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Keywords: The analysis presented in this article departs from observing the differences in the spatiality of mobilising
Ecuador strategies regarding the most contentious and politicised oil projects in neighbouring Ecuador and Peru: Yasuni-
M_"bilization ITT and Block 192. In the case of Ecuador’s Yasuni-ITT, mobilisation has been national, removed from the oil
l?::lru project’s spatial embeddedness and directed at oil extraction in itself. In the case of Peru’s Block 192, mobi-

lisation has been local, linked to territory and directed at the terms and conditions of extraction. The decon-
struction and reassessment of context emerged through an exploratory and process-based cross-border
comparison. The article analyses secondary literature, a large sample of news items regarding the two oilfields,
and research interviews with key actors in Ecuador and Peru. It argues that approaches from critical state theory
can be applied to explain the spatiality of mobilising strategies. Historical state spatial strategies to ensure
accumulation through extractivism, mobilisation over the consequences of such strategies, and the degree to
which they continue to enjoy a hegemonic position, are found to be important dimensions shaping the spatiality

State spatial strategy

of mobilisation.

1. Introduction

Resource extraction is among the main reasons for social conflict in
Latin America (Bebbington and Bury, 2013). Over the last few decades,
both neoliberal and ostensibly post-neoliberal governments have pro-
moted extractive mega-projects, either through state-owned companies
or through facilitating international investment and extractive activity
by multinational companies. A ‘commodity consensus’ has replaced the
Washington Consensus (Svampa, 2012), leading to displacement,
detrimental local socio-environmental effects, and social conflict. There
is a large body of literature on contentious resource extraction in Latin
America, which can broadly be divided into two main strands. The first
examines the local scale, and local (often indigenous) communities’
strategies for resistance and encounters with the state apparatus through
processes of protest and dialogue (e.g., Acuna, 2015; Avci, 2017; Avel
and Fernandez-Salvador, 2016; Bebbington and Scurrah, 2013;
Guzman-Gallegos, 2017; Laastad, 2021; Orta-Martinez and Finer, 2010;
Orta-Martinez et al., 2018). The second strand is the study of national
governments’ extractivism, their discursive legitimations and the degree
to which there has been a real difference between self-proclaimed post-
neoliberal governments and neoliberal governments in Latin America (e.
g., Andreucci and Radhuber, 2017; Bebbington, 2012; Bebbington and
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Humphreys Bebbington, 2011; Humphreys Bebbington and Bebbington,
2012; Kingsbury et al., 2019; Pellegrini, 2018; Van Teijlingen, 2016;
Wilson and Bayon, 2017).

This article contributes to this body of literature through an analysis
of the underlying reasons for differences in the spatiality of mobilisation.
The empirical point of departure is the spatial differences in mobi-
lisation regarding oil extraction in the most politicised and controversial
oilfields in Ecuador and Peru. The Ecuadorian oilfield Yasuni-ITT and
the Peruvian oilfield Block 192 are a mere hundred kilometres apart, on
either side of the border between Ecuador and Peru in the Amazon. They
are located in one of the most biodiverse areas of the world and super-
imposed on indigenous territories. In Ecuador, oil extraction in the ITT
field (abbreviated from Ishpingo, Tambococha, Tiputini) in the Yasuni
National Park has on several occasions led to nation-wide mobilisation
(Coryat, 2015). It has been evoked in national political discourse, and it
‘flows beyond its spatial specificity’ (Kingsbury et al., 2019, p. 543).
Block 192 in Peru is a mature oilfield which has been operating since
1971. Ongoing socio-environmental conflicts here are issue-based, and
local actors engage in militant particularism, attempting to condition oil
extraction upon service provision, local royalties and environmental
remediation, rather than questioning oil extraction itself.

This article’s understanding of mobilisation over oil production in

Received 22 September 2020; Received in revised form 17 March 2022; Accepted 3 October 2022

Available online 20 October 2022

0016-7185/© 2022 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).


mailto:s.g.laastad@sosgeo.uio.no
mailto:synneva@gmail.com
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00167185
https://www.elsevier.com/locate/geoforum
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2022.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2022.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2022.10.002
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.geoforum.2022.10.002&domain=pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

S.G. Laastad

these oilfields as geographical processes allows for an examination of the
underlying processes and drivers that give rise to patterns and scales of
economic and social activity (Bridge et al., 2013). The differences in the
spatiality of mobilisation could be dismissed as simply due to apparent
differences in the two cases, mainly regarding national contexts and
temporality. Block 192 has been operating since 1971, meaning that
production started in an era of less environmental knowledge and
concern by governments and the population at large. Production in
Yasuni-ITT started in 2016, i.e. at a time when awareness and knowl-
edge of the detrimental effects of both local contamination and inter-
national carbon emissions has become higher. In addition to changing
contexts caused by the passage of time, several authors have pointed out
how ‘preventive mobilisation’ against extractive projects before they
have been installed, has a higher success rate than mobilising to end pre-
existing extractive projects (Conde, 2017; Ozkaynak et al., 2021;
Scheidel et al., 2020; Walter and Wagner, 2021). Even though the na-
tional mobilisation to avoid oil production in the Yasuni-ITT was un-
successful, it may be argued that it is in any case easier to garner
widespread support for protests against new projects, and that they may
be more conducive to mobilisation at the national level.

The analysis presented in this article nonetheless attempts to move
beyond such explanatory factors as different national contexts and
temporal differences. It aims to utilise a cross-border comparison as a
deconstruction and reassessment of context, to explore whether the
different state projects in Ecuador and Peru, and specifically how the
governing of accumulation through oil and evolving state spatial stra-
tegies to ensure economic growth through extractivism, have implica-
tions for mobilisation over oil and the spatiality of mobilising strategies.
According to state theorists Brenner et al (2003) and Brenner (2004),
state spatial strategies both shape and are shaped by socio-political
struggle. Drawing on this assertion, this article utilises critical state
theory and theory on state spatial strategy to study mobilisation and
resource conflicts. Such a novel approach to resource conflicts allows for
a relational understanding of state action and civil society mobilisation,
cutting across analyses of both local opposition and state extractivism.
The aim of this article is, therefore, to explore how the spatial di-
mensions of state accumulation strategies contribute to shape the
spatiality of mobilising strategies. It is guided by the following research
questions: Which are the most important processes producing the ‘terrain of
socio-political struggle’ over oil in Ecuador and Peru? How do they, in turn,
contribute to shape the spatiality of mobilising strategies over oil production in
Block 192 and Yasuni-ITT?

After presenting the theoretical framework and analytical strategy of
this study, the article elaborates on the different spatialities of mobi-
lising strategies in the two cases. It seeks answers to the research ques-
tions through tracing, first, how historical state spatial strategies have
incorporated the Amazon into state space as sites for extractive accu-
mulation; and second, how indigenous movements in each country have
mobilised in different ways over the detrimental socio-environmental
consequences of such strategies. A third important process contrib-
uting to shape the dynamics of mobilisation concerns the degree to
which an extractivist state accumulation strategy remains in a hege-
monic position.

Historical state spatial strategies to ensure accumulation, mobi-
lisation over the consequences of these, and the hegemonic position of
extractivism as the state’s main accumulation strategy constitute the
‘terrain of socio-political struggle’ over oil in Ecuador and Peru and
contribute to shape how mobilising over oil production plays out
spatially. In the case of Block 192, mobilisation occurs at the regional
and local level. It concerns the conditions of extraction and does not
challenge oil extraction in itself. In the case of Yasuni-ITT, the discursive
decoupling of the Yasuni from the extractivist state accumulation
strategy allowed mobilising actors to demand non-extraction per se at
the national level. In conclusion, the article calls for further analyses
identifying connections between the ongoing production and trans-
formation of state spatial strategies and the spatiality of contention over
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the production processes involved in state accumulation strategies
(Jessop, 1990).

2. Theoretical framework and analytical strategy

After reviewing previous research on geographies of contention, this
section argues that a theoretical approach drawing on Gramscian-
inspired critical state theory can be useful for understanding the spati-
ality of mobilisation. It concludes by presenting the methodology and
methods employed to achieve this understanding in this study. Research
on mobilisation and protest over resource extraction tends to focus on
social movements’ political opportunities, strategies and struggles (e.g.,
Bebbington, 2012; Brown and Spiegel, 2017; Cezne, 2019; Dukpa et al.,
2018; Engels, 2018; Houeland, 2020; Mai-Bornu, 2019; Walter and
Urkidi, 2017). Contentious politics is a commonly applied framework
for analyses of those political opportunities for social movements which
arise from the varying forms of interactions between governments and
political actors, as well as the ways in which such political opportunities
structure movements’ repertoires of contention, that is, the methods of
protest that actors use (Tilly and Tarrow, 2015). Tarrow (1998) posits
that most political opportunities and constraints are situational. They
will vary according to the uneven geography of state power and prior
history of contention (Crossley, 2002). To further their claims and
inspire mobilisation, social movements utilise ideas and meanings to
develop collective action frames through which sense is made of events,
blame, responsibility and solutions. Benford and Snow (2000) argue that
cultural as well as political opportunities and restraints are important, as
successful frames require cultural resonance. These arguments point
towards the fundamental importance of geography to understand how
and why actors mobilise, since social movements’ political opportu-
nities, repertoires and frames are both contextual and situational.

Several authors have called for spatial perspectives to be incorpo-
rated in studies of contentious politics to ‘produce more illuminating
understandings of how people perceive, shape, and act upon grievances
and opportunities’ (Martin and Miller, 2003, p. 143). Most scholarship
which applies spatial perspectives to contentious politics focuses either
on social movements’ spatial representations and how they are utilised
(e.g., Kurtz, 2003; Martin, 2003, 2013) or on how geographical location
impacts mobilisation and protest (e.g., Sewell, 2001; Wolford, 2003).
These works concern spatial practice (Lefebvre, 1991).

Notions of space more aligned with Lefebvre’s representational space
— the lived experience of space and the layers of meaning ascribed to it —
have also been utilised in accounts analysing contentious politics. An
example of this is Routledge’s ‘terrains of resistance’, which he defines
as ‘the specific geographical, historical, political economic, ecological,
and cultural contexts of movement agency’ (Routledge, 1994, p. 560).
Terrains of resistance encompass both the geographical ground and the
representational space of social movements’ action, and identifying its
components can help explain why movements occur where they do
(Routledge, 1996).

Such accounts provide situated and contextual analyses of conten-
tious politics, eschewing mechanistic explanations in favour of proces-
sual ones. They do, however, employ a more contained notion of space,
focusing on social movement actors’ spatial representations, and how
surrounding space mediates mobilisation. A similar emphasis on the
spatial representations of movement actors is found in more recent
geographic scholarship on resistance to resource extraction in Latin
America, in which several studies employ territory as a main analytical
lens. Territory is related to representational space, as it has more
recently been defined as the ‘totality of social relations historically
produced in a particular space and the meanings different groups have
assigned to it” (Avci and Fernandez-Salvador, 2016, p. 912). Laing
(2020) finds in her analysis of the Territorio Indigena y Parque Nacional
Isiboro-Sécure (TIPNIS) conflict in Bolivia, which concerned a road
project that would have facilitated hydrocarbon exploration in a na-
tional park and indigenous territory, that throughout the conflict
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between the national government and indigenous organisations, terri-
tory was ‘re-inscribed, re-worked and re-signified” (p. 36). She argues
that ‘contentious politics is used to confront hegemonic forms of terri-
torial power and control and open space for a plurality of alternative
understandings of territory’ (p. 29). Avci and Fernandez-Salvador
(2016) demonstrate how territorial claims are a central factor in
explaining the different trajectories of two mining conflicts in Ecuador.
Resource conflicts can be understood as opposing territorialising pro-
jects, and social movements opposing extractive activity often articulate
their opposition as a defence of territory (Avci and Fernandez-Salvador,
2016). In sum, territory is a main signifier through which actors ascribe
meaning to resource extraction, and it directly impacts their degree of
opposition.

Movement actors’ identities and their relation to space are unques-
tionably fundamental for action. These are useful concepts for grounded
and contextual analyses of the internal factors of resource conflicts, and
how local actors represent their resistance. To analyse the spatiality of
mobilising strategies, however, this article draws on approaches from
critical state theory. According to critical state theory, socio-political
struggles involving governments and political actors, as examined in
contentious politics literature, can also be reflected within the state
(Jessop, 2007, 2016). Critical state theory understands the state as a
‘presupposition, an arena and an outcome of continually changing social
relations’ (Brenner, 2004, p. 80) and a ‘contested and changing field of
discourses, policies and social relations’ (Kristoffersen and Young, 2010,
p. 578). The spatial dimensions of such a processual understanding of
the state are encompassed in the notions of state space and state spatial
strategy. A state space approach sees the state’s spatiality as ‘actively
produced and transformed’ (Brenner, 2004, p. 80) and state space has
been defined by Kristoffersen and Young as ‘both the institutional spaces
in which policy-making takes place, and the spatial strategies through
which the state seeks to reconcile conflicts over economic growth, social
justice and environmental protection’ (Kristoffersen and Young, 2010,
p. 578).

The article’s approach to contention is based on understanding
economic growth as one core function of the state (Hunold and Dryzek,
2005; Jessop, 1990), and an underlying driver of state spatial strategy,
which contributes to shape the spatiality of mobilisation. State spatial
strategy has been defined as ‘the indirect socio-spatial effects that flow
from apparently aspatial policies’ (Brenner, 2004, p. 80) and ‘the ca-
pacity of state institutions to influence the geographies of accumulation
and political struggle’ (Brenner, 2004, p. 91). According to Brenner
et al., socio-political actors’ actions are conditioned upon already
‘established, emerging or potential state spaces’ (2003, p. 10), and
evolving state space therefore shapes the ‘terrain of socio-political
struggle’ (2003, p. 11). Socio-political struggle at different scales also
has the potential to produce and modify state space, however, through
representations and articulations of space. Thus, there is also a repre-
sentational dimension to state space. Understanding state space as the
outcome of changing social relations and political practices implies that
state space is negotiated and articulated, as well as continually produced
and transformed, through a range of discursive and representational
strategies, by both state and non-state actors (Brenner et al., 2003, pp.
10-11). This dialectical proposition suggests first, that state space is one
important dimension of political opportunities for mobilising, and sec-
ond, that examining both historical processes for articulations and
production of state space, and previous processes of socio-political
mobilisation, can help explain current spatialities of mobilising
strategies.

Jessop (1990) discussed how the state apparatus is centred around
consolidating support and facilitating a hegemonic position for the state
accumulation strategy, defined as a ‘specific economic growth model’
(Jessop, 1990, p. 198). Jessop’s state accumulation strategy is developed
from Gramscian regulationist theory, focusing on the ‘extra-economic
preconditions and general strategy’ for the realisation of state accu-
mulation (Jessop, 1990, p. 198). It emerges when ‘a model of economic
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growth is linked to a framework of institutions and state policies that are
capable of reproducing it’ (Brenner, 2004, p. 84). The main strategy for
achieving economic growth and state revenues in both Ecuador and Peru
is the export of unprocessed commodities, and ‘justifying and
advancing’ extractive activity is a main policy objective (Arsel et al.,
2016, p. 881). This article therefore defines extractivism as an accu-
mulation strategy.

According to Gramsci, the capitalist state does not only rule through
coercion, but also through hegemony, in which the ruling classes’ norms
and values become ‘common sense’ (Gramsci, 2012). Gramsci’s hege-
mony is here operationalised by drawing on Gramscian-inspired ana-
lyses by Jessop (1990) and Valdivia (2008). Jessop argued that for a
state’s accumulation strategy to be accepted by the state’s population,
there is a need for a ‘flow of material concessions’ (1990, p. 161) —
concessions which are themselves dependent on promoting accumula-
tion. Within the state’s strategies for accumulation there is still room for
conflicts over policies, as long as they occur within an ‘acceptable
“policy paradigm” setting the parameters of public choice’ (Jessop,
1990, p. 161). This policy paradigm constitutes a space within which
‘conflicts over competing interests and demands can be negotiated
without threatening the overall project’ (Jessop, 1990, p. 210).

Valdivia (2008) introduced the term ‘rentist compromise’ to argue
that when a state becomes responsible for national development through
the use of ground rent, opposing extraction in itself would equal
opposing progress; by governing petroleum, the state therefore also
governs what is politically possible for citizens to opine. The ‘rentist
compromise’ can be understood as a policy paradigm whereby the un-
derlying conditions for economic growth through extraction are
accepted as common sense, but the conditions for extraction and the
distribution of benefits are subject to conflictual negotiation. In the case
of Ecuador in the 1990s and 2000s, this has meant that protest regarding
oil production has not concerned stopping production but, rather, the
conditions of production, including improved management and revenue
distribution (Valdivia, 2008). Perreault and Valdivia similarly argue, by
comparing mobilisation over hydrocarbon resources in Bolivia and
Ecuador, that the goal of opposing ‘hegemonic practices of hydrocarbon
governance’ is not to stop production or abolish state structures, but ‘to
intervene in the terms and intentions of such governance’ (2010, p.
697).

This goal changed with mobilisation over Yasuni-ITT, as will be
discussed below. The ‘rentist compromise’ does, however, suggest that it
is likely that the flow of material concessions and the policy paradigm
within which conflict can occur will shape mobilisation over oil, and
that the governing of oil — and the ways in which state accumulation
through oil is articulated and represented — has implications for mobi-
lisation over oil and the spatiality of mobilising strategies. If economic
growth through extractivism has a hegemonic position, then mobilising
will be over the negotiation of local and particularistic measures. If the
hegemonic position of extractivist accumulation is somewhat destabi-
lised, however, or decoupled from the oil project in question, then
mobilisation can potentially address oil extraction in itself and break
loose from its spatial specificity.

After analysing mobilisation regarding Yasuni-ITT and Block 192 as
geographical processes and highlighting how they constitute spatially
different strategies, this article identifies processes through which the
spatial dimensions of underlying state accumulation strategies shape the
terrain of struggle over oil in Ecuador and Peru. Where mobilisation can
take place, that is, at which geographical scale, is influenced by past
consolidation of state space and prior socio-political struggle. What can
be mobilised over is dependent on the degree to which economic growth
through extractivism has a hegemonic position.

Understanding state space as constituting the ‘terrain of socio-
political struggle’ but also as continually produced and transformed
through a range of discursive and representational strategies by both
state and non-state actors implies, as stated above, that explanations of
current features of state space can be found in historical and political
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processes and, consequently, sought in different points in time and
space. Finding such explanations can be facilitated by a process
approach to case studies, as was taken for this article. Unlike variable-
oriented approaches to causal relations, which aim to generate gener-
alised relations between variables, the process approach deals with
events and the processes that connect them, resulting in contextually
grounded findings and revealing processes and patterns to expand on
theory (Maxwell, 2004). This approach entails a flexible, abductive and
interpretive methodology, basically enabling the researcher to ‘follow
the inquiry’ (Bartlett and Vavrus, 2017, p. 120).

The oil projects examined were chosen for their similarity and
dissimilarity. They are geographically proximate to each other, and both
are located in mega-biodiverse areas of the Amazon, superimposed on
indigenous territories. They have both been the source of long-term
controversies in multiple parallel processes, as well as the subject of
mobilisation and conflict. They are, however, highly dissimilar in terms
of temporality, public reaction to oil extraction in the areas, and spati-
ality of mobilisation. To compare two cases that are similar (instances of
the same thing) and dissimilar (in timing and context) can be particu-
larly fruitful for theory development, as it entails a re-assessment of
what is taken for granted about a social phenomenon, enabling it to be
approached in a novel way and cast in a different light (Bartlett and
Vavrus, 2017). Comparing processes in two neighbouring countries, in
particular, is a way to establish which explanatory factors are central in
regard to differences in trajectories (Bebbington et al., 2019).

In practice, this approach entailed finding out as much about each
case as possible, with the aim of identifying patterns. This analysis relies
on peer-reviewed secondary sources and literature as well as a large
sample of news items from the online archives of the two largest dailies
of both countries. As major new developments occurred regarding Block
192 in 2015, the sample from Peru encompasses 487 articles from 2015
until mid-2018 from La Reptiblica and El Comercio. The sample from
Ecuador encompasses 317 articles from August 2013, when the Yasuni-
ITT Initiative was cancelled, until mid-2018 from EI Comercio and EI
Universo. These newspapers are not politically neutral, and I have been
careful not to use them for causal analysis but, rather, to understand the
context and timeline of events. This analysis was followed by semi-
structured interviews with key actors in the two countries.! The anal-
ysis is thus the result of both within-case analysis and across-case
comparison. The first of these involves an in-depth exploration of the
case, while the latter facilitates the identification of themes and re-
lationships between them (Ayres et al., 2003). Themes were finally
synthesised into an analysis of the causes of the differences in the
spatiality of oil mobilisation in Ecuador and Peru.

3. Spatiality of strategies
3.1. Block 192

Block 192 is Peru’s largest and oldest oilfield, located in the Northern
Peruvian Amazon next to the border with Ecuador. Operation
commenced in 1971 under its previous name, Block 1AB. It encompasses
an area totalling 4970 km?, with 118 oil wells currently active, and
produces approximately 11,000 barrels a day, which represents around
15 % of the total oil production in Peru (United Nations Development

! In Peru, this consisted of representatives from NGOs with experience
working with the indigenous communities in Block 192 (9), government offi-
cials directly involved in negotiations and policies related to Block 192 (7), one
representative from the oil sector, engaged academics (2), advisors to the
indigenous federations from Block 192 (3) and one leader of the indigenous
federations representing the communities within Block 192. The sample in
Ecuador consisted of former government officials who had worked directly with
the Yasuni-ITT Initiative (4), representatives from NGOs heavily involved in
contesting extraction (2), current government officials (2) and one academic.
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Programme [UNDP] Peru, 2018). The oilfield overlaps with the Cor-
rientes, Pastaza and Tigre river basins, where an indigenous population
of 45,000 Achuar, Kichwa and Quechua people live (Instituo del Bien
Comtn, 2016, as cited in Orta-Martinez et al., 2018). In 2015, the
operating contract with the transnational company Pluspetrol expired.
An international bidding round for new operators followed; however, it
concluded without any international company expressing interest (El
Comercio, 2015a). Fearing it would have to close down operations
completely, the national government resorted to direct negotiations
with three oil companies, which resulted in an interim contract with
Canadian oil company Pacific Rubiales (renamed Frontera Energy in
2017) (El Comercio, 2015b). The public oil company Petroperti assumed
ownership and production responsibilities in July 2021 (La Reptiblica,
2021). There is general agreement that the contract with Petropert and
an operating partner with a duration of thirty years will be the last
contract negotiated for Block 192, as the remaining reserves will most
likely have been extracted by then.

The unsuccessful bidding round in 2015 and fears of a complete end
to production led to considerable popular protest in Iquitos, the capital
of Loreto, Peru’s Amazon region where Block 192 is situated. The pro-
tests were instigated by the regional governor and his base organisa-
tions. They demanded that the national oil company, Petroperd, assume
production responsibilities, arguing that it might be able to do so
without expecting to discover new deposits and great future revenues,
unlike international companies. In August 2015, a 48-hour general
strike in Loreto, and a protest attended by 70,000 people in Iquitos, the
region’s capital, enabled these demands to be shifted upwards in scale.
Public ownership became the subject of debate in Congress, where a law
was ultimately passed allowing Petropert to assume ownership in a joint
venture partnership.

Parallel to regional protests calling for public ownership as a way to
ensure continued production, indigenous federations representing the
communities living inside Block 192 have developed mobilising strate-
gies that take advantage of the state’s hegemonic extractivist accumu-
lation strategy. Local indigenous federations have the capacity to easily
halt oil production through takeovers of oil installations. They have
demanded environmental remediation, health services, development
programmes and prior consultation. When these claims are not met, the
indigenous federations threaten to occupy oil infrastructure, shutting
down oil production. High-level government officials have tended to
travel to the area to negotiate when such threats are made, which has led
to a series of agreements between the government and the federations
regarding some (heavily delayed and partial) government services and
environmental remediation programmes (Bebbington and Scurrah,
2013; Guzman-Gallegos, 2017; Laastad, 2021; Orta-Martinez et al.,
2018).

3.2. Yasuni-ITT

Yasuni-ITT holds the largest oil deposits in Ecuador, totalling 850
million barrels, or 20 % of Ecuador’s reserves (Rival, 2010). These de-
posits are located within the Yasuni National Park, one of the most
biologically diverse areas on the planet (Bass et al., 2010). It is,
furthermore, part of the traditional territories of the Kichwa and
Waorani indigenous groups, and at least two indigenous groups living in
voluntary isolation, the Tagaeri and Taromenane. In 2007, Ecuador
offered to leave the oil in the ground indefinitely in return for interna-
tional compensation totalling half the expected foregone revenues,
equalling 3.6 billion USD (Larrea and Warnars, 2009). Former Ecua-
dorian President Rafael Correa cancelled the Yasuni-ITT Initiative in
August 2013, after a trust fund administered by the UNDP had only
received 116 million USD in pledges and only 13 million USD in actual
donations. The national oil company, Petroamazonas, began production
in Tiputini in 2016 and in Tambococha in 2018, while production in
Ishpingo is planned for 2022.

The decision to cancel the Yasuni-ITT Initiative caused nationwide
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protests (Coryat, 2015; Vidal, 2013), not least by the Yasunidos, a col-
lective formed immediately after the decision to cancel was made. The
Yasunidos consist mostly of disillusioned young people in urban areas
who had grown up hearing about Ecuador’s leading role internationally
in keeping oil in the ground for the benefit of the planet. The Ecuadorian
Constitution states that a referendum can be invoked on any issue, if
signatures totalling 5 % of the electorate, equalling 583,324 signatures
in 2013, were collected. In the months following the cancellation of the
initiative, the Yasunidos collected over 757,623 signatures for a national
referendum on leaving the oil in the ground in the ITT oilfields. Of these,
the National Electoral Council disqualified 350,000, a decision that has
been widely disputed. The number of signatures points towards the large
degree of public support for non-extraction at the national level. The
Yasunidos have continued to challenge the National Electoral Council’s
decision through legal and institutional means, a process which con-
tinues to be covered in the national media (e.g., El Universo, 2014, 2018,
2019, 2020).

Another factor suggesting the oilfield is a matter of national impor-
tance is how it has continued to be utilised politically. It was brought up
in a presidential debate in 2021 (El Comercio, 2021) and in a national
referendum in 2018, instigated by Correa’s successor, Lenin Moreno,
with the clear political purpose of distancing himself from his prede-
cessor. Citizens were asked whether they would agree to increase an
untouchable zone which surrounded the area of oil exploitation, in order
to protect the indigenous groups in voluntary isolation, thus reducing
the area of oil exploitation. Although 67.5 % voted in favour, and the
untouchable zone has indeed been expanded, the government has
allowed oil platforms to be built in the untouchable zone’s buffer zone,
in effect increasing the area in which oil extraction is permitted
(Narvaez et al., 2019).

Within environmentally concerned elements of civil society, the
discursive emphasis of opposition to extraction has changed. The initial
government outreach to the international community emphasised
climate change and a novel supply-side carbon emission mitigation
measure. When the initiative was cancelled, Yasuni-ITT evolved from a
global proposal which positioned the Yasuni as an international space
whose protection has planetary consequences to a national-level space.
The focus is now on the country’s responsibility for peoples living in
voluntary isolation, particularly as operation in Ishpingo is set to
commence. Ishpingo is particularly contentious, because it is not only
the field with by far the largest oil reserves, but also the territory in
which the uncontacted tribes live, overlapping the untouchable zone, in
which extraction activities are vetoed, and its buffer zone. Two Ministers
of the Environment have resigned upon being required to sign off on the
final permit to exploit the area (Tarsicio Granizo, former Minister of the
Environment, interview with author, December 2018).

4. Historical Consolidation of Amazonian State Space

This section uses the above cases to demonstrate the space-making
outcomes of state accumulation strategy, and how this constitutes the
present terrain of struggle shaping the spatiality of mobilising strategies.
It does so by examining how the Amazon areas have been incorporated
into Ecuadorian and Peruvian state space through an extractivist state
spatial strategy, and it argues that this state spatial strategy has
continued to condition the present terrain of struggle regarding oil
extraction.

Historical studies help us understand how the incorporation of the
Amazon into national state space in Ecuador and Peru has been condi-
tioned by colonial and capitalist expansion. There have been three
military border conflicts between Ecuador and Peru over Amazonian
areas, and these areas were the last to be incorporated into national
territory. Their incorporation into national state space is therefore of
sentimental importance in patriotic understandings of the country
(Esvertit Cobes, 2001), but it has nonetheless remained marginalised
and peripheral. Grillo and Sharon (2012) argue that in Peru, the
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Amazon-as-space was quickly made part of the national territory
through resource extraction and internal colonisation, but the
Amazonian-as-subject was left out of national debates: being Amazonian
constituted a continued marginalised identity. The Amazon has simul-
taneously been deemed empty (or with only dispersed indigenous
communities spread over a vast area) and imagined as full of underu-
tilised natural riches available ‘to fuel the nation’s growth’ (Grillo and
Sharon, 2012, p. 126). In Ecuador, the Amazon has similarly been rep-
resented as both terra nullius, or no man’s land, (Potes, 2018, p. 171),
and ‘a land of superabundant natural wealth’ (Wilson and Bayon, 2017,
p. 57). Internal colonisation was encouraged, and in 19th - and 20th-cen-
tury Ecuador, spatial imaginaries such as a ‘promised land’ full of nat-
ural riches were used (Esvertit Cobes, 2001). In Peru, President
Fernando Belatinde encouraged small-scale farmers to colonise the
Amazon in the 1960 s by evoking the Amazon as ‘a land without men for
men without land’ (Espinosa, 2009, p. 143, author’s translation).

The colonial spatial imaginary of the Amazon in both countries has
been coupled with an extractivist state spatial strategy. State space is
melded into geographies of capital, and in the case of Ecuador and Peru,
their position in the international economy as resource exporters im-
pacts state strategies to ensure economic growth. The Amazon has been
subject to an influx of economic activities caused by different resource
booms, such as natural rubber, timber and oil. State strategy for the
Amazon has been one of facilitating private extractive industries, with
enormous detrimental socio-environmental effects for local populations.
Dean (2002) argues that state presence has been contingent on interests
emanating from beyond the Amazon, suggesting that ‘state intervention
in Amazonia has often followed on the heels of particularly brutal en-
trepreneurs’ and that extractive projects and missionaries have
substituted a state presence in the Peruvian Amazon (p. 201). Similarly,
Sevilla (2013) argues that in Ecuador, the Amazonian areas were
‘nationalised’ and controlled through missions, whose function was to
convert ‘tribes of savages’. States’ accumulation strategy has been to
accumulate by dispossession (Harvey, 2004) by proxy.

Qil was first discovered in the Peruvian Amazon in 1939 (Chavez-
Rodriguez et al., 2015). In Ecuador, massive oil deposit discoveries were
made in its Northern Amazon in 1967 by the Texaco-Gulf consortium,
and production started in 1972 (Gerlach, 2003). This development led
Peru to take a renewed interest in the Amazon, and there was a major
push for oil exploration in the area in the 1970s in both countries. This
period has been named the “first oil exploration boom’ (Finer and Orta-
Martinez, 2010). A second hydrocarbon exploration boom occurred
from the early 2000s, triggered by high international oil prices due to
sustained demand from China and other emerging economies, as well as
a concern about the approach of peak oil (Bridge, 2010; Finer and Orta-
Martinez, 2010). Both Ecuador and Peru had, by then, passed legislation
to encourage foreign direct investment and exploration activity in the
hydrocarbon sector, with the aim of increasing production. High prices
meant that even remote areas with low-quality heavy crude oil were
deemed financially feasible to operate, expanding the extractive frontier
(Orta-Martinez and Finer, 2010). In 2008, 72 % of the Peruvian Amazon
had been zoned for hydrocarbon activities, permitting the government
to lease it to companies for exploration and production; in Ecuador, this
was about 65 % (Finer et al., 2008). The extent of zoning for hydro-
carbon activities demonstrates how state spatial strategy regarding the
Amazon in both Ecuador and Peru continues to be founded on state
accumulation.

Ecuador and Peru have similar histories of internal colonisation of
their Amazon areas, state strategy facilitating accumulation by dispos-
session, and oil extraction. There is, however, a great difference in the
relative economic importance of oil in the two countries. Oil is Ecuador’s
main export article, totalling 34.6 % of total export earnings in 2019,
equalling 7,731 million USD (Banco Central del Ecuador, 2020). Peru’s
total oil export is worth 2,997 million USD, approximately a fourth to
that of Ecuador, which, due to a much larger economy, totals only 6 %
(Instituto Nacional de Estadistica e Informatica [INEI], 2020). Ecuador
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also has the largest estimated crude oil reserves of the two: 8.3 billion
barrels in 2019, compared to Peru’s 1.2 billion barrels (US Energy In-
formation Administration [EIA], 2020). Peru is actually a net importer
of oil (EIA, 2020). While the national economic importance of oil
extraction in the Amazon is well known in Ecuador and a topic which
can gain national attention and traction, oil extraction in the Peruvian
Amazon is not as important for Peru’s economic development. Mining,
predominantly of gold and copper, is far more important (INEL, 2020).

5. Prior socio-political struggle

In both Ecuador and Peru, the Amazon has been incorporated into
state space as spaces of extractive accumulation. The Amazon has, of
course, never been empty land; rather, it has been populated with
dispersed indigenous groups, who have been dispossessed by a state
accumulation strategy favouring private extractive industries. This
dispossession constitutes the present terrain of struggle. Indigenous and
environmental movements in both countries mobilise over the negative
socio-environmental consequences of the extractive accumulation stra-
tegies taking place in the Amazon.

As established above, evolving state space shapes the ‘terrain of
socio-political struggle’, but socio-political struggle at different scales
also produces and modifies state space through its representation and
articulation of space (Brenner et al., 2003). This dialectical proposition
suggests that examining historical processes for the articulation and
production of state space, as well as previous processes of socio-political
contention, can help explain current spatialities of mobilising strategies.
This section outlines the distinct histories of indigenous mobilisation in
Ecuador and Peru. It analyses how their mobilisation is both conditioned
upon existing state space and, potentially, re-maps that space, as well as
the terrains of struggle over oil extraction.

As discussed below, the indigenous movements in Ecuador and Peru
are highly different due to their historical and political backgrounds.
Part of the explanation for their differing political space for contestation
lies in geographies of state space. Peru is marked by a more profound
regionalism, which is partly why indigenous groups there have not been
able to establish a national organisation with political influence. The
highly centralised state power in Lima limits access and participation, as
does the geographical isolation of Amazonian indigenous groups (Dean,
2002). Peru’s territory is 4.5 times the size of Ecuador’s, and the
Ecuadorian Amazon is closer to the capital city and better connected by
roads than is the case in Peru.

The Ecuadorian indigenous movement is considered to be the most
organised and institutionalised in Latin America (Bull, 2013; Macdon-
ald, Jr., 2002). CONALIE, the Confederation of Indigenous Nationalities
of Ecuador, organises indigenous people from the coast, the highlands
and the rainforest. While the majority of the indigenous population in
Ecuador is Andean, indigenous organising grew out of Amazonian
groups, who were the first to organise ethnically in the 1960 s in reaction
to the state spatial strategy of internal colonisation and its consequences
for their territories and livelihoods. Several of CONAIE’s leaders have
been Amazonian, and Amazonian indigenous struggle has been impor-
tant in shaping CONAIE’s strategy (Macdonald, Jr., 2002).

Highland, coastal and lowland ethnic groups all consider themselves
to be indigenous in Ecuador, and they make up a significant portion of
the total population, although the exact percentage depends on which
source is cited (Gerlach, 2003). CONAIE is a consistent and powerful
political actor at the national scale, as it has repeatedly mobilised its
base groups to organise reoccurring contentious actions, including
marches, uprisings, roadblocks, strikes and protests. Since the 1990 s,
the Confederation has made demands that go beyond strictly ‘indige-
nous’ issues in the traditional sense, joining labour unions and envi-
ronmental and other national organisations to protest government
policies such as austerity measures. As CONAIE has been critical towards
unpopular government measures, it has had strong public support
(Macdonald, Jr., 2002). Its marches into Quito have been joined by
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many social groups and coincided with general strikes. Macdonald Jr.
(2002) argues that by drawing away from single-issue and short-term
action, CONAIE has attempted to become part of Ecuadorian society
and influence it politically in a plurinational direction, rather than
sustain the dichotomy between national and indigenous society.

Synergies and joint objectives have arisen between the indigenous
movement and environmental organisations in Ecuador, not least
regarding oil extraction in the Amazon. The campaign Amazonia por la
Vida (‘Amazon for life’), initiated in 1989, united several groups with
the aim of spreading knowledge about the disastrous consequences of oil
extraction in the Amazon, positioning the Amazon in the national con-
sciousness. Oil production had not been heavily criticised until that
point, having been seen solely as a source of national economic
development.

Perhaps the most important propeller for national, and international,
attention to the detrimental consequences of oil extraction in the
Amazon is Ecuador’s most famous lawsuit, which was brought against
Texaco, later Chevron, by 30,000 local inhabitants who had been
affected by large-scale pollution including oil spills and dumping of toxic
wastewater. This lawsuit was the beginning of a drawn-out judicial
process in several countries, with the most recent ruling in the Hague in
2018, and alleged corruption on both sides. It has nonetheless been
framed as a David vs Goliath-like struggle, positioning local populations
of a developing country against a large international corporation, a
framing that the Ecuadorian state has also embraced (Lalander, 2016;
Lewis, 2016).

This brief account of the recent history of indigenous and environ-
mental organising in Ecuador demonstrates how the Ecuadorian indig-
enous movement has built up political power through contentious
actions which have served as extra-governmental vetoes on government
policy, and has joined forces with the environmental movement to
highlight and fight against the detrimental socio-environmental effects
of oil extraction in the Amazon. Through these actions, the terrain of
struggle has been changed so that issues of oil extraction in the Amazon
have the potential to be positioned at the national level, rather than
being spatially confined and linked to territory.

No similar organised alliances have emerged between highland and
Amazonian indigenous in Peru. Historical processes of assimilation have
led Andean Quechua-speakers to self-identify as campesinos, small-scale
farmers, a socio-economic rather than ethnic identity (Merino, 2019),
and common ground has not been established between different
regional groups. Amazonian indigenous groups have organised into two
organisations, AIDESEP (the Interethnic Association for the Develop-
ment of the Peruvian Rainforest) and CONAP (the Confederation of
Amazonian Nationalities of Peru), both established in the 1980s and
both claiming to be the ‘sole legitimate and authoritative voice of all
indigenous peoples’ (Dean, 2002, p. 216). This dispersion of organising
power is clearly detrimental to their potential for contention at the na-
tional level, and their political power remains relatively weak (Dean,
2002).

Indigenous mobilisation in Peru is territory- and issue-based. AIDE-
SEP and CONAP have focused on issues such as protecting indigenous
territories and intercultural education. Professionals within law, public
relations and advocacy work in Lima, and increasingly NGOs (such as
Cooperaccion, Oxfam and Perii Equidad) have ‘accompanied’ local
indigenous federations and provided professional assistance for their
claims of free, prior and informed consent, as well as socio-
environmental remediation, as in the case of Block 192. The tighter
relations between indigenous federations and Lima-based NGOs have
meant a professionalisation of media strategies and advocacy work, but
within the parameters of pre-existing terrains of struggle.

6. Hegemonic position of accumulation strategy

If extractivism has a hegemonic position, then, according to Jessop’s
(1990) ‘policy paradigm’ and Valdivia’s (2008) ‘rentist compromise’,
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mobilising will concern the terms and conditions of economic activity.
Hence, mobilisation will not destabilise the hegemonic position of the
accumulation strategy itself but, rather, maintain it through material
concessions. In research interviews carried out by the author regarding
extraction and mobilisation over oil in Block 192, interview partners
emphasised that in Peru, in general, people have interiorised the idea
that development depends on the exploitation of natural resources; there
is no way around this situation. Development equals economic growth,
achieved through extractivism. The national political debate is subse-
quently in favour of natural resource exploitation, and Block 192 is one
of many extraction sites. Mobilising actors in Block 192 also discursively
connect oil extraction and development; indigenous leaders have stated
repeatedly that they are not against oil production, as they are not
against development (author, 2021).

What local indigenous federations do demand, however, are material
concessions from the state, both in terms of socio-environmental reme-
diation of five decades of local contamination, and public services at that
particular oilfield. Local mobilisation over oil thus aims to shape state
spatial strategy in a way that would provide more state attention locally,
and mobilising actors engage in militant particularism (Harvey and
Williams, 1995). Contention regarding Block 192 therefore does not
challenge an extractivist development model; instead, local mobilising
actors take advantage of the hegemonic position of the extractivist
accumulation strategy to develop bargaining power through their po-
tential ability to impact production by taking direct action. When the
local indigenous federations have threatened to occupy or occupied oil
installations, high-ranking government officials have offered to nego-
tiate with them over their demands. Consequently, a major concern for
all actors involved is what will happen when the oil runs out. With the
state losing its economic interests in the area, the local communities will
lose their disruptive power, and state presence will evaporate. The case
of Block 192 therefore also demonstrates how state spatial strategy, i.e.
the state’s capacity to influence geographies of accumulation, contrib-
utes to shape the terrains of socio-political struggle over oil.

In addition to local mobilisation over the consequences of oil locally,
the strong regional mobilisation to demand the nationalisation of pro-
duction in 2015 can be explained by the proposition that the state is
ensuring ongoing acceptance of the accumulation strategy through ‘a
flow of material concessions’ (Jessop, 1990, p. 161). A clear example of
state spatial strategy to ensure accumulation through material conces-
sions, privileging certain spaces in a way which is conditioned upon
continued resource extraction in Peru, is the canon. The canon is a spe-
cific tax under which a certain amount of revenue from oil or mining is
directly transferred to regional and local governments. This system for
local development engenders a strong dependence on extractive activ-
ity, and the regional government of Loreto is heavily dependent on the
canon. The fear of a complete end to production in Block 192, and the
resulting effects on the canon, resulted in considerable popular protests
across the region.

With changing discourses and representations regarding economic
growth and accumulation strategies, however, mobilisation may be
directed at oil extraction in itself and be removed from its spatial
specificity. The spatiality of mobilisation after the cancellation of the
Yasuni-ITT Initiative must be seen in relation to the struggles between
different interests within the Ecuadorian state. If we understand the
state as a ‘contested and changing field of discourses, policies and social
relations’ (Kristoffersen and Young, 2010, p. 578), then this was seen in
Ecuador when left-leaning candidate Rafael Correa won the presidency
in 2006. His political platform, Alianza PAIS (‘country alliance’, but also
the acronym of ‘proud and sovereign fatherland’ in Spanish), was
originally a broad platform consisting of indigenous, environmentalist,
statist and developmentalist voices (Novo, 2014). Correa’s political
project, the Citizens’ Revolution, therefore initially implied a state
which was more open to environmental and indigenous interests, and
persons central to the environmental movement in Ecuador were given
political and administrative positions in the state apparatus.
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As part of its political project, the Correa government established a
new development model based on the indigenous notion of Buen Vivir.
There is no one definition of this term, but it is often suggested that it
concerns ‘living well and in harmony with nature’, in contrast to always
living better (Lalander, 2016; Radcliffe, 2012). Radcliffe (2012) argues
that Buen Vivir has been formulated to be in discursive opposition to
‘Western” and neoliberal development and that it is presented as a
paradigm unique and appropriate to Ecuador. Acosta (2009), Escobar
(2010) and others argued that this constituted an ontological shift from
the hegemonic understanding of development as economic growth to
understanding the economy as subordinate to ecological criteria.

To carry out Buen Vivir in practice, propositions such as changing the
production matrix and using oil revenues to move away from oil de-
pendency were launched. Alternative revenue sources, such as bio-
prospecting and tourism, were also emphasised through the state proj-
ect of bio-socialism (Wilson and Bayon, 2017). This project’s main idea
was to use oil revenues to diversify the economy, through investments in
strategic sectors such as those mentioned above. Such investments have,
however, not materialised or have only partially materialised (Wilson
and Bayon, 2017). The idea of living well and in harmony with nature,
instead of relying on economic growth through extraction and export of
natural resources, has mostly remained on a conceptual level. The need
for immediate revenues to expand government services in Ecuador has
actually entailed an increase in hydrocarbon and mining activities (Arsel
et al., 2016; Bebbington and Humphreys Bebbington, 2011; Lalander,
2016).

Despite the lack of real change to the state accumulation strategy in
Ecuador, these developments nonetheless constituted a partial desta-
bilising of the hegemonic project of the extractivist accumulation
strategy, for a period of time. Oil extraction in highly socially and bio-
logically diverse areas as an inevitable accumulation strategy was open
for discussion, and the country’s biodiversity was given a leading role in
new political strategies. The proposal for the Yasuni-ITT Initiative — to
leave the oil in the ground in return for international compensation —
stemmed from civil society, but it was adopted and instigated by the
Correa government as a concrete policy measure within the Buen Vivir
framework in 2007 (Larrea and Warnars, 2009). The Yasuni came to
occupy a central position in Ecuador’s state space, as a national space
with a non-existent regional and local scaling. It became detached from
its physical surroundings and lifted up to become a signifier central to
national politics in Ecuador. This state spatial strategy has created a
different imaginary of the Yasuni to those of other areas of the Ecua-
dorian Amazon, such as the adjacent Cuyabeno National Park, which,
although better connected and easier to reach than the Yasuni, with
similar high levels of biodiversity and oil extraction, has not received the
same attention.”

This de-coupling of the Yasuni-ITT oilfield, specifically, from state
discourses on development through an extractivist accumulation strat-
egy has had implications for mobilisation. Mobilisation has not occurred
within the policy paradigm of the hegemonic accumulation strategy,
where policies and conditions over economic activities can be negoti-
ated. Mobilisation addressed non-extraction by actors at the national
level who were not directly affected by the consequences of oil, and
mobilisation was not related to territory.

7. Concluding Discussion

This article has examined the interlinkages between state spatial
strategies to ensure extractive accumulation and the spatiality of
mobilising strategies over the two most politicised oilfields in Ecuador
and Peru. Geographically, these oilfields are situated a mere 100 km
apart, but the geographies of contention regarding oil production in the
two fields are opposite: mobilisation has been local, linked to territory

2 I thank an anonymous reviewer for raising this point.
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and regarding the terms and conditions of extraction in Block 192 in
Peru. In contrast, mobilisation has been national, removed from its
spatial embeddedness and aimed at oil extraction per se in the case of
Yasuni-ITT in Ecuador. This empirical observation led to an examination
of context. Based on a large sample of news items and semi-structured
interviews with key actors in both countries, as well as a back-and-
forth process between different theoretical approaches and data, this
article argues that approaches from critical state theory can be applied
to explain the spatiality of mobilising strategies, demonstrating new
ways in which this theory is of relevance to different contexts.

The article finds that the historical processes of incorporating the
Amazon into national state space as space for extractive accumulation,
on the one hand, and mobilisation over the consequences of this, on the
other, have shaped the present terrain of socio-environmental struggle
in a dialectic fashion. The Amazon areas of both countries have been
subject to historical space-making processes which represent them as
peripheral and distant, and sites for extractive accumulation. The
indigenous and environmental movements in Ecuador have, through
decades of mobilising, enabled a national positioning of the detrimental
socio-environmental consequences of oil extraction in the Amazon. In
Peru, a more dispersed indigenous movement has not been able to push
a broad agenda into the national political arena. The general attention to
oil extraction in the Amazon is also higher in Ecuador due to the relative
economic importance of the oil industry there.

According to Jessop (1990) and Hunold and Dryzek (2005), ensuring
economic growth is a core imperative for the state. If the state accu-
mulation strategy holds a hegemonic position that is accepted by the
population through material concessions and a ‘rentist compromise’,
whereby the state through its management of natural resources is seen as
able to ensure development, then there is still room for protest over the
management and conditions of resource extraction. This notion can
explain the local and regional protests in Peru, which have addressed the
management of oil production in Block 192, socio-environmental
remediation, and the terms and conditions for continued extraction.
Ending oil production in the oilfield is not a desired outcome for any
party. In the particular case of Yasuni-ITT, there was a discursive
decoupling of the oilfield from the state accumulation strategy through
the government-led Yasuni-ITT Initiative to leave the oil in the ground in
return for international compensation. Through this initiative, the
Yasuni was represented as unique on a planetary scale and as a space to
be protected. When the initiative was cancelled, mobilisation could
address non-extraction, rather than the terms and conditions of pro-
duction. Mobilisation occurred nationally, involving people who would
not be directly affected, and it did not have a local origin.

Perreault and Valdivia (2010) argued that to ‘understand hydrocar-
bon conflicts and their outcomes we must be attentive to their spatial-
ities, the role of situated memories of territory and nation, and to the
political economies that structure resource access’. Previous studies
have emphasised contained notions of space, such as social movement
actors’ spatial representations, and how surrounding space mediates
mobilisation, as main factors shaping the spatiality of contentious pol-
itics. Tarrow argued that ‘most opportunities and constraints are situa-
tional’ (p. 77) and, this article would argue, also dependent on the
production and transformation of state space. This article follows up on
Perreault and Valdivia’s assertion through analysing how the governing
of accumulation through oil and evolving state spatial strategies to
ensure economic growth through extractivism, have implications for
mobilisation over oil and the spatiality of mobilising strategies.

In their analysis, Perreault and Valdivia (2010) analysed how
nationalist discourse and imaginaries have been an essential part of
hydrocarbon struggles in the case of Ecuador and Bolivia, and argued
that ‘hydrocarbons and their governance shape meanings of the spaces
and times of the nation state’ (p. 697), as through these struggles
‘imaginative geographies of the nation and its hydrocarbon resources’
(p. 689) have been produced. The analysis presented here regarding oil
struggles in Ecuador and Peru and how state spatial strategies contribute
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to shape their spatiality demonstrate that the opposite is also the case:
the spaces and times of the nation state contributes to shape hydrocar-
bon struggles.

The cases analysed here demonstrate how historical state spatial
strategies to ensure accumulation, mobilisation over the consequences
of these, and the way in which the extractive project in question fits into
a hegemonic accumulation strategy shape mobilisation over oil. The
connections between state spatial strategies to ensure economic growth
and the spatiality of mobilising strategies could probably be expressed
through different mechanisms than those detailed here, which are case-
specific. This article nonetheless makes the case for a cross-fertilisation
of critical state theory with contentious politics studies and connects the
two main strands of literature on contentious resource extraction in
Latin America, namely those on local-scale resistance and states’
extractivism. These tentative connections could be further explored
through both in-depth studies of singular processes and variable-based
comparative case studies. The findings of this article may moreover
inform current debates on supply-side climate policy, as they demon-
strate the importance of understanding historical factors to gain a fuller
understanding of civil society’s present room for manoeuvre to push for
controlling and phasing out oil production as a realistic climate mea-
sure, both within the state and as a challenge from outside the state.

Declaration of Competing Interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence
the work reported in this paper.

Acknowledgements

I wish to extend my gratitude to interview partners in Ecuador and
Peru for sharing their knowledge and opinions, and to the Centro de
Investigacion en Geografia Aplicada (CIGA) at the Pontificia Uni-
versidad Catdlica del Pert and FLACSO Ecuador for generously
providing office spaces in autumn 2018. I am also grateful to Jemima
Garcia-Godos, Berit Kristoffersen and Kristian Stokke for valuable
feedback. Helpful input on draft versions from Arminé Bagiyan, Laura
Fiihrer, Stine Hesstvedt, Anne Heyerdahl, Erlend Langgrgen, Milda
Nordbg Rosenberg and Marcin Sliwa is also much appreciated. Any er-
rors or misunderstandings are of course my own.

References

Acosta, A., 2009. El Buen Vivir, una oportunidad por Construir. Ecuador Debate 75,
33-48.

Acuna, R.M., 2015. The politics of extractive governance: Indigenous peoples and socio-
environmental conflicts. Extractive Ind. Soc. 2 (1), 85-92. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.exis.2014.11.007.

Andreucci, D., Radhuber, .M., 2017. Limits to “counter-neoliberal” reform: Mining
expansion and the marginalisation of post-extractivist forces in Evo Morales’s
Bolivia. Geoforum 84, 280-291. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2015.09.002.

Arsel, M., Hogenboom, B., Pellegrini, L., 2016. The extractive imperative in Latin
America. Extractive Ind. Soc. 3 (4), 880-887. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
exis.2016.10.014.

Avci, D., 2017. Mining conflicts and transformative politics: A comparison of Intag
(Ecuador) and Mount Ida (Turkey) environmental struggles. Geoforum 84, 316-325.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2015.07.013.

Avel, D., Fernandez-Salvador, C., 2016. Territorial dynamics and local resistance: Two
mining conflicts in Ecuador compared. Extractive Ind. Soc. 3 (4), 912-921. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2016.10.007.

Ayres, L., Kavanaugh, K., Knafl, K.A., 2003. Within-Case and Across-Case Approaches to
Qualitative Data Analysis. Qual. Health Res. 13 (6), 871-883.

Banco Central del Ecuador, 2020. Informacién Estadistica Mensual. Retrieved 24 August
2020, from Informacion Estadistica Mensual website: https://contenido.bce.fin.ec/
homel/estadisticas/bolmensual/IEMensual.jsp.

Bartlett, L., Vavrus, F.K., 2017. Rethinking case study research: A comparative approach.
Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group, New York.

Bass, M.S., Finer, M., Jenkins, C.N., Kreft, H., Cisneros-Heredia, D.F., McCracken, S.F.,
Kunz, T.H., 2010. Global Conservation Significance of Ecuador’s Yasuni National
Park. PLoS ONE 5 (1), e8767.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2014.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2014.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2015.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2016.10.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2016.10.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2015.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2016.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2016.10.007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0050

S.G. Laastad

Bebbington, A., 2012. Underground political ecologies: The second Annual Lecture of the
Cultural and Political Ecology Specialty Group of the Association of American
Geographers. Geoforum 43 (6), 1152-1162. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
geoforum.2012.05.011.

Bebbington, A., Bury, J., 2013. Political Ecologies of the Subsoil. In: Bebbington, A.,
Bury, J. (Eds.), Subterranean Struggles: New Dynamics of Mining, Oil and Gas in
Latin America. University of Texas Press, Austin, pp. 1-25.

Bebbington, A., Fash, B., Rogan, J., 2019. Socio-environmental Conflict, Political
Settlements, and Mining Governance: A Cross-Border Comparison, El Salvador and
Honduras. Latin American Perspect. 46 (2), 84-106. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0094582X18813567.

Bebbington, A., Humphreys Bebbington, D., 2011. An Andean Avatar: Post-Neoliberal
and Neoliberal Strategies for Securing the Unobtainable. New Political Economy 16
(1), 131-145. https://doi.org/10.1080/13563461003789803.

Bebbington, A., Scurrah, M., 2013. Hydrocarbon Conflicts and Indigenous Peoples in the
Peruvian Amazon: Mobilization and Negotiation along the Rio Corrientes. In:
Bebbington, A., Bury, J. (Eds.), Subterranean Struggles: New Dynamics of Mining,
Oil, and Gas in Latin America. University of Texas Press, Austin.

Benford, R.D., Snow, D.A., 2000. Framing Processes and Social Movements: An Overview
and Assessment. Annual Review of Sociology 26 (2000), 611-639.

Brenner, N., 2004. New state spaces: Urban governance and the rescaling of statehood.
Oxford University Press, Oxford New York.

Brenner, N., Jessop, B., Jones, M., Macleod, G., 2003. Introduction. In: Brenner, N.,
Jessop, B., Jones, M., Macleod, G. (Eds.), StAte/spAce: A ReAder. Blackwell Pub,
Malden, MA.

Bridge, G., 2010. Geographies of peak oil: The other carbon problem. Geoforum 41 (4),
523-530. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2010.06.002.

Bridge, G., Bouzarovski, S., Bradshaw, M., Eyre, N., 2013. Geographies of energy
transition: Space, place and the low-carbon economy. Energy Policy 53, 331-340.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2012.10.066.

Brown, B., Spiegel, S.J., 2017. Resisting coal: Hydrocarbon politics and assemblages of
protest in the UK and Indonesia. Geoforum 85, 101-111. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
geoforum.2017.07.015.

Bull, B., 2013. Social Movements and the ‘Pink Tide’ Governments in Latin America:
Transformation, Inclusion and Rejection. In: Stokke, K., Tornquist, O. (Eds.),
Democratization in The Global South: The Importance of Transformative Politics
(Palgrave Macmillan. Basilstoke, pp. 75-99.

Cezne, E., 2019. Forging transnational ties from below: Challenging the Brazilian mining
giant Vale S.A. across the South Atlantic. Extractive Ind. Soc. 6 (4), 1174-1183.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2019.10.007.

Chavez-Rodriguez, M.F., Szklo, A., Pereira de Lucena, A.F., 2015. Analysis of Past and
Future Oil Production in Peru under a Hubbert approach. Energy Policy 77,
140-151.

Conde, M., 2017. Resistance to Mining. A Review. Ecol. Econ. 132, 80-90. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2016.08.025.

Coryat, D., 2015. Extractive Politics, Media Power, and New Waves of Resistance Againt
Oil Drilling in the Ecuadorian Amazon: The Case of Yasunidos. International Journal
of Communication 9.

Crossley, N., 2002. Repertoires, frames and cycles. In Making Sense of Social Movements,
Buckingham, pp. 127-148.

Dean, B., 2002. State Power and Indigenous Peoples in Peruvian Amazonia: A Lost
Decade 1990-2000. In: Maybury-Lewis, D. (Ed.), The Politics of Ethnicity:
Indigenous Peoples in Latin American States. Harvard University Press, Cambridge,
MA.

Dukpa, R.D., Joshi, D., Boelens, R., 2018. Hydropower development and the meaning of
place. Multi-ethnic hydropower struggles in Sikkim, India. Geoforum 89, 60-72.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2018.01.006.

EIA, 2020. International—U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA): Petroleum and
Other Liquids: Annual crude and lease condensate reserves. Retrieved 25 August
2020, from https://www.eia.gov/international/data/world/petroleum-and-other-
liquids/annual-crude-and-lease-condensate-reserves? pd=5&p=000000000
0000000000008&u=0&f=A&v=mapbubble&a=-&i=none&vo=value&&t=C&g=
00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000001 &1=249-ruvvvvviv
tvnvvlvrvvvvivvvvvvfvvvou20evvvvvvvyvvnvvvs0008&s=315532800000&e=
1577836800000.

El Comercio, 2015a. Las lecciones que dej6 el fracaso de la subasta del lote 192.
Retrieved 9 July 2021, from https://elcomercio.pe/signwall/?
outputType=subscriptions&signwallHard=1.

El Comercio, 2015b, August 21. Pacific Stratus Energy es el nuevo operador del lote 192.
Retrieved 9 July 2021, from El Comercio Perti website: https://elcomercio.pe/
economia/peru/pacific-stratus-energy-nuevo-operador-lote-192-196649-noticia/.

El Comercio, 2021. Debate Presidencial: Andrés Arauz y Guillermo Lasso se confrontaron
en cadena nacional este 21 de marzo. Retrieved 9 July 2021, from El Comercio
website: https://www.elcomercio.com/actualidad/debate-andres-arauz-guillermo-
lasso.html.

El Universo, 2014, June 29. Dos pedidos mas a la CIDH por caso Yasuni. Retrieved 9 July
2021, from El Universo website: https://www.eluniverso.com/noticias/2014/06/
29/nota/3161946/dos-pedidos-mas-cidh-caso-yasuni.

El Universo. (2018, October 4). YASunidos busca reactivar propuesta ITT de consulta
popular. Retrieved 9 July 2021, from https://www.eluniverso.com/noticias/2018/
10/04/nota/6984689/yasunidos-busca-reactivar-propuesta-itt-consulta-popular.

El Universo, 2019, November 21. Organizaciéon YASunidos acude a TCE para que se
repare sus derechos por consulta popular. Retrieved 9 July 2021, from El Universo
website: https://www.eluniverso.com/noticias/2019/11/21/nota/7614545/
organizacion-yasunidos-acude-tce-que-se-repare-sus-derechos.

20

Geoforum 137 (2022) 12-21

El Universo, 2020, December 8. Corte Constitucional tramitard una accién de proteccién
planteada por el colectivo YASunidos. Retrieved 9 July 2021, from El Universo
website: https://www.eluniverso.com/noticias/2020/12/07/nota/8075344/yasuni-
itt-corte-constitucional-yasunidos-consulta-popular.

Engels, B., 2018. Nothing will be as before: Shifting political opportunity structures in
protests against gold mining in Burkina Faso. Extractive Ind. Soc. 5 (2), 354-362.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.01.001.

Escobar, A., 2010. LATIN AMERICA AT A CROSSROADS: Alternative modernizations,
post-liberalism, or post-development? Cultural Stud. 24 (1), 1-65. https://doi.org/
10.1080/09502380903424208.

Espinosa, 0., 2009. (Salvajes opuestos al progreso?: Aproximaciones historicas y
antropoldgicas a las movilizaciones indigenas en la Amazonia peruana.
Anthropologica Del Departamento De Ciencias Sociales 27 (27), 123-168.

Esvertit Cobes, N., 2001. Los imaginarios tradicionale sobre el oriente ecuatoriano.
Revista de Indias LXI (223), 541-571.

Finer, M., Jenkins, C.N., Pimm, S.L., Keane, B., Ross, C., 2008. Oil and Gas Projects in the
Western Amazon: Threats to Wilderness, Biodiversity, and Indigenous Peoples. PLoS
ONE 3 (8), e2932.

Finer, M., Orta-Martinez, M., 2010. A second hydrocarbon boom threatens the Peruvian
Amazon: Trends, projections, and policy implications. Environ. Res. Lett. 5 (1),
014012 https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/1/014012.

Gerlach, A., 2003. Indians, oil, and politics: A recent history of Ecuador. Scholarly
Resources, Wilmington, Del.

Gramsci, A., 2012. Selections from the prison notebooks of Antonio Gramsci (Repr.).
Lawrence & Wishart, London.

Grillo, M.T., Sharon, T., 2012. Peru’s Amazonian Imaginary: Marginality, Territory and
National Integration. In: Environment and Citizenship in Latin America. Berghahn
Books, New York, pp. 112-128.

Guzman-Gallegos, M.A., 2017. Between oil contamination and consultation: Constrained
spaces of influence in Northern Peruvian Amazonia. Third World Quarterly 38 (5),
1110-1127. https://doi.org/10.1080/01436597.2017.1294979.

Harvey, D., 2004. The ‘new’ imperialism: Accumulation by dispossession. Socialist
Register 40, 63-87.

Harvey, D., Williams, R., 1995. Militant Particularism and Global Ambition: The
Conceptual Politics of Place, Space, and Environment in the Work of Raymond
Williams. Social Text 42, 69. https://doi.org/10.2307/466665.

Houeland, C., 2020. Contentious and institutional politics in a petro-state: Nigeria’s 2012
fuel subsidy protests. The Extractive Industries and Society, $2214790X20301520.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2020.05.010.

Humphreys Bebbington, D., Bebbington, A., 2012. Post-what? Extractive industries,
narratives of development and socio-environmental disputes across the (ostensibly
changing) Andean region. In: New Political Spaces in Latin American Natural
Resource Governance. Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, pp. 17-37.

Hunold, C., Dryzek, J.S., 2005. Green political strategy and the state: Combining political
theory and comparative history. In: Barry, J., Eckersley, R. (Eds.), The state and the
global ecological crisis. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

INEL 2020. Sistema de Informacion Econdmica: Principales Indicadores
Macroeconémicos. Retrieved 25 August 2020, from https://www.inei.gob.pe/
estadisticas/indice-tematico/economia/.

Instituto Nacional de Estadistica e Informatica [INEI], 2020. Informe Técnico: Evolucion de
las Exportaciones e Importaciones. Retrieved from https://www.inei.gob.pe/media/
MenuRecursivo/boletines/boletin_export_import_mayo2020.pdf.

Instituto del Bien Comtin, 2016. Sistema de Informacion sobre Comunidades Nativas de la
Amazonia Peruana (SICNA). https://ibcperu.org/mapas/sicna/.

Jessop, B., 1990. State theory: Putting the Capitalist state in its place. Polity Press,
Cambridge, U.K.

Jessop, B., 2007. State power: A strategic-relational approach. Polity, Cambridge;
Malden, MA.

Jessop, B., 2016. The state: Past, present, future. Polity Press, Malden, MA.

Kingsbury, D.V., Kramarz, T., Jacques, K., 2019. Populism or Petrostate?: The Afterlives
of Ecuador’s Yasuni-ITT Initiative. Society & Natural Resources 32 (5), 530-547.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2018.1530817.

Kristoffersen, B., Young, S., 2010. Geographies of security and statehood in Norway’s
‘Battle of the North’. Geoforum 41 (4), 577-584. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
geoforum.2009.11.006.

Kurtz, H.E., 2003. Scale frames and counter-scale frames: Constructing the problem of
environmental injustice. Political Geography 22 (8), 887-916. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.polgeo.2003.09.001.

La Republica, 2021, June 23. Lote 192: Consulta previa dilata ingreso de Petropert.
Retrieved 9 July 2021, from https://larepublica.pe/economia/2021/06/23/lote-
192-consulta-previa-dilata-ingreso-de-petroperu/.

Laastad, S.G., 2021. The Janus face of local extractivism. Extractive Ind. Soc. 8 (2),
100903 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2021.100903.

Laing, A.F., 2020. Re-producing territory: Between resource nationalism and indigenous
self-determination in Bolivia. Geoforum 108, 28-38. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
geoforum.2019.11.015.

Lalander, R., 2016. The Ecuadorian Resource Dilemma: Sumak Kawsay or Development?
Crit. Sociol. 42 (4-5), 623-642. https://doi.org/10.1177/0896920514557959.

Larrea, C., Warnars, L., 2009. Ecuador’s Yasuni-ITT Initiative: Avoiding emissions by
keeping petroleum underground. Energy Sustainable Develop. 13 (3), 219-223.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esd.2009.08.003.

Lefebvre, H., 1991. The production of space. Blackwell, Oxford, OX, UK; Cambridge,
Mass., USA.

Lewis, T.L., 2016. Ecuador’s environmental revolutions: Ecoimperialists, ecodependents,
and ecoresisters. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2012.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2012.05.011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0060
https://doi.org/10.1177/0094582X18813567
https://doi.org/10.1177/0094582X18813567
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563461003789803
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0090
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2010.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2012.10.066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2017.07.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2017.07.015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0110
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2019.10.007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0120
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2016.08.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2016.08.025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0140
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2018.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2018.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09502380903424208
https://doi.org/10.1080/09502380903424208
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0210
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/1/014012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0230
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436597.2017.1294979
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0240
https://doi.org/10.2307/466665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0260
https://ibcperu.org/mapas/sicna/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0285
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2018.1530817
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2009.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2009.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2003.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2003.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2021.100903
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2019.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2019.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1177/0896920514557959
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esd.2009.08.003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0335

S.G. Laastad

Macdonald Jr., T., 2002. Ecuador’s Indian Movement: Pawn in a Short Game or Agent in
State Reconfiguration? In: Maybury-Lewis, D. (Ed.), The Politics of Ethnicity:
Indigenous Peoples in Latin American States. Harvard University Press, Cambridge,
MA, pp. 169-198.

Mai-Bornu, Z., 2019. Oil, conflict, and the dynamics of resource struggle in the Niger
Delta: A comparison of the Ogoni and Ijaw movements. Extractive Ind. Soc. 6 (4),
1282-1291. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2019.10.002.

Martin, D.G., 2003. “Place-Framing” as Place-Making: Constituting a Neighborhood for
Organizing and Activism. Ann. Assoc. Am. Geogr. 93 (3), 730-750. https://doi.org/
10.1111/1467-8306.9303011.

Martin, D.G., 2013. Place Frames: Analysing Practice and Production of Place in
Contentious Politics. In: Miller, B., Nicholls, W., Beaumont, J. (Eds.), Spaces of
Contention: Spatialities and Social Movements. Routledge, London, pp. 85-99.

Martin, D.G., Miller, B., 2003. Space and Contentious Politics. Mobilization: Int. J. 8 (2),
143-156.

Maxwell, J.A., 2004. Causal Explanation, Qualitative Research, and Scientific Inquiry in
Education. Educ. Res. 33 (2), 3-11.

Merino, R., 2019. Rethinking Indigenous Politics: The Unnoticed Struggle for Self-
Determination in Peru. Bull. Latin American Res. blar.13022 https://doi.org/
10.1111/blar.13022.

Narvdez, R., Maldonado, P., Pichilingue, E., 2019. LA AMENAZA DEL DECRETO
EJECUTIVO N o 751 A LA SUPERVIVENCIA DE LOS PUEBLOS EN AISLAMIENTO
TAGAERI TAROMENANE Analisis antropoldgico, espacial y de derechos. https://
doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.14674.20165.

Novo, C.M., 2014. Managing Diversity in Postneoliberal Ecuador: Managing Diversity.
J. Latin Am. Caribbean Anthropol. 19 (1), 103-125. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jlca.12062.

Orta-Martinez, M., Finer, M., 2010. Oil frontiers and indigenous resistance in the
Peruvian Amazon. Ecol. Econ. 70 (2), 207-218. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecolecon.2010.04.022.

Orta-Martinez, M., Pellegrini, L., Arsel, M., 2018. ‘The squeaky wheel gets the grease’?
The conflict imperative and the slow fight against environmental injustice in
northern Peruvian Amazon. Ecol. Soc. 23 (3), art7. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-
10098-230307.

Ozkaynak, B., Rodriguez-Labajos, B., Erus, B., 2021. Understanding activist perceptions
of environmental justice success in mining resistance movements. Extractive Ind.
Soc. 8 (1), 413-422. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2020.12.008.

Pellegrini, L., 2018. Imaginaries of development through extraction: The ‘History of
Bolivian Petroleum’ and the present view of the future. Geoforum 90, 130-141.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2018.01.016.

Perreault, T., Valdivia, G., 2010. Hydrocarbons, popular protest and national
imaginaries: Ecuador and Bolivia in comparative context. Geoforum 41 (5),
689-699. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2010.04.004.

Potes, V., 2018. El mandato popular ;de extension de la ZITT: una oportunidad de
enmienda para el Estado ecuatoriano en sus relaciones con los pueblos del Yasuni?
In: Wasserstrom, R., Alvarez, K., Baihua, P., Kimerling, J., De Marchi, M.,
Pappalardo, S., Potes, V. (Eds.), Zona Intangible del Yasuni: Entre el manejo
territorial y la geografia imaginada. Ediciones Abya-Yala, Quito, pp. 169-212.

Radcliffe, S.A., 2012. Development for a postneoliberal era? Sumak kawsay, living well
and the limits to decolonisation in Ecuador. Geoforum 43 (2), 240-249. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2011.09.003.

21

Geoforum 137 (2022) 12-21

Rival, L., 2010. Ecuador’s Yasuni-ITT Initiative: The old and new values of petroleum.
Ecol. Econ. 70 (2), 358-365. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2010.09.007.
Routledge, P., 1994. Backstreets, barricades, and blackouts: Urban terrains of resistance

in Nepal. Environ. Planning D: Soc. Space 12 (5), 559-578.

Routledge, P., 1996. Critical Geopolitics and Terrains of Resistance. Political Geography
15 (6/7), 509-531.

Scheidel, A., Del Bene, D., Liu, J., Navas, G., Mingorria, S., Demaria, F., Martinez-
Alier, J., 2020. Environmental conflicts and defenders: A global overview. Global
Environ. Change 63, 102104. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2020.102104.

Sevilla, A.M., 2013. El Ecuador en sus mapas: Estado y nacion desde una perspectiva
espacial. FLACSO Ecuador, Quito.

Sewell, W.H., 2001. Space in Contentious Politics. In: Aminzade, R.R., Goldstone, J.A.,
McAdam, D., Perry, E.J., Tarrow, S., Sewell, W.H., Tilly, C. (Eds.), Silence and Voice
in the Study of Contentious Politics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
pp. 51-88.

Svampa, M., 2012. Resource Extractivism and Alternatives: Latin American Perspectives
on Development. Journal Fiir Entwicklungspolitik 28 (3), 43-73.

Tarrow, S., 1998. Power in Movement: Social Movements and Contentious Politics,
second ed. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Tilly, C., Tarrow, S.G., 2015. Contentious politics, Second revised edition. Oxford
University Press, New York, NY.

UNDP Peru. (2018). Estudio Técnico Independiente del ex Lote 1AB: Lineamientos
estratégicos para la remediacion de los impactos de las operaciones petroleras en el
ex Lote 1AB en Loreto, Perti. Lima, Perti: PNUD Pert.

US Energy Information Administration [EIA], 2020. Retrieved 6 August 2020, from
https://www.eia.gov/international/data/country/PER?pd=5&p=000000000000
0000000000000000000000vg& u=0&f=A&v=mapbubble&a=-&i=none&vo=
value&t=C&g=none&1=249-183&s=94694400000&e=1546300800000.

Valdivia, G., 2008. Governing relations between people and things: Citizenship, territory,
and the political economy of petroleum in Ecuador. Political Geography 27 (4),
456-477. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2008.03.007.

Van Teijlingen, K., 2016. The ‘will to improve’ at the mining frontier: Neo-extractivism,
development and governmentality in the Ecuadorian Amazon. Extractive Ind. Soc. 3
(4), 902-911. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2016.10.009.

Vidal, J., 2013, August 23. Race to save Ecuador’s Yasuni national park from oil lobby.
The Guardian. Retrieved from http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2013/
aug/23/ecuador-yasuni-national-park.

Walter, M., Urkidi, L., 2017. Community mining consultations in Latin America
(2002-2012): The contested emergence of a hybrid institution for participation.
Geoforum 84, 265-279. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2015.09.007.

Walter, M., Wagner, L., 2021. Mining struggles in Argentina. The keys of a successful
story of mobilisation. Extractive Ind. Soc. 8 (4), 100940 https://doi.org/10.1016/].
exis.2021.100940.

Wilson, J., Bayon, M., 2017. The nature of post-neoliberalism: Building bio-socialism in
the Ecuadorian Amazon. Geoforum 81, 55-65. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
geoforum.2017.01.014.

Wolford, W., 2003. Families, Fields, and Fighting for Land: The Spatial Dynamics of
Contention in Rural Brazil. Mobilization: Int. J. 8 (2), 157-172.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0340
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2019.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8306.9303011
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8306.9303011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0365
https://doi.org/10.1111/blar.13022
https://doi.org/10.1111/blar.13022
https://doi.org/10.1111/jlca.12062
https://doi.org/10.1111/jlca.12062
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2010.04.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2010.04.022
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10098-230307
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10098-230307
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2020.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2018.01.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2010.04.004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0410
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2011.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2011.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2010.09.007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0430
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2020.102104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0460
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2008.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2016.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2021.100940
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2021.100940
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2017.01.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2017.01.014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0016-7185(22)00214-7/h0505

	Mapping terrains of struggle: State space and the spatiality of oil mobilisation in Ecuador and Peru
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical framework and analytical strategy
	3 Spatiality of strategies
	3.1 Block 192
	3.2 Yasuní-ITT

	4 Historical Consolidation of Amazonian State Space
	5 Prior socio-political struggle
	6 Hegemonic position of accumulation strategy
	7 Concluding Discussion
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Acknowledgements
	References


