
These developments mean that NGOs are changing their traditional role as they become more 
embedded in supporting productive activities of SMEs for local and global markets. However, 
little is known about the roles, impacts and successes of NGOs in stimulating the transition of 
SMEs towards sustainability, especially in developing countries.

To shed more light on the new roles of NGOs in promoting sustainability of SMEs in Peru, 
this thesis explored the actual and potential changes in networks and discourses that NGOs 
supporting SMEs are undergoing. It uses the domains of organic production, business social 
responsibility and sustainable production as empirical cases, and ecological modernization theory 
and network society theory as theoretical lenses. The thesis aims to understand how networks 
of NGOs support SME sustainability in Peru, and which discourses these networks apply in 
supporting SME sustainability. Hence, the following central research aim is established: provide a 
better understanding of the changing roles of NGOs in promoting sustainability of SMEs in Peru 
using the perspectives of networks and discourses. Three research questions have been outlined 
for this research: first, what are the networks of NGOs promoting sustainability of SMEs involved 
in the domains of organic production, business social responsibility and sustainable production 
in Peru, and what are the main changes in time in these networks? Second, what are the main 
discourses fostering sustainability that prevail and are articulated in these networks of NGOs 
and what are the main changes in time in these discourses? And finally, how to understand and 
assess the actual, new and potential roles of NGOs in promoting sustainability of SMEs in terms 
of network society theory and ecological modernization theory?

9.2 General characteristics of networks and discourses

This section answers the first and second research questions by focusing on the main conclusions 
in terms of the general characteristics of the networks and the discourses of NGOs involved in 
the domains of organic production, business social responsibility and sustainable production in 
Peru. The main conclusions are organized in two themes.
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9.2.1 Diversification of networks and emerging of new types of NGOs

The networks involved in promoting the sustainability of SMEs, as identified in this research, 
are the following: the agro-ecological network, the organic market network and the ecological 
farming network in the first case study (organic production); the social justice network and the 
business network in the second case study (business social responsibility); and the eco-efficiency 
network, the appropriate technology network, the cleaner technology network, the technological 
innovation network and the urban cleaner production network in the third case study (sustainable 
production). These networks are structured in interlinked platforms operating at local, national, 
Latin American and global level. Platforms are a vital structural component within the networks 
and between promoting sustainability of SMEs. Although platforms might involve SMEs, larger 
companies and government representatives, the key actors coordinating and channeling resources 
in the platforms are usually NGOs. The networks promoting sustainability of SMEs are composed 
by diverse types of NGOs. Next to conventional NGOs as key actors, producer NGOs, market 
NGOs, business NGOs, technocratic NGOs and government organized NGOs (GONGOs) have 
emerged in the networks. This means that the networks currently have NGOs run by SME 
entrepreneurs, businessman, engineers and governmental officers. In line with more network 
diversity in the organic production and sustainable production domains, more diversity of NGOs 
is found in these networks. GONGOs are governmental agencies performing as key actors in 
the sustainable production networks. GONGOs operate as typical NGOs and work closely with 
technocratic NGOs. The common characteristic of those new types of NGOs is that they are more 
market-driven organizations than the conventional NGOs.

As a result of this diversification of networks and NGOs the struggle for leading positions in 
the network platforms and the competition for scarce funding and for operation of projects of 
international cooperation agencies have also intensified. This diversification of NGOs and, above 
all, the increase of market-driven NGOs occurs in response to the business growth and market 
demands of SMEs. In line with findings reported by Bebbington and Thiele (1993), Diaz-Albertini 
(2001), Beloe et al. (2003) and Sanborn and Portocarrero (2008), this study evidences that after 
the 1990s NGOs in Latin America are becoming professional organizations, and are departing 
from philanthropy, charity and activism against the state and the economy. However, networks 
and NGOs promoting sustainability of SMEs do not totally abandon former perspectives, as their 
focus on solidarity illustrates (see Section 9.3).

9.2.2 Discourses emphasize either market justice or sustainable market

The discourses identified in the networks of NGOs promoting sustainability of SMEs are the 
following: market adaptation, market access or market democratization in the domain of organic 
production; business upgrading and corporate responsibility in the domain of business social 
responsibility; and cleaner production and appropriate technology in the domain of sustainable 
production. These seven discourses can roughly be divided in two groups, one emphasizing 
market justice and the other emphasizing sustainable market. The two groups are different in 
their interpretation of environmental reform and sustainability. In the market justice discourses 
emphasis is put on inclusion of emerging new economic actors such as SMEs and environment 
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is seen as something to be protected, defended and stood up for. In the sustainable market 
discourses emphasis is put on successful market performance, and environment is seen as business 
opportunity and a factor contributing to a company’s legitimacy (‘its license to operate’). The 
market justice discourses and sustainable market discourses are also different in their position 
toward social movements and the market. The origins of these discourses lay in two long-standing, 
antagonist, so-called ‘mother’ discourses: the liberal market discourse on one hand and the 
social movement discourse on the other hand. While the cleaner production discourse and the 
corporate responsibility discourse have their origins in the liberal market discourse, the market 
democratization discourse, the market adaptation discourse, the market access discourse, the 
market adaptation discourse, the business upgrading discourse and the appropriate technology 
discourse have their origins in the social movement discourse. Of the latter discourses, the market 
access discourse has most strongly moved away from its origin. The market access discourse has 
strongly been influenced by the liberal market discourse as it widely diverges in their storyline 
from the other two organic production discourses. Besides the emphasis on either market justice 
or sustainable market, the discourses promoting sustainability of SMEs are a new assembling of 
views about production, the environment, the market and globalization applied to the reality of 
SMEs, beyond the conventional discourses of liberal market and social movement. In this way, 
under the notion of sustainability long-standing antagonist views of social justice and liberal 
market are re-interpreted resulting in a hybrid new set of discourses with a different identity.

9.3 Shifting networks and discourses

In further elaborating on the first and second research questions, this section focuses on the shifts 
in networks and discourses and the changing roles of NGOs, grouped in five themes.

9.3.1 From confrontation to collaboration

Overall, this study found that over the past 20 years NGOs are becoming more collaborative and 
less confrontational, more conciliatory and less dogmatic, towards market actors. But, these NGOs 
hardly become collaborative, and remain rather conflictive and competitive, towards fellow NGOs.

The abandonment of confrontation towards the market and market actors makes NGOs 
not only more conciliatory and pragmatic but also more collaborative and more market-driven 
organizations. These changes enable the establishment of cooperative ties with SMEs, with larger 
companies and with other market actors. However, cooperation in the network takes place to 
different degrees in different networks. In the organic production networks, conflicts between 
conventional NGOs and market-driven NGOs and between NGOs and SMEs are more intense 
but their cohesion in supporting SMEs is also stronger. Agro-ecological NGOs and their affiliated 
organizations have strong ties and are integrated in common platforms at local, national, regional 
and global level. This cooperation is stimulated by commonalities in the discourses of local NGOs, 
SMEs and international NGOs. Regardless of their differences, all organic production networks 
pull together against common ‘enemies’, such as transgenic seed and agrochemical companies 
(see Chapter 5). In the business social responsibility domain, the social justice network and the 
business network do not share collaborative ties but they converge in their views about SMEs. 
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Both networks consider the role of sustainable value chain as central to improve the situation 
of small scale enterprises (see Chapter 6). In the third domain a different picture comes to the 
fore. The networks are able to cope with market and social concerns of SMEs but the differences 
in their discourses do not favor cross cooperation to support SMEs. Cooperation is scarce and 
duplications of efforts are strong among the networks of sustainable production notwithstanding 
the strong commonalities in most discourses (see Chapter 6).

The mismatch between network and discourse logics, with shifts in discourses towards 
convergence or divergence of views, is conditioning these varying degrees of cooperation. Shared 
views of actors are not enough to establish close ties and the presence of close ties does not 
guarantee collaboration. This mismatch between network and discourse logics has to do with 
the strong mistrust among network actors, especially between conventional NGOs and the new 
types of NGOs. Mistrust contributes to constructing adversarial views rather than common 
ground for dialogue. Such mistrust is fed by, for instance, an ‘arrogant’ attitude of market-driven 
NGOs against SMEs when the former consider most SMEs incompetent to improve their social 
and environmental performance. Larger companies prefer to be engaged with more ‘friendly’ 
market-driven NGOs rather than with conventional NGOs in supporting small scale providers. 
Even though conventional NGOs have largely abandoned their adversarial perspectives towards 
markets and the state, they usually are labeled as confrontational actors by the new types of NGOs.

The complementary character of discourses enhances the necessity and possibility for further 
integration and cooperation of network actors. For instance, solidarity and business performance, 
as ‘communitarian’ and ‘individualistic’ values respectively in the discourses, are both needed to 
improve sustainable practices in SMEs. Communitarian values enhance the mobilization and 
cohesion of SMEs to perform successfully in sustainable markets; and individualistic values 
strengthen individual entrepreneurship and competitiveness to develop and access sustainable 
markets. The organic production networks are the best example of the shift of NGOs towards 
cooperation, conciliation and flexibility. In the business social responsibility networks, the 
convergence of NGOs is facilitating the establishing of cooperative ties (an example of this is the 
collaboration of NGOs in the ‘Committee Peru of the ISO 26000’). In the sustainable business 
networks, cross cooperation and integration of NGOs will need more time but might happen in 
the future, at least between those networks that share strong commonalities in their discourses 
such as the eco-efficiency network, the cleaner technology network, the technological innovation 
network and the urban cleaner production network.

9.3.2 Liberal market in the centre

The liberal market has moved to the centre in the discourses of sustainability of SMEs and it is 
perceived as an effective condition to push SMEs from pollution to sustainability, as long as it is 
merged with social and sustainability claims.

As a result of this vital and central position of the liberal market, social justice and environmental 
claims of NGOs have been transferred to the market arena. The market sets the boundaries for 
cooperation, bargaining and influence of actors. However, this transfer from the social arena 
to the market arena brings a tension in the discourses of NGOs between the social justice and 
environmental claims, as I argued in Chapter 8.
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Another aspect of the liberal market is that it is acknowledged in all discourses but is not 
understood in the same way in all discourses. The liberal market is not only acknowledged as market 
‘access’ but also in terms of ‘adjustment’ to the market and the ‘democratization’ of the market. This 
diversity of understandings of the liberal market does not mean full endorsement to the claims of 
the liberal market discourse or the social movement discourse but the acknowledgement of the 
worth of access to, adjustment to and fair relationships within the market.

Another consideration regarding the centrality of the liberal market is that it is usually seen 
as an enabling condition for pushing SMEs from polluting to sustainable enterprises engaged in 
profitable value chains; but at the same time the liberal market has its limitations in pushing the 
majority of SMEs that are attached to local markets towards sustainability. However, the enabling 
and limited conditions of the liberal market depend on the extent that it is merged with social 
and sustainability claims. The research findings show that global markets and decentralized local 
markets play a valuable role in fostering sustainable SMEs as far as they are driven by sustainability. 
By combining market with social and environmental views the discourses of sustainability of 
SMEs overcomes the dichotomy of global and local markets. Therefore, sustainable global and 
local markets are not conflicting but reinforcing mechanisms for improving the environmental 
performance of SMEs in Peru.

9.3.3 New power of SMEs

The power of SMEs is not acknowledged in most discourses. However, SMEs show their power by 
accepting or denying connecting to the networks, by collaborating or pressuring key actors, and 
by subscribing or being indifferent to the discourses. SME show their power as long as networks 
become more inclusive, participatory and valuable for SMEs. Power of SMEs rests on the capacity 
to be anchored within local social networks.

The failure to acknowledge the power of SMEs makes that SMEs are underestimated, limited in 
their network participation and are excluded from most networks. In the sustainable production 
networks, participation of SMEs is limited to being a recipient of resources. In the business social 
responsibility networks most SMEs, especially small and micro scale enterprises oriented to local 
markets, are excluded. In this domain, there is no room for SMEs in the various networks to 
gain power positions as they are dependent on their larger buyers. SMEs attached to exporting 
supply chains are the target of business social responsibility networks. A different picture emerges 
from the organic production networks. In this domain, small scale producers and small scale 
enterprises challenge the power position of conventional NGOs and international cooperation 
agencies. Although those actors dominate the networks, SMEs are gaining power and improve 
their position. This change in position of SMEs from a marginal to a more central position has 
to do with the rise of sustainable SMEs, the capacity of SMEs to establish their own NGOs and 
platforms, and the connection of SMEs to competitive national and international market actors. 
SMEs have even achieved direct participation in platforms at regional and global level (see Chapter 
5). SMEs show their power in all the networks not only to a different degree but also in different 
ways. The limited motivation of SMEs to buy-in most discourses put them in a powerful position 
to delegitimize interventions of agents. The power of SMEs rests on their capacity to be anchored 
within local social networks. Acknowledging the power of SMEs implies that SMEs are not just 
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beneficiaries but active actors with decision capacities in the networks. Without the participation 
of SMEs in intervention policies, the good intentions of promoters of SME sustainability will not 
move beyond a few ‘successful’ pilot experiences. NGOs need to acknowledge the views of SMEs if 
they really want to improve the social and environmental conditions of SMEs. Particularly, NGOs 
need to acknowledge the motivations of SMEs, be embedded in SMEs’ local social networks and 
establish the conditions for SMEs to show their power in the market. By doing so, NGOs can be 
true nodes for bi-directional flows of resources, from global to local and local to global actors, as 
the case study of organic production showed.

9.3.4 New roles of NGOs

Next to the conventional ‘watchdog’ roles, NGOs are developing new roles of ‘helper’ in order to 
answer to the market needs of SMEs. The new roles are performed by ‘reoriented’ conventional 
NGOs and by new types of market-driven NGOs.

New roles of NGOs are market facilitation, market intermediation, capacity building of business 
skills and allocation of sustainable technologies for production. Market facilitation mainly includes 
the function of supporting the development of farmers’ markets at the national level. Market 
intermediation mainly includes the intermediation of SMEs to access competitive markets and 
the intermediation between small scale suppliers and larger buyers. The function of capacity 
building includes providing workshops and trainings in business skills for SMEs. Finally, the 
function of allocating sustainable technologies to SMEs implies a greater specialization of NGOs in 
cleaner and appropriate technology. The new roles imply the channelling of resources in networks 
from international (inter)governmental organizations, international financial institutions and 
international NGOs to (local) SMEs. The emergence of those roles has to do with the fact that 
NGOs are gaining expertise in management, technology and commercialization on the one hand, 
and are getting tied to larger companies, SMEs or the state one the other hand. However, it is 
important to point out that although greater specialization of NGOs in market and technology 
issues is crucial, sensitivity for the social and cultural background of SMEs is also vital to engage 
SMEs in the networks and discourses of sustainability. The emergence of those new roles is in 
line with the increasing focus of SMEs on international markets. Regardless of the emergence 
of the aforementioned new roles, NGOs continue to use pressure and advocacy to influence 
larger companies and their value chains, in order to enhance the access of SMEs. This means that 
currently NGOs perform both ‘helper’ roles and ‘watchdog’ roles. In the new role of helper, NGOs 
with a more market-driven approach are becoming a new partner of companies. Conventional 
NGOs usually combine watchdog and helper roles in collaboration with larger companies, but 
market-driven NGOs usually only perform helper roles. New roles of NGOs represent not only 
opportunities but also risks for their legitimacy. The dilemma for conventional NGOs is to what 
extent they should become engaged in or keep a distance to the market and larger companies 
in supporting SME sustainability. Market-driven NGOs have a more clear position about their 
helper role but they compromise their legitimacy.
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9.3.5 NGOs as market agents

Consequently, following from the former point, NGOs have become market agents as a result of 
their new roles.

NGOs have become main agents in promoting sustainability of SMEs by promoting eco-
efficiency measures, organic certification and social and environmental standards. Although 
companies are much better equipped to operate effectively and efficiently on markets than NGOs, 
they lack capacities to connect directly with SMEs. Companies need to establish contacts or 
cooperate with NGOs or similar organizations to reach SMEs. It proves easier for NGOs to gain 
capacities to operate on markets, than for companies to gain capacities and understand the reality 
of SMEs. So the change of NGOs from aid agents to market agents has come as a result of the 
demands of market actors for building ties with SME. This means that conventional NGOs will be 
somewhat marginalized, and consulting or company assisting NGOs will become more central. 
Different from conventional aid NGOs founded in the 1980s, NGOs promoting sustainability 
of SMEs base their support on a market approach. Hence, NGOs have changed in structure and 
discourse, for instance by implementing a more standardized work style, affiliating SMEs within 
their organizational structure, accepting or even advocating the liberal market, and cooperating 
in networks of global scope. So agency capacity of NGOs, especially of local NGOs, does not 
primarily come from high capital resources or access to global resources and markets, but from 
the capacity to establish cooperation ties with other NGOs and SMEs, and to be anchored in 
local social networks.

9.4 Generalizability of the research findings

Before addressing the theoretical implications of this research, and thus answering the third research 
question, this section investigates to what extent the findings and the research methodology can 
be generalized to other case studies, sectors and countries.

Although the findings are built on the basis of empirical work in Peru, they have wider validity 
beyond Peru. This is so because the networks of sustainability of SMEs are not limited to Peru. 
The networks include actors from most Latin American countries and other regions where NGOs 
and SMEs are organized in platforms at the national level as well. For instance, to mention some 
countries in the region in addition to Peru: the organic production networks have branches in 
Bolivia, Ecuador, Brazil and Costa Rica; the business social responsibility networks have branches 
in Chile, Argentina and Brazil; and the sustainable production networks have branches in Chile, 
Colombia, Nicaragua, Cuba and Brazil. NGOs and SMEs from those countries are tied to the 
same regional platforms identified in the research for each domain (see Chapter 5, Chapter 6 
and Chapter 7). The prominent participation of NGOs as actors in improving the conditions of 
SMEs is particularly strong in Latin America in comparison to other regions. The active role of 
Latin American NGOs in development has been highlighted by several authors such as Johnson 
(1998), Balbis (2001) and Wood and Roberts (2005). So, similar tendencies as those found for 
Peru are expected at the regional level, but not necessarily with respect to other regions such as 
sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia or the Middle East. Despite the fact that South Asian countries 
like Vietnam and China have dynamic SMEs, national NGOs do not play central roles in SME 
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development in these countries but the state. In contrast to Africa and Asia, Latin American 
NGOs have more room for delivering development, are more interested in influencing politics 
and reach great number of beneficiaries working with and through existing local organizations 
(Wils, 1995). An additional factor conditioning the increasing role of NGOs in SME sustainability 
in Latin America is the low effectiveness of the Latin American states in delivering social and 
environmental improvements. In this vein, Bebbington and Thiele (1993) highlighted that NGOs 
in Latin America would be more than willing to fill the gaps left by a receding state. Hence, 
the presence of stronger civil society with well organized national and local NGOs, and more 
integration of national economies to global chains and networks and the failure feature of Latin 
American states make Latin America a region with stronger expansion of non-state actors than 
the aforementioned regions.

As the increasing role of NGOs in engaging with productive activities and market processes 
from local to global scope challenges conventional research methodologies, the combined use of 
social network analysis and discourse analysis can be helpful to conduct other studies about the 
role of NGOs. Social network analysis and discourse analysis studies have usually been conducted 
separately to study environmental issues. Network analysis and discourse analysis can be applied 
in combination to asses in an integral way NGOs promoting sustainability of SMEs worldwide in 
other domains, such as sustainable energy, fair trade and eco-tourism. The advantage of combined 
network and discourse analyses is the highly precise identification of actors and their connections, 
storylines and power relations that provide a deeper understanding of the role of non-state actors.

9.5 Theoretical implications

This section answers the third research question, focusing on the contribution of this study to 
ecological modernization theory and network society theory and to network and discourse models.

9.5.1 Network society theory

Networks promoting sustainability of SMEs help to understand network cooperation deeper but 
challenge Castells scheme of placing space of flows opposite to space of places.

The way actors cooperate in the networks promoting sustainability of SMEs does not contradict 
network society theory and general theories of networks. Furthermore, the networks investigated 
help to deeper understand cooperation in networks. Networks promoting sustainability of SMEs 
show several degrees of cooperation. These patterns make these networks more effective or less 
effective in reaching their proposed aims. Depending on the degree of cooperation and strength 
of ties in the networks, three patterns of change can be found in network configurations: a 
‘unidirectional shift’ for the organic production networks, a ‘converging shift’ for the business social 
responsibility networks and a ‘diverging shift’ for the sustainable production networks. The diversity 
in expertise, the interdependency of actors and cohesion in their platforms contribute to making 
networks more stable, as the organic production networks show. Organic production networks 
involve a large number of NGOs, including NGOs established by SMEs, and SMEs. Oppositely, 
overlap of interests and lack of strong forces binding actors, causing network disintegration and 
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isolation of actors contribute to make networks less stable as the sustainable production networks 
show.

Castells scheme of flows versus place does not work to understand how SME sustainability 
is restricted or advanced. NGOs as ‘spokesmen’ and interest representative of space of places 
and local identities take up and use also typical rationalities, logics and power resources that 
we conventionally find (or at least Castells relate to) space of flows. And companies, also those 
connected to global business networks that are part of the space of flows dynamics do and can 
include typical ‘local’ space of place rationalities, logics, dynamics and resources, such as related 
to sustainability. The further connection of SMEs with global economic networks is causing the 
taking up of new rationalities. This exchange in rationalities is currently happening in the organic 
production networks to a major degree and to a minor degree in the other two types of networks. 
As such, Castells’ dichotomic scheme of flows versus place proves in reality much more complicated 
and intermingled when we want to understand sustainability.

Castells underestimates how global dynamics and networks can connect in a less confrontational 
way to local dynamics and interests, to enable, facilitate and advance interests that are usually 
believed to be only infringed by the space of flows. The networks of sustainability of SMEs form a 
good example. Local actors in the networks of sustainability of SMEs are not limited to contesting 
the liberal market economy. Local actors embrace the central position of liberal market economy 
and approach it from three viewpoints: adaptation, access and fair relationship. So, local actors 
adapt to, access and democratize the neoliberal market economy.

Local and global actors have not only opposing views organized in power and counter power 
as Castells claims, but also shared views as they endorse common discourses (see Chapter 5, 
Chapter 6 and Chapter 7). Rather than local actors just becoming nodes of ‘alternatives to global 
networks’, they are embedded and integrated in global conventional networks, to the extent that 
it is no longer useful to distinguish two opposing spheres, of flows and place, but seeing them 
connected and integrated in aiming for sustainability. Therefore, networks promoting sustainability 
of SMEs can be seen as hybrid networks involving actors (e.g. larger companies, NGOs, SMEs and 
government agencies) from local to global level as they crosscut ‘conventional’ market networks, 
civil society networks and governmental networks. This hybrid characteristic of the networks 
promoting sustainability of SMEs is facilitated by close interaction of NGOs and SMEs.

Finally, local actors are not powerless in the dominant networks, as Castells claim. While global 
actors intend to control local actors, local actors try to influence global actors and emancipate 
from them. Thus, SMEs hold power, as international NGOs do. While international NGOs and 
other global actors hold ‘informational’ power, SMEs and other local actors hold ‘anchoring’ 
power (see Chapter 8). In the networks any actor can exercise power to influence or emancipate 
from other actors. SMEs in the networks have the capability to legitimate or challenge the power 
of international cooperation agencies and local NGOs. This ‘anchoring’ power is a key resource 
of SMEs to gain a position in networks, and bargain and negotiate with international cooperation 
agencies and NGOs by assembling, influencing, refusing or endorsing discourses. Anchoring 
power constitutes an advantage of SMEs not only to gain a position in the networks under 
conditions of globalization but to become a source of ‘fresh’ views beyond the dichotomy of 
liberal market and social movement. The power of SMEs is realized in three developments. 
First, SMEs (e.g. BioFrut and La Cabrita) are gaining power in the networks as they are getting 
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connected to profitable markets but keeping their roots in localities. Second, SMEs build up their 
own organizations (e.g. Bioferias) under conditions in the networks the enable participation of 
SMEs. And third, the emergence of new NGOs representing small scale enterprises (e.g. ANPE, 
CEPICAFE, APROMALPI, CEPIBO and REPEBAM) provides SMEs additional influence and 
power.

9.5.2 Ecological modernization theory

Non-state actors perform central roles in a more ‘inclusive’ environmental governance of SMEs, 
quite in line with the central propositions of ecological modernization theory. However, ecological 
modernization has to take into account the mutual dependence of ecological rationality and social 
rationality in advancing environmental reform of SMEs in developing countries.

The empirical discourses of sustainability of SMEs and the theoretical discourse of ecological 
modernization have similarities and differences on how to deal with polluting SMEs. Both discourses 
share views on the secondary role of the state to eco-modernize industries. In the discourses of 
sustainability of SMEs, NGOs and SMEs constitute the main actors in planning, channeling 
resources and implementing projects in SMEs to improve their environmental performance vis-
à-vis their economic concerns. The state is virtually absent in the networks studied or plays only 
a secondary role. If more central roles are played by state authorities usually they fail, for instance 
in the sustainable production networks (see Chapter 7). Both discourses share views on a deficient 
role of the traditional bureaucratic state in environmental reform.

One of the main differences is the fact that in this study NGOs take a strong position than 
market agents in promoting sustainability of SMEs. NGOs are central actors in the networks of 
sustainability of SMEs, not companies. The theory of ecological modernization usually articulates 
this preferential position and role to companies, and not so much to NGOs. As market agents 
NGOs perform several roles not only to support SMEs to access global sustainable markets but 
also to develop local sustainable supply chains. The emerging of new types of NGOs in networks 
such as producer NGOs, market NGOs, business NGOs and technocratic NGOs, has been an 
answer to the market demands of SMEs. This wide-ranging role of NGOs put them in the front-line 
promoting environmental sustainability of SMEs in comparison to larger companies and the state.

A second relevant difference is that the discourses of sustainability of SMEs include social and 
employment conditions and rationalities in defining and advancing sustainability of SMEs, whereas 
ecological modernization is restricted to articulating ecological rationality. NGOs and SMEs in 
our empirical networks go beyond ecological rationality. The discourses of sustainability of SMEs 
call not only for the introduction of sophisticated and tailored environmental methods but also 
for the application of social and environmental interlinked interests, such as social responsibility 
standards, organic certification and participatory guaranty systems. Dealing with polluting SMEs 
and the concerns of sustainability and market access imply the use of the environmental rationality 
linked to social and employment conditions and rationalities. This difference is especially evident 
in the market justice discourses (see Chapter 8). In this way, the discourses of sustainability of 
SMEs enrich the perspective of ecological modernization in approaching environmental reform 
based on a single rationality – environmental rationality – towards an interlinked application of 
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social and environmental rationalities, especially to advance environmental reform of SMEs in 
developing countries.

9.6 Recommendations

This section addresses a set of suggestions for governance and research in the sustainability of 
SMEs worldwide.

9.6.1 Recommendations for governance

Three governance recommendations follow from this research. This research suggests that increased 
cooperation among NGOs would contribute to more effective support of SMEs. There is a need to 
cross-cooperation of forefront NGOs and SMEs affiliated to organic production, business social 
responsibility, sustainable production and other networks promoting sustainable SMEs (e.g. 
ecotourism, sustainable energy and fair trade). One of the ways to achieve such cooperation at 
national and sub-national level is the establishment of coordination boards, possibly based on the 
platforms already established. It is of particular importance to have boards which are not confined 
to one sector but reach over different sectors. One of the main tasks on the coordination board 
agenda has to be encouraging SME organizations (e.g. associations, cooperatives and platforms) 
to commit towards sustainability.

Market actors can play significant roles in promoting sustainability among SMEs. It is 
recommended that sustainable larger companies help to pull polluting small scale supplier 
companies towards more sustainable practices, for instance by providing technical and marketing 
support. SMEs in the supply chain should be more aware of the power they can derived from their 
local embedding and creativity, a power that can also be used to move larger companies towards 
more sustainable value chains. Consumers and consumer organizations, quite obviously, can play 
an important role in promoting sustainable SMEs by the power of consumer demand.

The networks of sustainability of SMEs are a source of learning for policy makers to overcome 
the actual failures in national environmental policy in tackling polluting SMEs and promoting 
sustainable SMEs. This research shows that NGOs and their platforms in the networks are more 
effective in encouraging SMEs towards sustainability that the national government. Therefore, 
national governments should elaborate national policies for environmental governance of SMEs 
based on the experiences of the networks of NGOs rather than elaborate new regulations and 
build up parallel structures of SMEs governance. This recommendation is particularly applicable 
to Latin American national governments as the networks operate along the region.

9.6.2 Recommendations for research

Three research recommendations can be mentioned. One essential issue on the research 
agenda of promoting sustainability of SMEs throughout Latin America would be the deeper 
understanding of cooperation and power relations between NGOs and SMEs. Carrying out 
comparative cross-country studies, pointing out similarities and differences regarding the shifting 
patterns and tendencies identified in the Peruvian cases, would be interesting for that. Central 
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aim of these studies would be to find out participation and decision capacity of SMEs in the 
sustainability network branches in other countries such as Bolivia, Brazil, Chile and Costa Rica. 
Also further research whether the discourses promoting sustainability of SMEs identified in the 
Peru are endorsed by NGOs and SMEs in these other countries is interesting.

A second issue on the research agenda would be to generate knowledge on the cooperation 
mechanisms between SMEs, large companies and market facilitating NGOs involved in sustainable 
supply chains and sustainable markets. Central in these studies would be to identify the enabling 
and the constraining factors for sustainable supply chains. As sustainable global and sustainable 
local markets are reinforcing strategies for sustainability, these studies should focus on the social, 
political and economic dynamics of global value chains. The increasing dependencies of social, 
economic and cultural issues in SMEs and larger companies influence the improvement of 
environmental performance of business. Therefore, we recommend to not focus on SMEs alone, 
but to include both local linkages with other social, cultural, and economic processes as well as 
global value chains as important context factors.

Based on the methodological contribution of this research, studies are recommended that show 
to what extent the network-discourse model is applicable for other domains such as sustainable 
energy, fair trade and eco-tourism, highlighting the role of NGOs and SMEs and the discourses 
involved in these domains.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. List of interviews

Person interviewed Organization/institution Date

Alfonso Pablo Huerta Fernando, Director, ciencia and 
technology program

CONCYTEC January 2011

Alfredo Oliveros, Head of the Clean Technology 
Programme

CONCYTEC May 2006

Bruno Carpio, Project assistant Peru 2021 December 2010
Carola Amezaga, National coordinator of the APOMIPE 

programme
MINKA-

INTERCOOPERATION
April 2006

Cecilia Pardo, Head of the coordination board Grupo Ecologica Peru February 2008
March 2008

Cecilia Rizo-Patron, Project manager Peru 2021 April 2006
August 2007
March 2008

César Paz, National representative, Agronomes et 
vétérinaires sans frontiers (AVSF), CICDA-Peru. Member 
affiliated to CEPICAFE

CICDA-Peru
AVSF
CEPICAFE

April 2008

Dora Cortijo Herrera, Manager CET Perú April 2006
Elizabeth Minaya, BID-CEDEP project manager CEDEP August 2007

April 2008
Ercilio Moura, Project manager of business social 

responsibility for SMEs
CEDAL March 2008

November 2010
Fernando Alvarado, Head of the coordination board Centro IDEAS January 2008

March 2008
April 2009

Fernando Alvarado, Head of the coordination board Grupo Ecologica Peru November 2010
Frank Mechielsen, Coordinator of Red Puentes, 

Programma Officer, OXFAM-NOVIB, the Netherlands
OXFAM-NOVIB October 2008

Gerdien Seegers, Programma Officer, CORDAID, the 
Netherlands

CORDAID October 2008

Ines Carazo, Director of OTCIT CITEs May 2006
Janine Kuriger, Co-director Swiss International 

Cooperation Agency 
April 2006

Joke Langbroek, Business Development Advisor, ICCO, the 
Netherlands

ICCO October 2008

>>



250  NGOs and the sustainability of SMEs in Peru

Person interviewed Organization/institution Date

Jon Bickel, Head of PRAL project, SwissContact –Programa 
Regional de Aire Limpio

Swiss Contact May 2006

Jose Sanchez Narvaez, Coordinator of science and 
technology

ITACAB May 2009

Manual Hohagen Mory, Staff, Business development 
services 

COPEME May 2006

Marcos Alegre, Director CER January 2011
Maria Luisa Espinosa, Manager CER April 2008
Norma Vidal, Coordinator ITACAB May 2006
Pim Verhallen, Policy Advisor, ICCO, the Netherlands ICCO October 2008
Rosa Salas, Head of the National Programme of Cleaner 

Production
CONAM May 2006

Silverio Trejo, Head of the coordination board ANPE March 2008
May 2009
November 2010

Silvia Wu, Executive director RAE Peru January 2008
March 2008
November 2010

Susanne Engelhardt, Programme Officer Latin-America, 
OXFAM-NOVIB, the Netherlands

OXFAM-NOVIB October 2008

Victor Luque Luque, Coordinator of commercial affairs, 
Association of promotion and development

El Taller November 2007
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Appendix 2. Organic production networks: actors, platforms and connections

2a.  Key Peruvian agro-ecological NGOs and their connections with key national, regional and global 
platforms.

Network of 
NGOs

Platforms

Peru Latin America Global

RAE Peru Peruvian Agro-ecological Consortium, 
CONAPO Platform ‘Peru, country free of 
transgenics’, the Peruvian Network of Fair 
Trade and Ethical Consumption, and SNA

MAELA, GALCI IFOAM

Grupo Ecologica 
Peru

Platform ‘Peru, country free of transgenics’ MAELA, GALCI IFOAM

ANPE Peruvian Agro-ecological Consortium 
Platform ‘Peru, country free of transgenics’ 

MAELA Slow Food

Source: Alvarado, 2008, interview; Pardo, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2009, interview; 
Wu, 2008, interview.
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2b. Description of national, regional and global platforms of agro-ecological NGOs.

National platforms of agro-ecological NGOs in Peru

CONAPO
The National Commission of Organic Products (CONAPO) was the coordination board of 
organizations in organic production to promote organic agriculture and propose regulations, norms 
and strategies on organic production to the Peruvian government. Funded by COSUDE and FAO, it 
has been established in 1998 and institutionalized in 2001. Initially CONAPO has been integrated by 
seven governmental entities such as the Ministry of Agriculture (MINAG); INRENA, INIA, SENASA, 
the Peruvian Export Promotion Agency (PROMPEX), the National Institute for the Defense of 
Competition and Protection of Intellectual Property (INDECOPI) and UNALM, four civil society 
organizations representatives such as RAE Peru, ANPE, JNC and the National Union for Small Banana 
Producers, and by one international cooperation agency representative such as the Swiss Agency for 
Development and Cooperation (COSUDE). CONAPO elaborated proposals for the government to 
build up the legal infrastructure (norms, institutions, etc.) within the Peruvian State. At the beginning, 
larger scale producer organizations such as JNC and the Union of Coffee Exporters have not been part 
of CONAPO.
In 2008 the Peruvian government set up the National Council of Organic Production (keeping 
the acronym CONAPO). After the approval of the national law of organic production in 2010, the 
former CONAPO was canceled as it reached its aim. Now, this new CONAPO is affiliated to MINAG 
as advisory agency in policies for organic production development. This new CONAPO will be 
composed by representatives from MINAG, Ministry of Production (PRODUCE), Ministry of Foreign 
Trade and Tourism (MINCETUR), INDECOPI, Regional Council of organic products (COREPOs), 
producers and NGOs. Up to December 2012, the new CONAPO is not operative yet.

Platform ‘Peru, country free of transgenics’
The platform ‘Peru, country free of transgenics’ is integrated among others by RAAA, RAE Peru, 
ANPE, the Grupo Ecologica Peru, UNALM, CCE and ASPEC. Founded in 2007, it has become very 
active in lobbying against the importation to Peru of (genetically modified organisms (GMOs) based 
food. Initially, the platform was launched in 2006 with the name of Agro-ecological Consortium. 
Then, it evolved in the platform.

Peruvian Network of Fair Trade and Ethical Consumption
The Peruvian Network of Fair Trade and Ethical Consumption is integrated by the Economy 
of Solidarity Network in Peru (GRESP), the National Union for Coffee Producers (JNC), the 
Ecological Agriculture Network of Peru (RAE Peru), the Child and Adolescent Workers’ Association 
(MANTHOC), Life Promotion (FOVIDA), Episcopal Commission for Social Action (CEAS), 
Organization of Peruvian artisans of Peru (CIAP) and Caritas del Peru.
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Peruvian Agro-ecological Consortium
PAC has been established in 2009 and it is the formal coordination board of PAM. The board 
members are ANPE, RAE Peru, RAAA and ASPEC. At PAM, NGOs and producer associations 
coordinate division of tasks among PAM members and decisions about join projects and policy 
proposals in order to perform better as movement and negotiate in better position with the Peruvian 
state. The Consortium gets support from the Aid for Development Gembloux (ADG).

Peruvian Agro-ecological Movement
PAM is a wider non-formal network of NGOs, producers, small-scale agri-enterprises, 
universities, consumers and other civil society organizations coping with organic production and 
commercialization of organic food in Peru. The main representatives are RAE Peru, RAAA and 
ANPE.

National Environmental Society
SNA is an umbrella network of environmental NGOs. It groups to 27 organizations; including 
networks of NGOs and individual NGOs working on environmental protection in Peru by promoting 
dialogue and improvement of environmental conditions in order to benefit the population. Key 
NGOs of PAM belong to SNA. SNA’s activities include analyzing environmental policy, resolving 
environmental conflicts, promoting the participation of citizens and organizing environmental 
discussions at the national level.

Regional platforms of agro-ecological NGOs in Latin America

Latin American agro-ecological movement
MAELA is integrated by 150 organizations affiliated in 20 countries such as NGOs, universities, 
producers, local networks and grass root organizations aimed to strengthening ecological agriculture 
towards sustainable development. MAELA has been founded in 1992.

IFOAM Regional Group for Latin America and the Caribbean
GALCI is the regional branch of IFOAM, where belong producer associations, traders, certifiers, 
NGOs and individuals from Latin America and the Caribbean. GALCI has a high level capacity to 
lobbying for organic agriculture, integrated by IFOAM members and supporters and individuals 
working in favor of organic agriculture in the region. GALCI’s aim among other aims are fomenting 
action concerning IFOAM policies, investigating local, regional and national development of organic 
markets, serving as a forum for the discussion and analysis of the contemporary situation for organic 
agriculture in Latin America, the Caribbean and the world.
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Global platforms of agro-ecological NGOs

International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements
IFOAM is a global platform for the organic movement stakeholders – from farmers’ organizations to 
multinational certification agencies, ensuring the credibility and longevity of organic agriculture as a 
means to ecological, economic and social sustainability.
IFOAM’s mission is leading, uniting and assisting the organic movement in its full diversity. IFOAM 
promotes the development of organic markets.

Slow Food Movement / Slow Food Foundation
Slow Food is a non-profit, eco-gastronomic member-supported organization that was founded in 1989 
to counteract fast food and fast life, the disappearance of local food traditions and people’s dwindling 
interest in the food they eat where it comes from, how it tastes and how our food choices affect the rest 
of the world. Slow Food network has over 100,000 members in 132 countries.
Slow Food Italy: The Slow Food Foundation for Biodiversity is part of Slow Food and was founded 
in Italy in 2003. The Slow Food Foundation supports projects in defense of food biodiversity in more 
than 50 countries and promotes a sustainable agriculture that respects the environment, the cultural 
identity of local people, and promotes animal well-being. On a local level, Slow Food Convivia brings 
producers and consumers closer together. In Peru, Convivium Lima is the local branch of Slow Food. 
In Peru Slow Food support agrobiodiversty projects of ANPE.

Source: Alvarado, 2008, interview; Pardo, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2009, interview; 
Wu, 2008, interview; Institutional web sites.
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2c. Key Peruvian agro-ecological NGOs and their international ‘partner’ NGOs.

Peruvian Network 
of NGOs

International NGOs

RAE Peru Interchurch organization for development cooperation (ICCO)
Heifer International
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO)
German Development Service (DED)
Bread for the World
The German catholic bishops’ organization for development cooperation 

(MISEREOR)
Grupo Ecologica Peru Catholic Organization for Relief and Development AID (CORDAID)

OXFAM-NOVIB
German Development Service (DED)
German Public-private-partnership projects (PPP projects)
Schmitz Foundation
German catholic bishops’ organization for development cooperation MISEREOR

ANPE Humanist Institute for Cooperation with Developing Countries (HIVOS)
Bread for the World
the Aid for Development Gembloux (ADG)
Italian Municipalities

Source: Alvarado 2008, interview; Pardo, 2008, interview; Trejo, 2008, interview; Wu, 2008, interview.
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2d. Other NGOs in Peru that support agri-SMEs development.

The Consortium of Private Organizations for the Promotion of Small and Medium Business Development 
of Peru (COPEME)

COPEME is a network of about 60 NGOs among them the Centro IDEAS and el Taller, supporting 
SMEs development in rural and urban areas. The network works for further formalization, 
competitiveness and productivity of SMEs meanwhile strengthening local economies. COPEME gets 
funding mainly from HIVOS, ICCO, OXFAM and MISEREOR.

Peruvian Association of Consumers and Users (ASPEC)
ASPEC raises consumers’ awareness of good public and private services provision in health, food, 
transport, education and other relevant matters for consumers. ASPEC act as a watch dog for the 
proper application of norms and regulation in market. ASPEC works closely with CCE. For proper 
food consumption, ASPEC organizes awareness campaigns on GMOs and food labeling.

National Agrarian Confederation (CNA)
CNA is the union of small scale producers of Peru. It represents 16 regional committees throughout 
Peru. CNA aims to sustainable development of small scale agriculture. Mayor funders: AGRITERRA, 
OXFAM-NOVIB, Bread for the World and international farmers unions.

Peasant Confederation of Peru (CCP)
CCP groups to 19 federations of peasants, small scale producers, community enterprises and grass 
root organizations throughout Peru aimed to stand up for human rights, democracy, gender equality 
and rural development of Peru.

National Users Council of the Irrigation Districts of Peru (JNUDRP)
JNUDRP groups 112 districts of irrigation throughout Peru. JNUDRP is a network that represents 
to users of water for irrigation purposes, protects their producer affiliates and proposes norms and 
regulations to the Peruvian government.

National Union for Coffee Producers (JNC)
JNC is a network of 34 coffee cooperatives, grouping 38000 family affiliates from 14 coffee plantation 
areas from Peru. JNC’s affiliates include organic, fair trade and other social and environmental 
friendly coffee producers. JNC represents to Peruvian coffee producers. JNC offers services to 
their producer affiliates, capacity building in business management, market access and links to 
international fairs.

Program for Exchange, Dialogue and Consultation on Sustainable Agriculture and Food Sovereignty 
(PIDAASSA PERU)

PIDAASSA is the coordination board of NGOs at local, national and Latin American level aimed 
to dialogue, exchange of experiences and participatory learning on sustainable agriculture and food 
security and the methodology peasant to peasant. In Peru, PIDASSA group 11 Peruvian NGOs among 
them IDMA, ANPE, PIDECAFE and CNA. At regional level, the CNA group 76 NGOs both local 
and international from 11 countries of Latin America, the most of them partners of the international 
cooperation agency Bread for the World. PIDAASSA gets financial support from Bread for the World.
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National Convention for Peruvian Agriculture (CONVEAGRO)
CONVEAGRO is a forum of organizations to analyze, evaluate and coordinate the agrarian situation 
of Peru. The Forum groups to 32 organizations including large and medium sized producer unions, 
agrarian professionals, NGOs, research institutes and agrarian media.

Agrarian Coffee Cooperative of Cuzco (COCLA)
COCLA is an enterprise of coffee cooperatives. It provides technological and expertise support for 
coffee production. COCLA group to 7,500 small scale producers, clustered in 23 cooperatives of first 
floor, covering a production area of 21,000 hectares.

Integrated Program for Coffee Development (PIDECAFE)
PIDECAFE promotes capacity building, implementation of environmental friendly farm practices 
and income opportunities base on better access to markets and the proper access food for producer 
families. The intervention approach integrates productive, economic environmental, social and 
political sides of the production in rural areas. PIDECAFE works with 10 producer cooperatives 
and associations, especially with the producers association CEPICAFE and 2 municipalities in the 
northern part of Peru.

Institute for Small Sustainable Production (IPPS)
IPPS has been founded in 2001 in Lima, Peru, to address social, environmental, and economic 
problems of small-scale farmers and to increase their capacity. The institute also emphasizes 
interdisciplinary research and innovation in the development of rural communities.

Source: Institutional websites.
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2e. Peruvian governmental agencies that support agri-SMEs development.

Ministry of Agriculture’s General Direction of Agrarian Competitiveness (DGCA)
DGPA promotes and links producers and rural enterprises with resources and services from public 
agencies, NGOs and business in order to improve their competiveness and commercialization for 
exportation.

National Service of Agrarian Health (SENASA)
SENASA is the national authority in agrarian health, controlling seeds quality, organic production and 
safety of national food production.
SENASA provides official guarantee of organic products for international markets.

National Institute for Agrarian Innovation (INIA)
INIA generates knowledge and technology innovation as an answer to market demands, and the 
transfers of them to local producers. INIA develops technologies of organic production.

Cooperation Fund for Social Development (FONCODES)
FONCODES finances small projects of social and economical infrastructure, and capacity building for 
production in rural areas oriented to local and international market. FONCODES works in alliance 
with municipalities and NGOs.

Presidency of the Ministries’ Council (PCM)
PCM is a governmental agency that promotes, coordinates and links the overall governmental policy 
between the executive power and other agencies from the Peruvian state.

Source: Trejo, 2009, interview; Institutional web sites.
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Appendix 3.  Interview guidelines for local NGOs, international NGOs and 
SMEs in the domains of organic production, business social 
responsibility and sustainable production

3a. Organic production: interview guideline for local NGOs.

Issue Items Questionnaire 

I. General issues
General issues

General 
Profile of the 
Organization 

Characteristics
Relevance of 

environment and 
SMEs in organization 
policies

What projects is the NGO implementing towards 
sustainability of SMEs? What is the geographical scope of 
the intervention (local, national, etc.)? Specify the names of 
those geographical areas.

How central are environment and SMEs in organization 
policies (statutes set of principles, etc.)? What are the key 
features of the beneficiaries (SMEs)?

Motivation 
and 
constrains 

Motivation of support
Constrains to 

overcome

What has been the motivation to support SMEs (opportunities 
of funding, organizational commitment, etc.)? What are 
the forces working on the NGO to look at SMEs (market 
pressure, local motivations, SMEs growth, etc.)?

What are the limiting factors facing NGOs for fostering 
sustainable SMEs?

II. Network mapping
Network relationships

Actors Network members and 
partners

Members and other partner organizations (local, national and 
international) that support SMEs.

Connections Coordinating 
mechanism

Collaboration 
characteristics, 
schemes and 
constrains

What type of network relationship (e.g. participatory, 
arbitrary, top-down, bottom-up, etc.) is applied among local 
NGO, international NGO and other network partners to 
deliver support towards SMEs?

How the network members coordinate their efforts to 
accomplish their tasks? What coordinating mechanism (e.g. 
mutual adjustment, direct supervision and standardization) 
is most applied?

How structure is the network ties (e.g. formally work as an 
organization, informal network, etc.)?

How NGOs and SMEs collaborate? Are the SMEs organized 
in any association or do they work individually? What are 
the motivations of SMEs to work associatively? What are the 
critical barriers to work collaboratively and how can they be 
overcome?

>>
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Issue Items Questionnaire 

Nodes and 
power

Key and influential 
organizations in the 
Network

If you want to achieve something, which of the partner 
organizations do you need most? Why? Who sets the agenda 
and policies in supporting sustainability of SMEs?

Resource 
exchanged

Exchange of resources What is exchanged (money, knowledge, etc.) in network 
relationship and in the support? How the NGOs is 
facilitating the better performance of SMEs in market and 
the access to new markets in terms of access to capital, 
technology, knowledge, etc.? How do the NGO and SMEs 
benefit from the exchange? Do the SMEs get satisfied?

Main 
challenges 

Main changes in the 
past and challenges 
in future for NGOs, 
their Network and 
SMEs

What has changed most in the NGOs/network structure 
in the last 10 years (size, number of network members, 
alliances, network consolidation, etc.)?

What organizations or entities are seen as potential partners, 
besides SMEs and consumers? What challenges do the 
NGO and their network see in the near future in delivering 
their support for SMEs? Is the NGO capable to take that 
challenge?

What challenges do the NGO and their network see in the 
near future in delivering their support for SMEs? Is the 
NGO capable to take that challenge? What weakness is seen 
to further the movement (e.g. the community organization, 
added value, business skills, etc.)

In which ways do SMEs representatives participate in the 
network? Are they capable to propose initiatives? What is 
constraining for more active participation of SMEs? What 
want to achieve the SMEs in future?

How the voice and concerns of SMEs and local NGOs reach 
the larger regional and global networks (MAELA, IFOAM, 
Fair trade, etc.)? Are there proper channels?

How those larger global networks of organic production 
influence global and regional politics (e.g. UN, WTO, CAN, 
TLC, etc.)?

>>
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Issue Items Questionnaire 

III. Discourse mapping
Framing

Framing Mission, vision and 
objectives

 Sustainability of SMEs
Definition of OP
NGOs and market
NGOs and SMEs 

development
Economic vs. social 

role of NGOs
Global concerns and 

SMEs needs

What are the institutional aims (mission, vision and 
objectives) of the NGO?

How the NGO understand ‘sustainability’ of SMEs? Which 
aspect of sustainability do you think is more important 
(economic, social, ecological, etc.)?

How the NGO define OP and how the organization has 
achieved this definition (policy of the network, guidelines of 
funding agencies, etc.)?

To what extent the NGO is along with free-market as a way to 
organize economic relationships? If the NGOs is in line, how 
is the NGOs dealing with environmental concerns related to 
mass-production & consumption? If the NGO is opposing/
resisting to global forces how they are cooping with the need 
for SMEs economic pull-out?

Does the NGO prioritize the support of SMEs producing for 
local or international market?

How does the NGO harmonize their dual ‘economic’ and 
‘social’ role? Does the NGO consider closer to business or 
closer to the state?

How OP can help to harmonize global concerns (governance, 
climate change, etc.) with local SMEs needs (technology, 
capital, market, etc.)? How NGOs are positioning their 
discourse in national, regional and global politics?

Reframing
Change and 

future trends
Changes in thinking 

and identity
New views and 

learnings

What has changed most in the NGOs/network in the last 10 
years (organization’s views, insights, movement thoughts, 
limitations in the discourse for wide-spreading, etc.)?

What lessons have been learned working with SMEs? How are 
those learnings incorporated in recent projects to support 
SMEs?

What tasks would the NGO like to perform towards SMEs in 
the future and how it would differ from the actual role?

Has the NGO already established an intervention plan for 
future? If so, how does look like this plan? What new 
projects and/or programs the network is planning to 
implement towards SMEs?
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3b. Business social responsibility: interview guideline for local NGOs.

Issue Items Questionnaire

I. General issues
General issues

General 
profile of the 
organization

Characteristics
Relevance of 

environment and 
SMEs in organization 
policies

What projects is the NGO implementing towards 
sustainability of SMEs? What is the geographical scope of 
the intervention (local, national, etc.)? Specify the names of 
those geographical areas.

How central are environment and SMEs in organization 
policies (statutes set of principles, etc.)? What are the key 
features of the beneficiaries (SMEs)?

Motivation 
and 
constrains

Motivation of support
Constrains to 

overcome

What has been the motivation to support SMEs (opportunities 
of funding, organizational commitment, etc.)? What are 
the forces working on the NGO to look at SMEs (market 
pressure, local motivations, SMEs growth, etc.)?

What are the limiting factors facing NGOs for fostering 
sustainable SMEs?

II. Network mapping
Network relationships

Actors Network members and 
partners

Members and other partner organizations (local, national and 
international) that support SMEs.

Connections Coordinating 
mechanism

Collaboration 
characteristics, 
schemes and 
constrains

What type of network relationship (e.g. participatory, 
arbitrary, top-down, bottom-up, etc.) is applied among local 
NGO, international NGO and other network partners to 
deliver support towards SMEs?

How the network members coordinate their efforts to 
accomplish their tasks? What coordinating mechanism (e.g. 
mutual adjustment, direct supervision and standardization) 
is most applied?

How structure is the network ties (e.g. formally work as an 
organization, informal network, etc.)?

How NGOs and SMEs collaborate? Are the SMEs organized 
in any association or do they work individually? What are 
the motivations of SMEs to work associatively? What are the 
critical barriers to work collaboratively and how can they be 
overcome?

>>



Appendices 263

Issue Items Questionnaire

Nodes and 
power

Key and influential 
organizations in the 
Network

If you want to achieve something, which of the partner 
organizations do you need most? Why? Who sets the agenda 
and policies in supporting sustainability of SMEs?

Resource 
exchanged

Exchange of resources What is exchanged (money, knowledge, etc.) in network 
relationship and in the support? How the NGOs is 
facilitating the better performance of SMEs in market and 
the access to new markets in terms of access to capital, 
technology, knowledge, etc.? How does the NGO and SMEs 
benefit from the exchange? Do the SMEs get satisfied?

Main 
challenges

Main challenges 
for NGOs, their 
Network and SMEs

What has changed most in the NGOs/network structure 
in the last 10 years (size, number of network members, 
alliances, network consolidation, etc.)?

What organizations or entities are seen as potential partners, 
besides SMEs and consumers?

What challenges do the NGO and their network see in the 
near future in delivering their support for SMEs? Is the 
NGO capable to take that challenge? What weakness is seen 
to further the movement (e.g. the community organization, 
added value, business skills, etc.)?

In which ways do SMEs representatives participate in the 
network? Are they capable to propose initiatives? What is 
constraining for more active participation of SMEs? What 
want to achieve the SMEs in future?

How the voice and concerns of SMEs and local NGOs can be 
taken in account in the larger global networks (WBCSD, 
Forum Empresa, Global Compact, etc.)?

How those larger global networks of BSR influence global and 
regional politics (e.g. UN, WTO, CAN, TLC, etc.)?

>>
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Issue Items Questionnaire

III. Discourse mapping
Framing

Framing Mission, vision and 
objectives

Sustainability of SMEs
Definition of BSR
NGOs and market
NGOs and SMEs 

development
Economic vs. social 

role of NGOs
 Global concerns and 

SMEs needs

What are the institutional aims of the NGO?
How the NGO understand ‘sustainability’ of SMEs? Which 

aspect of sustainability do you think is more important 
(economic, social, ecological, etc.)?

How the NGO define BSR and how the organization has 
achieved this definition (policy of the network, guidelines of 
funding agencies, etc.)?

To what extent the NGO is along with free-market as a way 
to organize economic relationships? If the NGOs are in line, 
how are the NGOs dealing with environmental concerns 
related to mass-production & consumption? If the NGO is 
opposing/resisting to global forces how they are cooping 
with the need for SMEs economic pull-out?

Does the NGO prioritize the support of SMEs producing for 
local or international market?

How does the NGO harmonize their dual ‘economic’ and 
‘social’ role? Does the NGO consider closer to business or 
closer to the state?

How BSR can help to harmonize global concerns (governance, 
climate change, etc.) with local SMEs needs (technology, 
capital, market, etc.)? How NGOs are positioning their 
discourse in national, regional and global politics?

Reframing
Change and 

future trends
Changes in thinking 

and identity
New views and 

learnings

What has changed most in the NGOs/network in the last 10 
years (organization’s views, insights, movement thoughts, 
limitations in the discourse for wide-spreading, etc.)?

What lessons have been learned working with SMEs? How are 
those learnings incorporated in recent projects to support 
SMEs?

What tasks would the NGO like to perform towards SMEs in 
the future and how it would differ from the actual role?

Has the NGO already established an intervention plan for 
future? If so, how does look like this plan? What new 
projects and/or programs the network is planning to 
implement towards SMEs?
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3c. Sustainable production: interview guideline for local NGOs.

Issue Items Questionnaire

I. General issues
General issues

General 
profile of the 
organization

Characteristics
Relevance of 

environment and 
SMEs in organization 
policies

What projects is the NGO implementing towards 
sustainability of SMEs? What is the geographical scope of 
the intervention (local, national, etc.)? Specify the names of 
those geographical areas.

How central are environment and SMEs in organization 
policies (statutes set of principles, etc.)? What are the key 
features of the beneficiaries (SMEs)?

Motivation 
and 
constrains 

Motivation of support
Constrains to 

overcome

What has been the motivation to support SMEs (opportunities 
of funding, organizational commitment, etc.)? What are 
the forces working on the NGO to look at SMEs (market 
pressure, local motivations, SMEs growth, etc.)?

What are the limiting factors facing NGOs for fostering 
sustainable SMEs?

II. Network mapping
Network relationships

Actors Network members and 
partners

Members and partner organizations (local, national and 
international) that support SMEs.

Connections Coordinating 
mechanism

Collaboration 
characteristics, 
schemes and 
constrains

What type of network relationship (e.g. participatory, 
arbitrary, top-down, bottom-up, etc.) is applied among local 
NGO, international NGO and other network partners to 
deliver support towards SMEs?

How the network members coordinate their efforts to 
accomplish their tasks? What coordinating mechanism (e.g. 
mutual adjustment, direct supervision and standardization) 
is most applied?

How structure is the network ties (e.g. formally work as an 
organization, informal network, etc.)?

How NGOs and SMEs collaborate? Are the SMEs organized 
in any association or do they work individually? What are 
the motivations of SMEs to work associatively? What are the 
critical barriers to work collaboratively and how can they be 
overcome?

>>
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Issue Items Questionnaire

Nodes and 
power

Key and influential 
organizations in the 
Network

If you want to achieve something, which of the partner 
organizations do you need most? Why? Who sets the agenda 
and policies in supporting sustainability of SMEs?

Resource 
exchanged

Exchange of resources What is exchanged (money, knowledge, etc.) in network 
relationship and in the support? How the NGOs is 
facilitating the better performance of SMEs in market and 
the access to new markets in terms of access to capital, 
technology, knowledge, etc.? How does the NGO and SMEs 
benefit from the exchange? Do the SMEs get satisfied?

Main 
challenges

Main challenges 
for NGOs, their 
Network and SMEs

What has changed most in the NGOs/network structure 
in the last 10 years (size, number of network members, 
alliances, network consolidation, etc.)?

What organizations or entities are seen as potential partners, 
besides SMEs and consumers?

What challenges do the NGO and their network see in the 
near future in delivering their support for SMEs? Is the 
NGO capable to take that challenge? What weakness is seen 
to further the movement (e.g. the community organization, 
product added value, business skills, etc.)?

In which ways do SMEs representatives participate in the 
network? Are they capable to propose initiatives? What is 
constraining for more active participation of SMEs? What 
want to achieve the SMEs in future?

How the voice and concerns of SMEs and local NGOs can 
be taken in account in the larger global networks (IDB/
FOMIN, Red CAB-PL, UNIDO-NCPCs, etc.)?

How those larger global networks of Cleaner Production 
influence global and regional politics (e.g. UN, WTO, CAN, 
TLCs, etc.)?

>>
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Issue Items Questionnaire

III. Discourse mapping
Framing

Framing Mission, vision and 
objectives

Sustainability of SMEs
Definition of SP
NGOs and market
NGOs and SMEs 

development
Economic vs. social 

role of NGOs
Global concerns and 

SMEs needs

What are the institutional aims of the NGO?
How the NGO understand ‘sustainability’ of SMEs? Which 

aspect of sustainability do you think is more important 
(economic, social, ecological, etc.)?

How the NGO define SP and how the organization has 
achieved this definition (policy of the network, guidelines of 
funding agencies, etc.)?

To what extent the NGO is along with free-market as a way 
to organize economic relationships? If the NGOs are in line, 
how are the NGOs dealing with environmental concerns 
related to mass-production & consumption? If the NGO is 
opposing/resisting to global forces how they are cooping 
with the need for SMEs economic pull-out?

Does the NGO prioritize the support of SMEs producing for 
local or international market?

How does the NGO harmonize their dual ‘economic’ and 
‘social’ role? Does the NGO consider closer to business or 
closer to the state?

How SP can help to harmonize global concerns (governance, 
climate change, etc.) with local SMEs needs (technology, 
capital, market, etc.)? How the NGO is positioning their 
discourse in national, regional and global politics?

Reframing
Change and 

future trends
Changes in thinking 

and identity
New views and 

learnings

What has changed most in the NGOs/network in the last 10 
years (organization’s views, insights, movement thoughts, 
limitations in the discourse for wide-spreading, etc.)?

What lessons have been learned working with SMEs? How are 
those learnings incorporated in recent projects to support 
SMEs?

What tasks would the NGO like to perform towards SMEs in 
the future and how it would differ from the actual role?

Has the NGO already established an intervention plan for 
future? If so, how does look like this plan? What new 
projects and/or programs the network is planning to 
implement towards SMEs?
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3d. Interview guideline for international NGOs.

Partners in Peru
What organizations and/or projects related to sustainability of enterprises does your organization 

support in Peru?
What are the major local partners?
In which ways does your organization support these local partners?
Does your organization have fixed partners in Peru or do they change in time? Is there any potential 

partner emerging currently in Peru?
What strategies does your organization use to ensure that the projects financed achieve their aims?

Partners in the north
Are there other key partners here in the Netherlands, or at the international level involved in the 

projects of the Entrepreneurship programme sector? What is their contribution to these projects?
Rationale

For the projects mentioned above, does your organization apply specific rationality or principles to 
guide the intervention?

What is the role of sustainability concept in the intervention approach and how is it operationalized?
Is there a focus on producers and small enterprises? If so, for what reasons is there focus on bringing 

farmers to market? What is expected for farmers from this moving to market?
Viewpoints

What are, in your view, the main barriers or difficulties to support producers to access and perform 
better in market?

Are there good examples of partners/projects in Peru that cover your expectation?
Why does your organization work mainly with civil society organizations in Peru to deliver support to 

producers and small agri-enterprises? Why not to work with large business or the government?
Are NGOs getting closer to business rationale? How does your organization harmonize the ‘social’ 

and ‘economic’ roles? Is there any conflict of this ‘dual’ role, considering the more central role of 
ecological concerns and the sustainability issue worldwide next to the widely expansion of market?

How does the feedbacks, if any, from local partners and beneficiaries in Peru, enrich your 
organization’s views?
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3e. Interview guideline for SMEs.

I. General issues

How central is environment in SME policies (set of principles, production, commercialization, etc.)?
What are the forces working on the SME to look at environment as a business strategy (regulation, 

market pressure, personal motivation, etc.)?
Is there any NGO playing a role in supporting projects on organic production, business social 

responsibility and sustainable production? Describe briefly the project (learnings, challenges). What 
are the key features of the NGO? What has been the motivation of the NGO to support the SME 
(opportunities of funding, organizational commitment, etc.)?

What are the limiting factors facing SME to include environmental dimension within SME?

II. Network mapping

What type of network relationship (e.g. participatory, arbitrary, top-down, bottom-up, etc.) is applied 
among SME/cluster and the NGO?

How the network/cluster members coordinate their efforts to accomplish their tasks? What 
coordinating mechanism (e.g. mutual adjustment, direct supervision and standardization) is most 
applied?

How structured is the network ties (e.g. formally work as an organization, informal network, etc.)?
How SMEs and NGOs collaborate? Are the SMEs organized in any association/cluster or they work 

individually? What are the motivations of SMEs to work associatively? What are the critical barriers 
to work collaboratively and how can they be overcome? Are there local, national and international 
partner organizations involved in the network/cluster?

If you want to achieve something, which of the partner organizations do you need most? Why? Who 
sets the agenda and policies in the network/cluster of SMEs?

What is exchanged (money, knowledge, etc.) in network relationship and in the support among SMEs 
and NGOs?

How the NGOs is facilitating (or how an organization might facilitate) the better performance of 
SMEs in market and the access to new markets in terms of access to capital, technology, knowledge, 
etc.? How does the NGO and SMEs benefit from the exchange? Do the SMEs get satisfied?

What has changed most in the SMEs/cluster structure in the last 10 years (size, number of network 
members, alliances, network consolidation, etc.)?

What organizations or entities are seen as potential partners, besides NGOs?
What challenges do the SMEs and their networks see in the near future in making business 

sustainable? Is the SME capable to take that challenge? What weakness is seen to further 
environment and sustainability in the business and markets (e.g. the community organization, added 
value, business skills, consumer awareness, etc.)?

>>
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In which ways do SMEs representatives participate in the NGO’s network/cluster? Are SMEs capable 
to propose initiatives? What is constraining for more active participation of SMEs? What want to 
achieve the SMEs in future?

How the voice and concerns of SMEs and local NGOs can be taken into account in the larger global 
networks (IFOAM, Fair trade, MAELA/IDB/FOMIN, Red CAB-PL, UNIDO-NCPCs/WBCSD, 
Forum Empresa, Global Compact, etc.)?

How those larger global networks of OP, CP and BSR influence global and regional politics (e.g. UN, 
WTO, CAN, TLC, etc.)?

III. Discourse mapping

What are the institutional aims of the SMEs?
How the SME understand ‘sustainability’? Which aspect of sustainability do you think is more 

important (economic, social, ecological, etc.)?
How the SME define BSR, CP or OP and how the organization has achieved this definition (policy of 

the business, exporters, banks, funding agencies, government, etc.)?
Does the SME is along with free-market as a way to organize economic relationships? How is the 

SME dealing with environmental concerns related to his production & market? If the SME is an 
environmentally responsible business, how they are cooping with the need for economic growth and 
better performing in market?

Does the SME prioritize producing for local or international market? Why?
How do the SMEs harmonize their dual ‘economic’ and ‘social’ role? Do the SMEs consider itself as an 

example of ‘sustainable business’?
How BSR, CP or OP can help to harmonize global concerns (governance, climate change, etc.) 

with local SMEs needs (technology, capital, market, etc.)? How SMEs and business networks are 
positioning the sustainable business discourse in national, regional and global politics?

What has changed most in the SME in the last 10 years (organization’s views, insights, market, 
engagement with wider networks, etc.)?

If cooperation or support has been got from NGOs, what lessons have been learned working with 
them? How are those learnings incorporated in recent projects of business sustainability?

What tasks would like SME take up or strengthening and what tasks live out to NGOs or other 
partners?

Has the SMEs already established an intervention plan for future? If so, how does look like this plan? 
What new projects and/or programs the SMEs are planning to implement?
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Summary

The importance of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in terms of employment 
and income generation has been recognized worldwide. In Peru, SMEs are responsible for 
85% of the employment at the national level and they represent 98% of the total companies 
registered. Around 12% of SMEs, organized in associations, clusters, and cooperatives or as single 
companies, are dedicated to productive actives; the others are engaged in commercial and services 
activities. However, next to their positive economic role, SMEs are also responsible for significant 
disturbances of nature, environmental degradation and threats to human health. Environmental 
pollution related to the increase of productive activities has become evident in Peru and the entire 
region of Latin America.

The thesis aims to provide a better understanding of the changing roles of NGOs in promoting 
sustainability of SMEs in Peru, using the perspectives of networks and discourses. It focuses on 
three domains, which together are characteristic for promoting of SME sustainability in Peru: 
organic production (the first case study), business social responsibility (the second cases study) 
and sustainable production (the third case study). Three research questions have been outlined 
for this research: First, what are the networks of NGOs promoting sustainability of SMEs involved 
in the domains of organic production, business social responsibility and sustainable production 
in Peru, and what are the main changes in time in these networks? Second, what are the main 
discourses fostering sustainability that prevail and are articulated in these networks of NGOs 
and what are the main changes in time in these discourses? And finally, how to understand and 
assess the actual, new and potential roles of NGOs in promoting sustainability of SMEs in terms 
of network society theory and ecological modernization theory?

In this study the universe of NGOs is narrowed to NGOs operating in Peru that provide support 
(a) to medium and small scale producers and producer associations to bring organic products to 
local and global markets, (b) to urban and rural small scale enterprises to adopt cleaner production 
and appropriate technologies, and/or (c) to SMEs to upgrade social and environmental standards 
within value chains involving large companies. Some SMEs are concentrated in the main cities 
of Peru such as Trujillo, Arequipa and Lima, while other SMEs, such as organic food producers, 
are spread all over the country. In any case, SMEs under this research have collaboration ties 
with the NGOs to be studied. The research questions were investigated by means of more than 28 
interviews with representatives of local NGOs, international NGOs, local SMEs and the national 
government, carried out in the period of 2006 to 2010. Additionally, documents and internet 
sources were consulted.

The networks involved in promoting the sustainability of SMEs are: the agro-ecological 
network, the organic market network and the ecological farming network in the first case study; 
the social justice network and the business network in the second case study; and the eco-efficiency 
network, the appropriate technology network, the cleaner technology network, the technological 
innovation network and the urban cleaner production network in the third case study.

The main actors identified in the networks of the organic production domain are: the 
Ecological Agriculture Network of Peru (RAE Peru), Grupo Ecologica Peru and the National 
Ecological Producers Association (ANPE). RAE Peru consists of 16 individual NGOs operating 
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throughout Peru and has led several initiatives (e.g. Biocanastas, Bioferias, Biostores) to develop 
the organic market in Peru. Grupo Ecologica Peru consists of 5 NGOs and 24 producers, including 
associations and individual producers, and it commercializes organic products at local competitive 
markets (e.g. the Bioferia Miraflores farmers’ market) and provides the supply of organic food 
to supermarkets. ANPE Peru consists of 22 organic small scale producer associations (including 
small food processers and family small-scale enterprises). ANPE’s constituencies produce and 
commercialize organic food in 13 farmers’ markets throughout the country.

The main actors identified in the business social responsibility networks are: the Labor Advisory 
Council of Peru (CEDAL), the Center of Studies for Development and Participation (CEDEP) 
and Peru 2021. CEDAL and CEDEP promote business social responsibility for urban and rural 
small enterprises in Peru in order to meet national regulation and international standards on labor 
rights and good environmental practices. CEDAL has been collaborating with 60 small enterprises 
of garment and handy craft makers, organized in clusters, who commercialize their products 
directly to consumers or business intermediaries oriented at domestic and foreign markets. 
CEDEP collaborates with small and medium-sized agri-industries, small garment workshops, 
shoemakers, metal workshops and bakeries to adopt business social responsibility principles by 
improving working conditions for their employees and sustainable production practices. Peru 
2021 collaborates only with SMEs that are providers of larger companies in value chains promoting 
social and environmental standards.

The main actors involved in the sustainable production networks are: the Eco-efficiency and 
Social Responsibility Center (CER), the Institute for the Transfer of Technology for Marginal 
Sectors (ITACAB), the National Council of Science and Technology (CONCYTEC), the Centers 
of Technological Innovation (CITEs) and the Peruvian Institute of Social Economy (IPES). While 
CER, IPES and most of CITEs are NGOs, ITACAB and CONCYTEC are (inter)governmental 
agencies. CER provides consultancy for small scale suppliers of larger domestic companies and 
single SMEs exporting to international markets. Through the projects EcoADEX, EcoHotels 
and EcoParks CER aims to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, increase eco-efficiency, optimize 
production and services processes and reduce operation costs in SMEs. ITACAB promotes 
technological transfer to small scale rural enterprises through the Center for Technological 
Transferring Resources. CONCYTEC promotes technological transfer for SMEs but it is currently 
dispersed into several institutional programmes. CITEs provide production technologies services 
to SMEs. In total there are 13 CITEs throughout Peru, each one specialized in particular type of 
products (e.g. leather and shoemaking, wood and furniture, wine and horticulture, tropical fruits 
and medicinal plants, garment, agro-industry, textile, logistic and tracing, software and forest 
wood). Finally, IPES promotes cleaner technologies in small scale industries and workshops located 
in urban areas. During the last year, IPES is focusing on the establishing of recycling SMEs of 
electronic waste. As this overview shows, in the sustainable production domain, not only NGOs 
perform central roles but also governmental agencies. In some cases, quite close cooperation 
occurs between NGOs and governmental agencies.

In all three cases, networks of sustainability of SMEs are structured as interlinked platforms 
operating at local, national, Latin American and global level. For instance, in the organic production 
networks the Bioferias are at the local level, the Peruvian Agroecological Consortium at the national 
level, MAELA and GALCI at Latin American level and IFOAM at global level. Platforms include 
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civil society, market and state actors. For instance, in the business social responsibility networks 
the civil society actors are CEDEP and CEDAL, in the organic production networks the market 
actors are the small scale enterprises affiliated with ANPE and Grupo Ecologica Peru, and in the 
sustainable production networks the state actors are CONCYTEC (governmental agency), ITACAB 
(inter-governmental agency) and the CITEs central office (OTCIT). Coordination and channeling 
of resources in the network platforms are performed by key actors, such as RAE Peru, Grupo 
Ecologica Peru, ANPE, Peru 2021, CEDAL, CEDEP, CER, CONCYTEC, ITACAB, OTCIT and IPES.

The ten networks are composed by diverse types of NGOs. Next to conventional NGOs as 
key actors, producer NGOs, market NGOs, business NGOs, technocratic NGOs and government 
organized NGOs (GONGOs) have emerged. Although NGOs are central in most networks, 
(inter)governmental agencies (GONGOs) are also central in the cleaner technology network, the 
appropriate technology network and the technological innovation network. CONCYTEC, ITACAB 
and the CITES’ central office (OTCIT) are agencies that are part of the governmental structure, 
but they operate in practice pretty much as NGOs. Hence, NGOs and these (inter) governmental 
agencies perform similar roles in the networks, compete for funding and operate projects funded 
by international cooperation agencies. Therefore, the (inter)governmental agencies (GONGOs) 
that are part of these networks of sustainability of SMEs has been found out to be less effective 
in promoting sustainability of SMEs than more typical NGOs. As a result of this diversification 
of NGOs the struggle for leading positions in the network platforms and the competition for 
scarce funding and operate projects of international cooperation agencies have also intensified. 
This diversification of NGOs and, above all, the increasing of service-like NGOs aim to fulfill the 
business growth and market demands of SMEs in collaborating with market actors. Hence, new 
types of NGOs emerge to fulfill market demands.

The discourses that NGOs and SMEs endorse in the networks of sustainability of SMEs are: 
market adaptation, market access or market democratization in the first case study; business 
upgrading and corporate responsibility in the second case study; and cleaner production and 
appropriate technology in the third case study. NGOs and SMEs involved in the networks of 
organic production endorse one of the following three discourses: market adaptation, market 
access or market democratization. The main storyline of the first discourse is that NGOs and 
small scale producers are forced to get new capacities and to adapt to the free market. Small scale 
producers do not have the competences to adapt to the free market by themselves, and NGOs 
play a crucial role in assisting them. The main storyline of the second discourse is that small scale 
producers are eager to move to competitive markets. Support is needed from specialized agents 
in managerial and technological issues to organize supply to competitive local and international 
organic markets. The main storyline of the last discourse is the prioritization of making the organic 
market also interesting for low and medium income consumers. Rather than adapt or access to 
the free market, small scale producers intend to build up a fair relationship with the market by 
making organic products available to all income groups.

NGOs and SMEs in the business social responsibility networks endorse one of the following 
two discourses: business upgrading or corporate responsibility. In the first discourse, business 
social responsibility is seen as a strategy to match economic and social rights with sustainability of 
small scale enterprises. Connecting small scale enterprises with larger companies and influencing 
them to become sustainable is central in the discourse. In the second discourse, business social 



274  NGOs and the sustainability of SMEs in Peru

responsibility is seen as a business strategy that contributes to sustainability of larger companies 
and their supply value chains. Only small providers of large profitable value chains have the 
capacity to adopt social and environmental standards.

NGOs and SMEs involved in the networks of sustainable production endorse one of the 
following two discourses: cleaner production or appropriate technology. In the first discourse, 
cleaner production is seen as a business strategy to make SME production more efficient and 
sustainable. Allocating the most up-to-date modern technology is considered as the best way to 
reduce environmental impacts and increase competitiveness. The discourse focuses on SMEs that 
are well established in the local market and have the capacities to reach international markets. In 
the second discourse, appropriate technology is seen as tailor-made technology adjusted to the 
needs of SMEs, particularly of micro and small enterprises. Low capital, small scale and suitable 
technology for the local social, economic and cultural setting are central in the discourse. The 
discourse highlights the use of renewable energy, development of local markets and poverty fighting.

The seven discourses emphasize either market justice or sustainable market. This means 
that the discourses are different in their position towards social movement and the market. The 
discourses of sustainability of SMEs have evolved from long-standing antagonist discourses: the 
liberal market discourse on one hand and the social movement discourse on the other hand, which 
can be considered as the ‘mother’ discourses of the discourses of sustainability of SMEs. While 
the cleaner production discourse and the corporate responsibility discourse have their origins 
in the liberal market discourse, the market democratization discourse, the market adaptation 
discourse, the market access discourse, the business upgrading discourse and the appropriate 
technology discourse have their origins in the social movement discourse. Hence, the discourses of 
sustainability of SMEs share views with their mother discourses. Only, the market access discourse 
strongly diverges from its origins. The difference between market justice discourses and sustainable 
market discourses has to do with their interpretation of environmental reform and sustainability.

In sum, the identified changes are expressed in new roles for NGOs. Next to the usual 
‘watchdog’ roles, NGOs are developing roles of ‘helper’ in order to answer to the market needs 
of SMEs. The new roles are performed not only by new types of NGOs but also by ‘reoriented’ 
conventional NGOs. Consequently, NGOs have become market agents as a result of their new 
roles. Finally, the findings contribute to the theoretical debates on network society theory and 
ecological modernization theory. The analysis of networks promoting sustainability of SMEs 
helps to understand more deeply the way non-state actors cooperate, and challenges Castells’ 
scheme of space of flows versus space of place. Both spaces are connected and integrated in 
aiming for sustainability. Actors use rationalities, logics and power resources related to both 
spaces. Amending ecological modernization theory, the analysis suggests that it is needed to 
consider both ecological rationality and social rationality in order to advance environmental 
reform of SMEs in developing countries. The research also sheds light of issues of power. NGOs 
are becoming more collaborative and less confrontational, more conciliatory and less dogmatic 
towards market actors, but they remain rather conflictive and competitive towards fellow NGOs. 
Power of SMEs is not acknowledged in most discourses. However, SMEs show their power either 
by accepting or denying engage to the networks, either by collaborating or pressuring key actors 
and either by subscribing or being indifferent to the discourses. This power of SMEs pushes the 
networks to become more inclusive, participatory and valuable for SMEs. It rests on the capacity 
to be anchored within local social networks.
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Samenvatting

Het belang van het midden- en kleinbedrijf (MKB) voor werkgelegenheid en inkomen wordt 
wereldwijd erkend. In Peru zijn MKB-bedrijven verantwoordelijk voor 85% van de nationale 
werkgelegendheid en vormen zij 98% van het totaal aantal geregistreerde bedrijven. Ongeveer 12% 
van de MKB-bedrijven – georganiseerd in associaties, clusters en coöperaties of als individuele 
bedrijven – behoort tot de productiesector; de rest is actief in de financiële en dienstensector. 
Naast hun positieve economische betekenis leveren MKB-bedrijven echter ook een significante 
bijdrage aan de aantasting van natuur, de degradatie van het milieu en de bedreiging van de 
menselijke gezondheid. Milieuverontreiniging als gevolg van de groei van productieactiviteiten 
is een onmiskenbaar fenomeen in Peru en de hele regio van Latijns-Amerika.

Dit proefschrift wil bijdragen aan een beter inzicht in de veranderende rollen van non-
gouvernementele organisaties (NGO’s) als het gaat om het bevorderen van duurzaamheid bij 
MKB-bedrijven in Peru. Het gebruikt daarbij de perspectieven van netwerken en discoursen. Het 
onderzoek richt zich op drie domeinen die tezamen karakteristiek zijn voor verduurzaming van 
het MKB in Peru: biologische landbouw (de eerste case study), maatschappelijke verantwoord 
ondernemen (de tweede case study) en duurzame productie (de derde case study). Drie 
onderzoeksvragen staan daarbij centraal. Ten eerste, welke netwerken van NGO’s zijn betrokken bij 
het bevorderen van duurzaamheid bij MKB-bedrijven in de domeinen van biologische landbouw, 
maatschappelijke verantwoord ondernemen  en duurzame productie in Peru, en welke zijn de 
belangrijkste veranderingen in de tijd die deze netwerken ondergaan? Ten tweede, wat zijn de 
belangrijkste discoursen ten behoeve van duurzaamheid die in deze netwerken naar voren treden 
en worden gearticuleerd, en hoe veranderen deze discoursen in de tijd? En tenslotte, hoe kunnen 
we de nieuwe, actuele en potentiële, rollen van NGO’s in het bevorderen van duurzaamheid bij 
MKB-bedrijven begrijpen en analyseren in termen van de ‘network society’ theorie en de theorie 
van ecologische modernisering?

In deze studie is de verzameling van onderzochte NGO’s beperkt tot NGO’s die in Peru 
ondersteuning geven (a) aan MKB-producenten om biologische producten op lokale en globale 
markten te brengen, (b) aan urbane and rurale kleine bedrijven om schoner te produceren met 
aangepaste technologieën, en/of  (c) aan MKB-bedrijven om sociale en milieustandaarden op een 
hoger niveau te brengen binnen waardeketens die ook grote bedrijven omvatten. Sommige van deze 
MKB-bedrijven zijn geconcentreerd in de grote steden van Peru, zoals Trujillo, Arequipa en Lima, 
andere, zoals de biologische voedselproducenten, zijn verspreid over het hele land. In alle gevallen 
hebben de MKB-bedrijven in dit onderzoek samenwerkingsverbanden met bestuderen NGO’s. Ten 
behoeve van het onderzoek zijn meer dan 28 interviews gehouden met vertegenwoordigers van 
Peruaanse en internationale NGOs, locale MKB-bedrijven en nationale overheid, in de periode 
van 2006 tot 2010. Verder zijn documenten en internetbronnen geconsulteerd. 

De netwerken betrokken bij de bevordering van duurzaamheid van MKB-bedrijven zijn: 
het agro-ecologische netwerk, het biologische-markt-netwerk en het ecologische-landbouw-
netwerk in de eerste case study;  het sociale-rechtvaardigheid-netwerk en het ‘business’-netwerk 
in de tweede case study; en het eco-efficiency-netwerk, het aangepaste-technologie-netwerk, het 
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schonere-technologie-netwerk, het technologische-innovatie-netwerk en het urbane schoner-
produceren-netwerk in de derde case study. 

De centrale actoren geïdentificeerd in de netwerken in het domein van biologische productie 
zijn: het Ecological Agriculture Network of Peru (RAE Peru), de Grupo Ecologica Peru en National 
Ecological Producers Association (ANPE). RAE Peru bestaat uit 16 afzonderlijke  NGO’s die overal 
in Peru actief zijn en is verantwoordelijk voor verscheidene initiatieven (waaronder Biocanastas, 
Bioferias, en Biostores) voor het ontwikkelen van de markt voor biologische producten in Peru. 
De Grupo Ecologica Peru bestaat uit 5 NGO’s en 24 producenten (associaties en individuele 
producenten) en houdt zich bezig met het commercialiseren van biologische producten op 
lokale markten (zoals de Bioferia Miraflores boerenmarkt) en de aanvoer van biologisch voedsel 
aan supermarkten. ANPE Peru bestaat uit 22 kleinschalige biologische producentenassociaties 
(waaronder kleine voedselverwerkers en kleinschalige familiebedrijven). ANPE’s leden produceren 
and verkopen biologisch voedsel in 13 boerenmarkten verspreid over het land. 

De centrale actoren geïdentificeerd in de netwerken voor maatschappelijk verantwoord 
produceren zijn: de Labor Advisory Council of Peru (CEDAL), het Center of Studies for 
Development and Participation (CEDEP) en Peru 2021. CEDAL and CEDEP stimuleren 
maatschappelijk verantwoord ondernemen bij urbane en rurale kleine bedrijven in Peru, zodat 
deze kunnen voldoen aan nationale regelgeving en internationale standaards op het gebied van 
arbeidersrechten en milieuvriendelijke bedrijfsvoering. CEDAL werkt samen met 60 kleine 
ondernemingen op het gebied van kleding en handgemaakte producten die, georganiseerd  in 
clusters,  hun producten rechtstreeks verkopen aan consumenten of via tussenhandelaren aan 
landelijke en internationale markten.  CEDEP werkt samen met het kleine en middelgrote agro-
industriële bedrijven, kleine textielbedrijven, schoenmakers, metaalbedrijven en bakkerijen, 
om deze te ondersteunen bij het invoeren van principes van maatschappelijke verantwoord 
ondernemen, gericht op het verbeteren van de werkomstandigheden en het verduurzamen van 
de productiepraktijken. Peru 2021 werkt alleen samen met MKB-bedrijven die toeleverancier zijn 
van grotere bedrijven in productieketens waarin sociale en milieustandaards bevorderd worden. 

De centrale actoren in de netwerken voor duurzame productie zijn: het Eco-efficiency and 
Social Responsibility Center (CER), het Institute for the Transfer of Technology for Marginal 
Sectors (ITACAB), de National Council of Science and Technology (CONCYTEC), de Centers 
of Technological Innovation (CITEs) en het Peruvian Institute of Social Economy (IPES). CER 
biedt consultancy aan kleinschalige toeleveranciers van grote landelijke bedrijven en aan MKB-
bedrijven die exporteren naar internationale markten. Door middel van de projecten EcoADEX, 
EcoHotels en EcoParks, streeft CER naar de reductie van broeikasgassen, de verhoging van 
eco-efficiency, de optimalisering van processen in productie and dienstverlening en de reductie 
van operationele kosten in MKB-bedrijven. ITACAB stimuleert de overdracht van technologie 
naar kleinschalige rurale bedrijven door middel van het Center for Technological Transferring 
Resources. Ook CONCYTEC streeft naar technologie-overdracht aan MKB-bedrijven, maar dit 
streven  is op het moment van dit onderzoek gefragmenteerd over verschillende institutionele 
programma’s. CITEs leveren diensten op het gebied van productietechnologieën aan MKB-
bedrijven. In totaal zijn er 13 CITEs verspreid over Peru, elke gespecialiseerd in een bepaald 
soort producten, zoals leerbewerking en schoenenproductie, houtbewerking en meubelfabricage, 
wijnbouw en tuinbouw, tropisch fruit en medicinale planten, kleding, agro-industrie, textiel, 
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logistiek en ‘tracing’, software, en houtproductie. IPES, tenslotte, stimuleert schonere technologie 
bij kleinschalige industriële bedrijven in de stedelijke gebieden. Recent heeft IPES zich gericht op 
het oprichten van bedrijven voor het recyclen van elektronisch afval. Zoals blijkt uit dit overzicht, 
zijn het niet alleen NGO’s die een centrale rol vervullen, maar ook overheidsorganisaties. Tussen 
de NGOs en overheidsorganisaties bestaat soms vrije nauwe samenwerking. 

In alle drie de case studies zijn de MKB-verduurzamingsnetwerken gestructureerd als 
onderling verbonden platforms op lokaal, nationaal en international niveau. In de biologische-
productienetwerken, bijvoorbeeld, zijn de Bioferias gesitueerd op lokaal niveau, het Peruvian 
Agroecological Consortium op nationaal niveau, MAELA en GALCI op het niveau van Latijns 
Amerika, en IFOAM op mondiaal niveau. De platforms omvatten actoren uit civil society, markt 
en staat. In de netwerken voor maatschappelijk verantwoord ondernemen, bijvoorbeeld, zijn 
CEDEP en CEDAL civil society actoren; in de biologische-productienetwerken zijn de kleine 
bedrijven verbonden aan ANPE en Grupo Ecologica Peru marktactoren; en in de duurzame-
productienetwerken zijn CONCYTEC (overheidsorganisatie), ITACAB (internationale 
overheidsorganisatie), en OTCIT, het centrale bureau van CITEs, staatsactoren. De coordinatie 
en verspreiding van hulpbronnen in de netwerkplatforms wordt gedaan door sleutelactoren, 
zoals RAE Peru, Grupo Ecologica Peru, ANPE, Peru 2021, CEDAL, CEDEP, CER, CONCYTEC, 
ITACAB, Practical Action Peru, OTCIT en IPES. 

De tien netwerken zijn samengesteld uit verschillende soorten NGOs. Naast de conventionele 
NGO’s, zijn er ook producent-NGO’s, markt-NGO’s, ‘business’-NGO’s, technocratische NGO’s 
en overheidsgestuurde NGO’s (government organized NGO’s, GONGO’s) opgekomen als 
sleutelactoren. In de meeste netwerken staan NGO’s centraal, maar in de netwerken van schonere 
technologie, aangepaste technologie en technologische innovatie hebben ook GONGO’s centrale 
posities. De organisaties CONCYTEC, ITACAB en OTCIT maken deel uit van de overheidstructuur 
maar in de praktijk opereren zij grotendeels als NGO’s. Deze organisaties en NGO’s spelen dus 
vergelijkbare rollen in de netwerken, concurreren om subsidie en voeren projecten uit die worden 
gesubsidieerd door international ontwikkelingsorganisaties. De GONGO’s die deel uitmaken 
van de MKB-verduurzamingsnetwerken bleken minder effectief te zijn in het bevorderen van 
duurzaamheid van MKB-bedrijven dan NGO’s. Als gevolg van de diversificering van NGO’s is de 
strijd om leidende posities in de platforms en de competitie voor de schaarse fondsen en projecten 
van internationale ontwikkelingsorganisaties verhevigd. De diversificering van NGO’s en vooral 
de toename van dienstverlenende NGO’s heeft tot doel te voorzien in de commerciële groei en 
de markvraag van NGO’s in samenwerking met andere marktactoren. De nieuwe soorten NGO’s 
komen op in antwoord op vragen uit de markt. 

De discoursen die naar voren worden gebracht door NGO’s en MKB-bedrijven in 
verduurzamingsnetwerken zijn:  marktadaptatie, markttoegang en marktdemocratisering in de 
eerste first case study; business upgrading en corporate responsibility in de tweede case study; en 
schonere productie en aangepaste technologie in de derde case study. NGO’s en MKB-bedrijven 
betrokken bij netwerken van biologische productie ondersteunen een van de volgende drie 
discoursen: marktadaptatie, markttoegang, of marktdemocratisering. De belangrijkste verhaallijn 
van het eerste discours is dat NGO’s and kleinschalige producenten gedewongen zijn om nieuwe 
capaciteiten te verwerven en zich aan te passen aan de vrije markt. Kleinschalige producenten 
bezitten die capaciteiten niet zelf en NGO’s spelen daarom een cruciale ondersteunende rol. 
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De belangrijkste verhaallijn in het tweede discours is dat kleinschalige producenten zich graag 
bewegen naar competitieve markten en dat daarbij ondersteuning van specialisten in management 
en technologie nodig is om de toelevering aan deze competitieve, lokale en internationale 
biologische markten te organiseren. De belangrijkste verhaallijn van het laatste discours is de 
prioriteit van het interessant maken van de biologische markt voor consumenten met lagere en 
middeninkomens. Liever dan aanpassing aan en toegang tot de vrije markt, streven kleinschalige 
producenten ernaar om rechtvaardige marktrelaties op te bouwen door biologische producten 
voor alle inkomensgroepen beschikbaar te maken.

NGO’s en MKB-bedrijven van de netwerken in het domein van maatschappelijk verantwoord 
ondernemen ondersteunen een van de volgende twee discoursen: business upgrading of corporate 
responsibility. In het eerste discours wordt maatschappelijk verantwoord ondernemen gezien 
als een strategie om economische en sociale rechten te combineren met duurzaamheid van 
kleinschalige bedrijven. Centraal in het discours staat het stimuleren van kleine bedrijven tot 
duurzaamheid en het verbinden van deze bedrijven met grotere bedrijven. In het tweede discours 
wordt maatschappelijk verantwoord ondernemen gezien als een bedrijfsstrategie die bijdraagt 
aan de duurzaamheid van grotere bedrijven en hun toeleveringsketen. Alleen als toeleverancier 
aan grote en winstgevende productieketens hebben kleine bedrijven de capaciteit om te voldoen 
aan sociale en milieustandaards.

NGO’s en MKB-bedrijven van de netwerken van duurzame productie ondersteunen een 
van de volgende twee discoursen: schonere productie en aangepaste technologie. In het eerste 
discours wordt schonere productie gezien als bedrijfstrategie om MKB-productie meer efficient 
en duurzaam te maken. Toepassing van de meest moderne technologie is een centrale voorwaarde 
voor het reduceren van milieueffecten en het vergroten van het concurrentievermogen. De 
focus van het discours is op MKB-bedrijven met een goede positie op de lokale markt en met de 
capaciteiten om ook internationale markten te bedienen. Het tweede discourse legt de nadruk 
op aangepaste technologie die is toegesneden op de behoeften van MKB-bedrijven, met name 
die van de kleinere en micro-bedrijven. Betaalbare, kleinschalige technologie die geschikt is voor 
de lokale sociale, economische en culturele situatie staat centraal in dit discours. Het discours 
heeft speciale aandacht voor het gebruik van hernieuwbare energie, de ontwikkeling van lokale 
markten en de bestrijding van armoede.

De zeven besproken discoursen benadrukken hetzij marktrechtvaardigheid, hetzij duurzame 
markt. Dat wil zeggen dat de discoursen verschillen in hun standpunt over sociale beweging en vrije 
markt. De discoursen over duurzaamheid van MKB-bedrijven zijn geëvolueerd vanuit lang bestaande 
antagonistische discoursen: het liberale-markt-discours en het sociale-beweging-discours, die 
beschouwd kunnen worden als de ‘moeder’-discoursen van de MKB-verduurzamingsdiscoursen. 
De discoursen van schoner produceren en corporate responsibility hebben hun oorsprong in het 
liberale-markt-discours; die van marktdemocratisering, marktadapatie, markttoegang, business 
upgrading en aangepaste technologie in het sociale-beweging-discours. De huidige discoursen over 
duurzaamheid van MKB-bedrijven vertonen overeenkomsten met hun moederdiscours. Alleen het 
markttoegang-discours is sterk veranderd ten opzichte van zijn oorsprong. De verschillen tussen 
de discoursen van marktrechtvaardigheid en duurzame markt liggen vooral in de interpretatie 
van milieuhervorming en duurzaamheid.
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Samenvattend, komen de beschreven veranderingen tot uiting in nieuwe rollen voor NGO’s. 
Naast de gebruikelijk rol van ‘waakhond’ ontwikkelen NGO’s zich ook als ‘helper’ van MKB-
bedrijven in antwoord op hun marktbehoeften. Deze nieuwe rollen worden niet alleen gespeeld 
door nieuwe soorten NGO’s maar ook door zich heroriënterende conventionele NGO’s.  Het 
gevolg van deze nieuwe rollen is dat NGO’s markactoren zijn geworden. 

Tenslotte dragen de bevindingen bij aan het theoretische debat over de ‘network society’ theorie 
en de ecologischemoderniseringstheorie. De analyse van MKB-verduurzamingsnetwerken helpt 
ons beter te begrijpen hoe niet-statelijke actoren samenwerken, maar plaatst ook een kanttekening 
bij Castells’ schema van space of flows versus space of place. Beide zijn verbonden en geïntegreerd in 
het streven naar duurzaamheid. Actoren gebruiken rationaliteiten, redeneringen, en machtsbronnen 
vanuit beide bereiken. De analyse amendeert ook ecologischemoderniseringstheorie met de 
suggestie dat het nodig is om zowel ecologische als sociale rationaliteit te beschouwen als het gaat 
om het bevorderen van milieuhervorming in onwikkelingslanden. Bovendien werpt het onderzoek 
licht op machtsprocessen. NGO’s zijn meer cooperatief en minder confronterend geworden, 
meer verzoeningsgezind en minder dogmatisch gekeerd tegen marktactoren, maar zij blijven 
conflictueus en competitief jegens hun mede-NGO’s. De macht van MKB-bedrijven wordt in de 
meeste discoursen niet erkend. Niettemin tonen deze bedrijven hun macht door zich al dan niet 
te verbinden met netwerken, door samen te werken dan wel druk uit te oefenen op sleutelactoren, 
en door discoursen te ondersteunen dan wel te negeren. Deze macht van MKB-bedrijven zet de 
netwerken aan om meer inclusief, participatief en waardevol te worden voor deze bedrijven. De 
macht berust op het vermogen van MKB-bedrijven tot verankering in lokale sociale netwerken.
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Resumen

La importancia de las pequeñas y medianas empresas (PYMEs) en términos de empleo y generación 
de ingresos es reconocida a nivel mundial. En el Perú, las PYMEs son responsables del 85% del 
empleo y representan el 98% del total de las empresas formales. Aproximadamente 12% de las 
PYMEs, organizado en asociaciones, conglomerados, cooperativas y empresas individuales, se 
dedican a actividades productivas, el resto está vinculado a actividades de comercio y servicios. 
Sin embargo, además de los aspectos positivos, las PYMEs causan daño ambiental y riesgos para la 
salud humana por la contaminación ambiental que generan. La contaminación ambiental debido 
al incremento de las actividades productivas es palpable en el Perú y en toda América Latina.

La investigación proporciona un mayor entendimiento del rol de las ONGs en la promoción de 
la sostenibilidad de las PYMEs en Perú mediante el enfoque de redes y discursos. La investigación 
focaliza en tres dominios relevantes en la promoción de la sostenibilidad de las PYMEs en Perú: 
la producción orgánica (primer estudio de caso), la responsabilidad social empresarial (segundo 
estudio de caso) y la producción sostenible (tercer estudio de caso). Las preguntas de investigación 
planteadas son las siguientes: Primero, ¿Cuáles son las redes de las ONGs que promocionan 
la sostenibilidad en las PYMEs en los dominios de la producción orgánica, la responsabilidad 
social empresarial y la producción sostenible, y Cuáles son los principales cambios en dichas 
redes?, Segundo, ¿Cuáles son los discursos predominantes, vinculadas a dichas redes de ONGs, 
que promocionan la sostenibilidad y Cuáles son los principales cambios en dichos discursos? Y 
finalmente, ¿Cómo entender y evaluar los roles actuales, nuevos y potenciales de las ONGs que 
promueven la sostenibilidad de las PYMEs en términos de la teoría de la sociedad en red y la 
teoría de la modernización ecológica?

En esta investigación las ONGs estudiadas son aquellas que operan en el Perú y que proveen 
asistencia (a) a productores individuales y asociaciones de productores a pequeña y mediana 
escala orientadas al mercado nacional e internacional, (b) a pequeñas empresas urbanas y rurales 
para adoptar métodos de producción más limpia y tecnologías apropiadas, y/o (c) a las PYMEs 
para implementar estándares sociales y ambientales en cadenas de valor que involucran la gran 
empresas. Algunas PYMEs están ubicadas en las principales ciudades tales como Trujillo, Arequipa 
and Lima, mientras que otras, tal como los productores de alimentos orgánicos, están dispersos 
en todo el país. Las PYMEs referidas en esta investigación son aquellas que tienen relaciones 
de colaboración mutua con las ONGs. Se realizaron mas de 28 entrevistas con representantes 
de las ONGs locales e internacionales, las PYMEs y del gobierno, entre los años 2006 al 2010. 
Adicionalmente se consultaron fuentes bibliográficas impresas y virtuales.

Las redes que promocionan la sostenibilidad de las PYMEs son: la red agroecologica, la red 
del mercado orgánico y la red de agricultura ecológica en el primer estudio de caso; la red de 
justicia social y la red empresarial en el segundo estudio de caso; y la red de ecoeficiencia, la 
red de tecnologías apropiadas, la red de tecnologías limpias, la red de innovación tecnológica 
y la red de producción más limpia urbana en el tercer estudio de caso. Los actores principales 
identificados en las redes de producción orgánica son: la Red de Agricultura Ecológica del Perú 
(RAE Perú), el Grupo Ecológica Perú y la Asociación Nacional de Productores Ecológicos del Perú 
(ANPE). RAE Perú comprende 16 ONGs individuales ubicados a nivel nacional y lidera varias 
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iniciativas para desarrollar el mercado orgánico (por ejemplo, Biocanastas, Bioferias y Biotiendas). 
El Grupo Ecológica Perú está conformado por 5 ONGs y 24 productores, que incluye productores 
individuales y asociaciones, y comercializa alimentos orgánicos en el mercado local (por ejemplo, 
la Bioferia de Miraflores) y suministra alimentos orgánicos a los supermercados. ANPE comprende 
22 asociaciones de productores ecológicos a pequeña escala, incluyendo procesadores y empresas 
familiares. Los afiliados de ANPE producen y comercializan alimentos orgánicos en 13 ferias de 
agricultores ecológicos a nivel nacional.

Los actores principales identificados en las redes de responsabilidad social empresarial son: 
el Centro de Asesoría Laboral del Perú (CEDAL), el Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo y la 
Participación (CEDEP) y Perú 2021. CEDAL y CEDEP promueven la responsabilidad social 
empresarial en empresas a pequeña escala urbanas y rurales con el fin de apoyarles a cumplir 
las regulación nacional y los estándares internacionales sobre derechos laborares y buenas 
prácticas ambientales. CEDAL ha colaborado con 60 empresas a pequeña escala de confecciones y 
artesanías organizadas en conglomerados, quienes comercializan sus productos directamente a los 
consumidores o empresas intermediarias orientados al mercado doméstico e internacional. CEDEP 
colabora con pequeñas y medianas empresas agro-industriales, talleres de confecciones, calzados, 
metal mecánica y panaderías para adoptar los principios de la responsabilidad social ambiental 
mediante la mejora de las condiciones de los empleados y la producción. Perú 2021 colabora 
sólo con PYMEs que son proveedoras de la gran empresa comprometidos con la promoción de 
la responsabilidad social y ambiental en su cadena de valor.

Los actores principales participantes de las redes de producción sostenible son: el Centro 
de Ecoeficiencia y Responsabilidad Social (CER), el Instituto de Trasferencia de Tecnologías 
Apropiadas Para Sectores Marginales (ITACAB), el Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología 
(CONCYTEC), los Centros de Innovación Tecnológica (CITEs) y el instituto Peruano de Economía 
Social (IPES). ITACAB y CONCYTEC son instituciones del gobierno, y CER, IPES y la mayoría 
de las CITEs son ONGs. CER realiza consultorías para las PYMEs proveedoras de la gran empresa 
y PYMEs individuales que exportan a los mercados internacionales. Mediante los proyectos 
EcoADEX, EcoHoteles y EcoParques. CER busca reducir los gases de efecto invernadero, aumentar 
la ecoeficiencia, optimizar la producción y los servicios, y reducir los costos operativos de las 
PYMEs. ITACAB promueve la trasferencia de tecnologías a las empresas a pequeña escala rurales 
a través del Centro de Recursos para la Transferencia Tecnológica. CONCYTEC promueve 
la trasferencia de tecnologías para las PYMEs pero esta labor se encuentra disperso en varios 
programas institucionales. CITEs proporciona servicios a las PYMEs en tecnologías de producción. 
En total operan 13 CITEs a nivel nacional, cada uno especializado en rubros particulares (por 
ejemplo, cuero y calzados, madera y muebles, vino y horticultura, frutas tropicales y plantas 
medicinales, prendas, agroindustria, textil, logística y rastreo, software y maderas). Finalmente, 
IPES promueve tecnologías limpias en industrias a pequeña escala y talleres ubicados en áreas 
urbanas. Durante los últimos años, IPES está priorizando el establecimiento de PYMEs de reciclaje 
de residuos electrónicos. Por lo expuesto, en el dominio de la producción sostenible, no solo las 
ONGs desempeñan roles centrales sino también las instituciones gubernamentales.

Los tres estudios de caso muestran que las redes de sostenibilidad de las PYMEs están 
estructuradas en plataformas interrelacionadas operando a nivel local, nacional, latinoamericano 
y global. Por ejemplo, en las redes de producción orgánica las Bioferias a nivel local, el consorcio 
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agroecológico peruano a nivel nacional, MAELA y GALCI a nivel latinoamericano y a nivel global 
IFOAM. En las plataformas confluyen actores de la sociedad civil, las empresas y el estado. Por 
ejemplo, en las redes de responsabilidad social empresarial los actores de la sociedad civil son 
CEDEP y CEDAL, en las redes de producción orgánica las empresas son las empresas a pequeña 
escala afiliados a ANPE y el Grupo Ecológica Perú, y en las redes de producción sostenible los 
actores gubernamentales son CONCYTEC, ITACAB y la oficina central de las CITEs (OTCIT). 
Los actores principales de las redes realizan la labor de coordinación y la canalización de recursos 
en las plataformas.

Las diez redes que promueven la sostenibilidad de las PYMEs están compuestas por diversos 
tipos de ONGs. Además de las ONGs convencionales, han emergido ONGs de los productores, 
ONGs de mercado, ONGs empresariales, ONGs tecnocráticas y ONGs organizados por el gobierno 
(GONGOs, siglas en Ingles). A pesar de que las ONGs son importantes en la mayoría de las redes, 
las GONGOs son también importantes en la red de tecnologías más limpias, la red de tecnologías 
apropiadas y la red de innovación tecnológica. CONCYTEC, ITACAB y la oficina central de 
las CITES (OTCIT) son instituciones que son parte de la estructura gubernamental, pero estas 
operan en la práctica similar a las ONGs. De esta manera, ONGs y GONGOs desempeñan roles 
similares en las redes, compiten por fondos, y operan proyectos financiadas por las agencias 
de cooperación internacional. Las instituciones (inter) gubernamentales que son partes de las 
redes de sostenibilidad de las PYMEs muestran ser menos efectivas que las ONGs más típicas 
en promover la sostenibilidad de las PYMEs. Como resultado de la diversificación de las ONGs, 
se ha intensificado la lucha por posiciones de liderazgo en las plataformas, y la competencia por 
fondos escasos y por operar los proyectos de la cooperación internacional. Esta diversificación de 
las ONGs y, sobre todo, el incremento de ONGs proveedoras de servicios, en colaboración con los 
actores del mercado, tiene por objetivo responder al crecimiento empresarial de las PYMEs. De 
esta manera, nuevos tipos de ONGs salen a la palestra para responder las demandas del mercado.

Los discursos que las ONGs y las PYMEs tienen con respecto a la sostenibilidad de las PYMEs 
son: la adaptación al mercado, el acceso al mercado y la democratización del mercado en el primer 
estudio de caso; prosperidad empresarial y responsabilidad corporativa en el segundo estudio de 
caso; y la producción más limpia y la tecnología apropiada en el tercer estudio de caso. ONGs y 
PYMEs parte de las redes de producción orgánica respaldan uno de los siguientes tres discursos: 
la adaptación al mercado, el acceso al mercado o la democratización del mercado. El principal 
argumento del primer discurso es que las ONGs y los productores a pequeña escala son forzados 
a obtener nuevas capacidades y adaptarse al libre mercado. Al no tener los productores a pequeña 
escala la capacidad para adaptarse al libre mercado por ellos mismos, las ONGs desempeñan un 
rol importante en apoyarlos. El principal argumento del segundo discurso es que los productores 
a pequeña escala están entusiasmados para ingresar a los mercados competitivos. El apoyo de 
agentes especializados en asuntos de gestión y tecnología es necesario para organizar la llegada al 
mercado orgánico competitivo, local e internacional. El principal argumento del último discurso 
es la accesibilidad del producto orgánico para los consumidores de ingresos bajos y medios. En 
lugar de adaptarse o acceder al mercado libre, en este discurso los productores a pequeña escala 
buscan establecer una relación justa con el mercado al facilitar la disponibilidad de los productos 
orgánicos a todos los consumidores, indistintamente de su nivel económico.
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ONGs y PYMEs en las redes de responsabilidad social empresarial respaldan uno de los 
siguientes dos discursos: prosperidad empresarial o responsabilidad corporativa. En el primer 
discurso, la responsabilidad social empresarial es vista como una estrategia para relacionar los 
derechos sociales y económicos con la sostenibilidad de las PYMEs. Vincular PYMEs con la gran 
empresa e influenciar estas últimas para llegar a ser sostenibles es central en el discurso. En el 
segundo discurso, la responsabilidad social empresarial es vista como una estrategia empresarial 
que contribuye a la sostenibilidad de la gran empresa y su cadena de valor. Sólo los proveedores de 
lucrativas cadenas de valor tienen la capacidad de adoptar los estándares sociales y ambientales.

ONGs y PYMEs parte de las redes de la producción sostenible respaldan uno de los siguientes 
dos discursos: la producción más limpia o la tecnología apropiada. En el primer discurso, la 
producción más limpia es vista como una estrategia empresarial para lograr PYMEs más eficientes y 
sostenibles. Incorporar tecnología sofisticada es determinante para reducir los impactos ambientales 
e incrementar la competitividad. El discurso focaliza PYMEs que están bien consolidadas en el 
mercado nacional y con capacidades de alcanzar el mercado internacional. En el segundo discurso, 
la tecnología apropiada es vista como una tecnología que se ajusta a las necesidades de las PYMEs, 
particularmente a las empresas pequeñas y microempresas. La necesidad de poco capital, la 
escala pequeña y que la tecnología se ajuste a las condiciones social, económica y cultural local 
son importantes en el discurso. El discurso resalta el uso de energías renovables, el desarrollo de 
mercados locales y la lucha contra la pobreza.

Los siete discursos enfatizan la justicia social en el mercado o la sostenibilidad del mercado. Esto 
significa que los discursos tienen diferentes posiciones hacia el movimiento social y el mercado. 
Los discursos de sostenibilidad de las PYMEs han emergido de discursos antagónicos de larga 
trayectoria: por un lado del discurso del libre mercado, y por el otro del discurso del movimiento 
social, los cuales son considerados discursos ‘madre’ de los discursos de sostenibilidad de las 
PYMEs. Mientras que el discurso de la producción más limpia y el discurso de la responsabilidad 
corporativa tienen sus orígenes en el discurso del libre mercado, el discurso de la democratización 
del mercado, la adaptación al mercado, el acceso al mercado, la prosperidad empresarial y la 
tecnología apropiada tienen sus orígenes en el discurso del movimiento social. Por lo tanto, los 
discursos de sostenibilidad de las PYMEs comparten puntos de vista con los discursos ‘madre’. 
Sólo el discurso de acceso al mercado se desvía fuertemente de sus orígenes. La diferencia entre 
los discursos que enfatizan la justicia social en el mercado y la sostenibilidad del mercado están 
relacionados con la interpretación de la reforma ambiental y la sostenibilidad.

En síntesis, los cambios identificados en las redes y los discursos son la expresión de los 
nuevos roles de las ONG. Además del rol usual de ‘guardianes’, las ONGs están desarrollando 
roles de ‘facilitadores’ con el fin de responder a las necesidades de mercado de las PYMEs. Los 
nuevos roles son desempeñados no solo por nuevos tipos de ONGs sino también por ONGs 
convencionales ‘reorientados’. Consecuentemente, como resultado de sus nuevos roles las ONGs 
se han convertido en agentes de mercado. Finalmente, los resultados contribuyen al debate sobre 
la teoría de la sociedad en red y la teoría de la modernización ecológica. Las redes que promueven 
la sostenibilidad de las PYMEs permiten un mayor entendimiento en la manera que cooperan 
los actores que no son parte del estado, asimismo cuestionan el esquema ‘flujos’ versus ‘lugar’ de 
Castells y proponen considerar la racionalidad ecológica y la racionalidad social con el fin de lograr 
avances en la reforma ambiental de las PYMEs en los países en desarrollo. Las ONGs se están 



Resumen 285

volviendo más colaborativas y menos confrontativas, mas conciliadoras y menos dogmáticas hacia 
los actores del mercado, pero se mantienen conflictivas y en rivalidad entre ellas. El poder de las 
PYMEs es obviado en la mayoría de los discursos identificados. Sin embargo, las PYMEs muestran 
su poder aceptando o negando vincularse con las redes, colaborando o presionando a los actores 
claves y suscribiendo o siendo indiferente a los discursos. Las PYMEs manifiestan su poder en la 
medida que las redes lleguen a ser más inclusivos, participativos y de beneficio para las PYMEs. 
El poder de las PYMEs tiene que ver con el hecho de estar anclados en las redes sociales locales.
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Uchuyqillqay

Imapaqmi allin uchuy chaynallataq taqsa empresakuna (PYMEkuna) llamkay kananpaq, 
chaynallataq qullqi paqarinanpaq llapam tiksi muyupi. Piruwpin, PIMEkunapa quchanmi 85% 
llamkay kananpaq nikur riksichin 98% llapam kallpanchasqa empresakunata. 12% chayana niraq 
PIMEkuna, watasqa kanku huk quñullapi, quñunasqa, wawqichasqa nikur sapam empresakunapi, 
paykunan ruwanku paqariyta, wakinñataq watasqa kanku rantikunankupaq chaynallataq 
yanapakunku. Chaynan kan, chiqap kaqkuna, wakin PIMEkunaqa mamapachata waqachinku 
chaynallataq sasachakuykuna unquykuna runakunapaq mamapachata qachachaptinku. Kaymi 
llumpayta llamkaptinku imatapas paqarichispanku kaymi qawasqalla Piruw nikur llapam Amerika 
Latinapi.

Musuq yachaymi riksichikun hatun yachayta ima ruwayniyta ONGkunapata riksichikun 
sapinchasqa kananpaq PIMEkuna Piruwpi watasqa kanku llikakunapi nikur rimaykunapi. 
Kay yachaymi tapukuymi kimsa allin riksiyta nin sumaq sapinchasqa PIMEkuna kananpaq 
Piruwpi: chuya tarpuy paqarichinapaq (ñawpaq ñawinchaypi), empresakunapa sumaq llamkaynin 
runakunapaq (iskay ñawinchaypi), chaynallataq sumaq paqarichiy sapinchasqa kananpaq 
(kimsa ñawinchaypi). Tapuykunan kara musuq yachanapaq: Ñawpaq, Mayqinkunataq llikakuna 
ONGkuna riksichikkuna PYMEkuna sapinchakunanpaq sumaq chuya tarpuy paqarichiypi, 
sumaq llamkay runakunapaq nikur sapinchakuy paqarichiypi, chaynallataq mayqikunan ñawpaq 
yanki llikakunanpi?, Iskay, Mayqinkunan ñawpaq rimaykuna, tinkunku ONGkuna llikawan, 
riksichin sapinchasqakunata nikur mayqinkunan ñawpaq yanki rimaykunapa?, Nikur tukunapaq 
Imaynataq umachaqwan nikur tupuchwan imayna ruwasqanta, musuq nikur ONGkunapa 
kallpanchikuyninkuna sapinchakuyta PIMEkunapaq llika ayllukunapaq qamutay nikur musuq 
mamapachamanta qamutay?

Kay musuq yachaypin ONGkuna ñawinchasqa kanku Piruwpi llamkaqkuna nikur yanapakuy 
(a) ruwaqkuna sapam chakrapi llamkaqkunata chaynallataq quñasqapi uruqkunata uchuy taqsa 
tarpuqkunata Piruwsuyupi wakin suyukunaman rantikunakupaq, (ch) uchuy empresakuna 
llaqtakunapi nikur chakrakunapi imayna sumaq allin chuya paqarichinapaq, nikur/ichachu (q) 
PIMEkuna sumaq ruwaykuna ayllukunapa nikur allin kawsaq watanasqa hatun empresapi hiñan 
yupaychan. Wakin PYMEkunan tarikunku ñawpaq llaqtakunapi Trujillupi, Arequipapi nikur 
Limapi, wakinkuñataqsi, chuya mikunakuna turpakuna, tarikunku mastasqa llapam suyupi. 
PYMEkuna qillqasqa kay musuq yachaypi kanku tikunanasqa yanapanakuspa ONGkuna. 28 
tapukuykunatan ONGkunapa kamachikuqkunkunawan ruwasqa tarikun qawa uku suyukunapi, 
PYMEkuna suyupi kamachikuqkunapas, 2006 namanta 2010 watakunapi. Yapasqan tarikun 
maytukuna nikur internetpi tapusqakunata.

Llikakuna riksichiqkunatan PYMEkunapa sapinchakunanpaq kanku: mamaallpa kawsay 
llika, chuya tarpuykuna rantikuqkuna llika nikur chuya tarpuykuna llika; alliqnin ayllukunapaq 
llika chaynallataq empresakuna llika iskay ñawiychaypi; nikur sumaq allin ruwaqkuna llika, 
allinkaq ruwaqkuna llika, chuya musuq ruwaykuna llika, musuq tariy ruwaykuna llika nikur 
chuya paqarichikkuna llaqtapi llika kimsa ñawinchaypi. Ñawpaq ruwaqkuna chuya tarpuy 
paqarichiypin tarikunku llikakunapi kanku: Red de Agricultura Ecológica del Perú (RAE-Piruw), 
Grupo Ecológica Perú nikur Asociación Nacional de Productores Ecológicos del Perú (ANPE). 
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RAE Piruw quñupin 16 ONGkuna sapamkama tarikun tukuy Piruwsuyupi nikur kamachin 
achka sumaq llamkaykunata sumaq chuya tarpuykuna rantikunankupaq (qawanapaq: Kawsay-
isanka, Bioferiakunata, Biotiendakunata). Grupo Ecologica Perú quñupin 5 ONGkuna nikur 24 
tarpuqkuna, sapam tarpuqkunata quñunachin, nikur rantikun sumaq mikuykunata rantikuqpi 
(qawanpaq, Miraflores Bioferiapi) nikur qun mikuykunata chuya tarpuykunata qaturantiypi. 
ANPEpiqa quñupin 22 quñupi tarpukuqkuna tarikunku chuya tarpuqkuna uchuyllataraq 
tarpuchkanku, tarikuntaqmi mikunaruwaqkuna nikur ayllu empresakuna. ANPEman iñiqkunan 
paqarichinku nikur rantikunku tarpuykunata tukuy Piruwsuyupi chuya tarpuy mikunakunata 13 
uchuy plasakunallapi.

Empresakunapa sumaq llamkayniy runakunapaq tarikunku llikakunapi: Centro de Asesoría 
Laboral del Perú (CEDAL), Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo y la Participación (CEDEP) 
chaymanta Perú 2021. CEDAL CEDEPtapas riksichinku sumaq llamkayta empresapa runakupa 
uchuyllapi llaqtakunapi nikur chakrakunapi yanapananpaq allin kamachikuykunata qaypananpaq 
suyupi nikur qawa suyukunapi sumaq alliqniqkuna llamkaypi kananpaq nikur allin ruwaykuna 
kawsaypi. CEDALmi yanaparun 60 uchuyllaraq empresakunata makiwanruwasqakunawan 
imaruwaypipas, paykunan tarikunku quñunasqa rantikunku rantiqmanpuni ichachu chawpikaq 
empresunaman, paykunan kaypi wasikunaman chayachin hawa suyukunamanpas. CEDEPmi 
yanapam uchuy taqsa mikuyruwaq empresakunata. Yachachin imayna ruwananpaq siquykunata, 
metalmekanika, tantaruwaykunatapas. Paykunan ayllunakunku allin yachanankupaq sumaqta 
emprekuna llamkananpaq, mana mamapachata qachachaspa. Sumaq allinllananpaq llamkanku, 
nikur paqarichipi. Perú 21 yanapam PYMEkunallata hatun empresakunaman llikasqa, paykunaqa 
tinkunasqa sumaq llamkayta riqsichikunanpaq runakunapaq, nikur mamapacha yupaychasqa 
watanasqa kananpa.

Ñawpaq ruwaqkuna riqchikunku llikakuna sapinchakunanpaq yurichipi kanku: Centro de 
Ecoeficiencia y Responsabilidad Social (CER), Instituto de Trasferencia de Tecnologías Apropiadas 
Para Sectores Marginales (ITACAB), Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología (CONCYTEC), 
Centros de Innovación Tecnológica (CITEkuna), Instituto Peruano de Economía Social (IPES). 
ITACAB nikur CONCYTEC kay wasikunan Piruw suyupa kamachikuqkunapa, nikur CER, IPES, 
nikur llapam CITEkuna ONGku kanku. CERmi PYMEkunawan llamkayta ruwan. Paykunan hatun 
empresakunaman rantikun, nikur sapamkaq empresakunaman rantikun hawasuyu rantikuypi. 
EcoADEXñanmanmi churan, EcoHotelkuna, EcoParquekunapas. CERmi uchuyyachiyta maskan 
mana allin qusnikunata mana llumpay tiqsimuyu rupananpaq, allin ruwaykuna mirananpaq, 
allinllasqa yuriychi, nikur ima ruwaykuna, nikur uchuy qullqillawan PYMEkuna llamkananpaq. 
ITACABmi qun musuq ruwaykunata chakra llaqtakuna uchuy empresakuna llamkananpaq. 
CONCYTECmi riqsichin musuq ruwaykuna PYMEkuna ruwananpaq kay llamkaypi tatikun 
chiqisqa huk programa kikin ruwaqkunapi. CITEkunan yanapakun PYMEkunata sumaq musuq 
ruwaykuna yuriychiy ruwananpaq. Llapam 13 CITEkuna llamkanku suyupi, sapamkaman 
llamkanku tukuy riqchaq ruwaykunapi (riqsisun: qarawan llamkay, nikur siquykunawan, qiru 
nikur llapam ima wasipaq, upyaykunawan, nikur qurakunatarpuywan, yunka wayukunawan, 
nikur hampi qurakunawan, pachakuna, mikuna ruwaqkuna, pacha away, allin yanapakuq, nikur 
maskaypi, software nikur qirukuna). Tukunapaqmi, IPESmi riksichikun chuya musuq ruwaykunata 
uchuy industria nisqanchik llaqtapi llamkanankupaq. Kay qipawatakunapin, IPESqa llamkayninpi 
taqyachichkan PYMEkunata quñuchinanpa llapa ima puchukunata akchiwan llamkaqkunata. 
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Chay nisqaymi, sumaq sapinchanapaq yurichiyta yachaymi, manam ONGkunallachu chawpiman 
churanku ichaqa hatun kamachikuq institucionkuna churachkan.

Kimsa ñawinchaypin qawachin llikakuna sapinchasqanta PYMEkunata paykunan 
tarikunku watanasqa sumaq hatun yankikuykunapi llamkankunataq hinqa kayllapi, tukuy 
suyupi, Amerika Latinapi chaynallataq llapam tiqsi muyupi. Yachanapaq, kay chuya tarpuy 
yurichiypin llika Bioferiakunapi llapam llaqtapi, quñunasqa mamaallpa kawsay quñuy Piruwpi, 
MAELA nikur GALCI llapam Amerika Latinapi nikur tiksi muyupiqa INFOAMmi llamkan. 
Kay watanakuykunapin tarinakunku ruwaqkuna, empresakunapaq nikur suyupi kamachikuq. 
Yachanapaq, kay llika sumaq llamkaynin empresakuna ayllukunapaqmi kanku CEDEP nikur 
CEDAL, kay llika sumaq chuya paqarichiypin empresakuna kanku uchuyllataraq llamkachkanku 
paykunan tarikunku iñisqa ANPE nikur Grupo Ecológica Perú, chaynallataq kay yurichiq llikapi 
ruwaqkuna sapinchakun CONCYTECpi, ITACABpi nikur wasi llamkayninku CITEkuna (OTCIT). 
Ñawpaq ruwaqkunan llikakunata tinkunachinku chaynallataq yarqata kichanku qullqi ichachu 
ima munasqaku kananpaq kay quñukunapi.

Kay chunka llikakunan riksichin sapinchakuykunata PYMEkunamanta paykunan tinkunasqa 
llapam rikchaq ONGkunawan. Ichaqa ONGkuna chay kaqllakuna, paqariramunku tarpuqkunapa 
ONGkunamanta, rantikuq ONGkuna, empresa ONGkuna, musuq ruwaq ONGkuna nikur 
watarun ONGkunata kamachikuqkuna (GONGOkuna, Inglish rimaypi). Chaysi llumpay 
allin ONGkuna kaptinpas llapamniraq llikakunapi, GONGOkunapas llumpay allinsi chuya 
musuq ruwaykunapi llika, kay allinkaq ruwaykuna llika chaynallataq musuq tariy ruwaykuna. 
CONCYTEC, ITACAB nikur wasi llamkayninku CITEkunapa (OCTCIT) kay ruwaqkuna kanku 
watasqa kamachikuqkunawan, ichaqa llamkanku ONGkuna hinalla. Chaymi, ONGkuna nikur 
GONGOkuna llamkanku llikakunachayna hinalla, llallinakunku qullqi tariypi, chaynataqmi hatun 
ruwaykunapi llamkanku qawa qullqikunawan. Kay ruwaqkunan (qawa) kamachikuywan kanku 
hukllawasqa llikakunapi sapinchaq PYMEkunata ichaqa manam chay kaqllatachu llamkanku 
machu ONGkunawan paykunaqa sapinchaytan munanku PYMEkunata. Chaymi llapam rikchaq 
ONGkunamanta qurquchik, llallinakunku pitaq kamachikuq kanqa chaynallataq achka quñusapa 
kaypi, nikur llallinakunku pisi qullqi apakuypi nikur hatun llamkaykuna ruwanankupaq qawa 
qullqikunawan. Llapam rikchaq ONGkuna chaynallataq, ONGkuna mirarun llapam rikchaq 
ruwaypi nikur rantikuypi, rantikuy ruwaqkunawan yanapanakuspa, paykunan qaypayta munanku 
empresa PYMEkuna wiñaqtin sumaq kutichinankupaq. Chaynama, musuq llapam rikchaq 
ONGkuna lluksimun allin kutichikunankupaq rantikuqkuna ima mañakamusqanta.

ONGkunapa rimayninkunan nikur PYMEkuna kay PYMEkuna sapinchakuyninmanta ninku: 
rantikuqkunan iñinanku, rantikuyman yaykunankupaq nikur llapamku rantikunankupaq kay 
ñawpaq ñawinchaypin; nikur empresakuna wiñananpaq nikur huñunasqa hatun empresakunapa 
huchan iskay ñawichaypiqa; chuya yurichiy nikur allinkaq ruwaykuna kimsa ñawinchaypiqa; 
ONGkuna nikur PYMEkuna kanku chuya tarpuy paqarichinapaq llikakunapi wasanta churan 
kay huknin kimsa rimaymi: rantikuyman iñiq, rantikuyman yaykunankupaq utaq llapamku 
rantikunankupaq. Ñawpaq allin rimaymi nin ONGkuna nikur uchuyllapi tarpukuqkuna paykunan 
tarinku musuq yachaykunata nikur iñiqkankupaq llapam rikchaq rantikuypi. Tarpukuqnanas 
manam kapunchu uchuy yachaylla kay llapam rikchaq rantikuyman iñinankupaq, chaymi 
ONGkuna llumpay allinta yanapam. Iskaykaq rimaypiqa nin uchuyllapi tarpuqkunas paykunan 
kusisqa tarikunku llallinakuq rantikuyman yaykunankupaq. Chaymi yanapakuq runakuna 



290  NGOs and the sustainability of SMEs in Peru

yachaysapa kanku sumaq imapas ruwanankupaq nikur sumaq allin musuq ruwaykunapi 
chaypaqmi sumaqta watanakunanku chuya tarpuyninku llallinakuspa chayananku rantikuq, 
kay llaqtakunapi utaq qawa suyukunapi. Kimsakaq rimaymi nin waqcha runakuna nikur tumpa 
qullqiyuq runakuna qaypankuchu, atinkuchu chuya tarpuykuna rantiyta. Chaymi mana iñispaqa 
utaq qaypaq llallinakuy rantikuypi, kay rimaypin uchuyllapi tarpuqkuna maskanku allin tinkuyta 
chay kaqchalla rantikunankupaq allin chuya tarpuykuna llapam runaman chayananpaq, apuman 
wakchaman imanchu qullqiyuq mana qullqiyuq kayninku.

ONGkuna nikur PYMEkuna kanku empresakunapa sumaq llamkaynin runakunapaq llikakuna 
yanapanmi kay rimayta: empresa wiñananpaq utaq huñunasqa hatun empresakunapa huchan. 
Ñawpaq rimaypin, empresakunapa sumaq llamkaynin runakunapaq kaynan allin qawasqa kananpaq 
chaymi tinkuchinqa runakunapa alliqninkunawan chaynallataq qullqiwan sapinchakunqa 
PYMEkuna. PYMEkuna hatun empresakunawan tinkuchiymi chaynallataq sumaq sapinchasqa 
taqyasqa chayanankupaq kaymi llumpay allin rimanapaq. Iskaykaq rimaypiqa, sapinchasqa allin 
sumaq empresapa ayllukunapaq llamkayninmi yanapakun sapinchasqa kallpanchasqa hatun 
empresakuna kananpaq chaynallataq watakuyninkuna yupaychasqa kananpaq. Ichaqa achka 
rantikuqkunallan atinku qaypayta allin ruwayta ayllukunapaq nikur mamapachapaq.

ONGkuna nikur PYMEkuna kanku sumaq paqarichiy sapinchasqa kananpaq yanapakunmi 
kay huk iskay rimay kaqta: chuya yurichiymi utaq allinkaq ruwaykunan. Ñawpaq rimaypi, chuya 
yurichiymi qawasqa allin ruwananpaq empresa PYMEkuna qaypananpaq allin ruwaykunata 
chaynallataq sapinchasqa kananpaq. Sumaq musuq ruwaykunata churananku puni mana mamapacha 
waqayninta uchuyyachinapaq nikur sumaq llallinakuy wiñachinanpaq. Chaymi rimay churasqa 
PYMEkuna sumaq sapinchasqa kasqanta suyupi rantikunanpaq nikur yachaykuna qaypananpaq 
qawa suyukunapi rantikunanpaq. Iskay rimaypiqa, allinkaq ruwaykunan qawachikun kamaqlla 
ima munayninman PYMEkunapaq, ichaqa uchuy ñututapas empresakunapaq. Munankupas 
uchuy qullqillatan, uchuyniraqllatan nikur sumaq ruwaykuna ayllukunapaqmi kamallan, qullqi 
nikur ima ruwaymi llumpay allin rimanapaq. Kay rimaymi aswantaqa qawachiwanchik allinta 
kallpakunata musuqmanta paqarimuqta, rantikuykuna wiñananpaq llaqtakunapi nikur wakchayay 
chinkachinanpaq.

Qanchis rimaykunapin nin chay kaqlla llapam ayllukunapaq kananpaq rantikuypi ichachu 
rantikuypi sapinchakuypipas. Kaymi ninan rimaykunaqa manam chay kaqllatachu ayllukunamanta 
riman, nikur rantikuymanta. PYMEkuna sapinchakuymanta rimaykunaqa paqarirunku unayyasqa 
tikrampa rimaykunamanta: hukpiqa tarikun rimayqa llapam rikchaq sapam raytikuqkuna, 
hukñataqsi tarikun muyuriq ayllukunamanta rimay, kay rimaykunan sutinchasqa rimay ‘mamawan’ 
sapinchasqa rimaykuna PYMEkunapaq. Chayna rimaymi chuya yurichiymanta nikur huñunasqa 
hatun empresakunapa huchan rimaymi quñunasqakunapa qallariymi sapam rantikuqna, 
chayna kaqlla llapamku rantikunankupaq rimaymi, rantikuqkunan iñinanku, rantikuyman 
yaykunankupaq, empresakuna wiñananpaq nikur allinkaq ruwaykunan qallariyninpi riman 
ayllukunapa muriyninmanta. Chaymi, PYMEkuna sapinchakuymanta rimaykunaqa aypunakun 
allin qawasqanta ‘mama’ rimaykunamanta. Kay sapam rimayqa rantikuyman yakuspanmi 
kinrayninta qispin qallariyninman. Manam huk kaqllachu rimaykunapiqa ichaqa churanku 
ayllukupa rantikuq alliqninkunamanta chaynallataq taqyasqa rantikuymanta watasqa kachkan 
ima ninsi mamapachapaq kamachikuykunawan nikur sapinchakunanpaq.
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Uchuychallapi, riksisqan tikrakuykuna llikakunapi nikur rimaykunapi ONGkunapa musuq 
ruwayninkunamanta. Chayna hinan ruwayninkuna ‘qawaqkuna’, ONGkunan musuq ruwaykunata 
qaypachkanku ‘yanapakuq’. Musuq ruwaykunan manam musuq ONGkunallapaqchu ichaqa 
machu ONGkunapaqpami ‘allinyarqa’. Chaysi, kay ONGkunapa musuq ruwayninkuna tikrarun 
rantikuq ruwaqkuna. Tukunapaq, kay tarisqakunan yanapanqa allin rimarinapaq kay llika 
ayllu qamutaymanta chaynallataq musuq mamapachamanta qamutay. Kay llikakunan riksichin 
PYMEkuna sapinchakusqanta yanapanqa hatun yachakuyta imaynatan yanapanakunku 
ruwaqkuna mana kamachikuqkunawan kaqkuna. Chay hinataqmi tapukun imaynatan ‘kuyunku’ 
ñawpaqninpi ‘kay pacha’ Castellsmanta chaynataq riksichikun mamapachapaq allin kamachikuy 
nikur ayllukunapaq allin kamachikuy allin puririnapaq mamapachapaq kamachikuykunawan 
qipa suyukunapi PYMEkuna kaq. ONGkunan yanapanakuspa tikrachkan chaynallataq mana 
chiqninakuspa rantikuy ruwaqkunawan, ichaqa kikinpuraqa hinallaraqmi takanakun llallinakun. 
PYMEkunapa qalisqanta rimaykunapiqa qunqasqa rimaykunapi. Ichaqa PYMEkunaqa riksichikun 
qalinta yachakuspa ichachu mana munanchu tinkunakuyta llikakunawan, yanapakun ichachu 
ruwaqkuna mana munachkaqtin nikur mana yachaq tukuspa rimaymanta. PYMEkunapa qayliymi 
tarikun llikakuna aswan yaykuchiqtin, PYMEkuna yanapanakuqtin nikur wiñankupaq. Kaypikaq 
PYMEkunapan qaylin tarikun sumaq ayllukuna llikapi arwisqa kaqtin.
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