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Abstract

The REDD (Reduction Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation) program of the United Nations, in addition to its goal of forest preservation, identifies several social co-benefits as outcomes in its realization.  However, social conditions in developing countries are not in place to implement REDD the way it has been designed. The neoliberal theories, at the core of REDD’s proposal, suggest mismatches between REDD assumptions and the developing countries’ rural dynamics. Despite these facts, currently, most tropical forest management agents in developing countries are preparing to enact a national REDD project, mainly under pressure from international institutions, without ensuring the appropriate social context. Land tenure rights, financial compensation, and poor people participation are some of the issues that are not clarified, yet the program has already begun allocating resources to some developing countries. Colombia is taken as an example to demonstrate the conflicting issues regarding use, control and access to forest resources. 
Keywords

[Climate Change, deforestation, environment, global justice, poverty, REDD]


Introduction
Poverty and climate change are the two main topics in current development discussions worldwide. The link between poverty and environment is widely known and recognized by the international community (UNCED, 1987, Durning, 1989, PEI initiative, WRI, 2005, WDR, 2010) The challenge now is how to tackle these two issues simultaneously since there are more than a billion of the world population under poverty (FAO, 2004) and that climate change consequences have been clearly stated (IPCC, 2007). The World Development Report 2010 states that “the main question now is how to pursue growth and prosperity without causing “dangerous” climate change”.
REDD (Reduction Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation) is at the center of the international debate precisely because expectations have been raised regarding poverty reduction and climate change mitigation results. However, REDD initial conception has been built under neoliberal theories that have proven to be exclusionary in principle. 

Most of the activities related to climate change mitigation are very well connected to development issues. For instance, sustainable land and forest management, cleaner energy and the creation of sustainable urban transport systems, are all developmental Third World countries’ interests that could suit industrialized environmental countries’ agenda.
Current climate negotiations are based under the Principle of Common but Differentiated Responsibilities (article 3, UNFCCC) which encourage developed countries to take the lead in combating climate change. This decision is based on the assumption that developed countries are principally responsible for the current atmosphere situation as a consequence of 150 years of industrialized activities. Several actions are expected from developed countries in order to change consumption patterns, and assist developing countries financially and technically in their road to a cleaner development and poverty reduction. On the other hand, developing countries are expected to deliver some results in the recovery and sustainable management of natural resources. One of the main steps of the international community in this direction has been the Kyoto Protocol.
The Kyoto Protocol is an international agreement to combat climate change. The main objective of the Protocol was to commit industrialized nations (37 Parties) to reduce in an average of 5% their emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG) according to a baseline established on the emissions of 1990, in a five year period, from 2008 to 2012. 

Under the Kyoto Protocol targets were defined in terms of national goals, but it also opened the possibility to trade carbon emission credits with a second party by investing in developing countries emission reduction projects, through the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). With this CDM mechanism the UNFCCC recognizes developing countries´ need to continue their path towards sustainable development and, at the same time permits developing countries to achieve their commitments at a lower price
.

The Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) did not include the avoided GHG emissions under the activities eligible for financial support. In terms of forest, reforestation (restocking of depleted forest) and afforestation (planting trees where there was not forest before) are the activities accepted by the Kyoto Protocol.

In the 16th conference of the parties (COP 16) to be held on December 2010 in Cancun, parties are expected to define the next phase of the Kyoto Protocol. The main topics for debate are: New responsibilities for developing countries in the mitigation activities, technology development and transfer, enhanced actions in adaptation, strengthen developing countries building capacity, and policy approaches and positive incentives on issues related to reducing emission from deforestation and forest degradation in developing countries
.

Deforestation and degradation account for around 17.4% of global anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions,(IPCC, 2007) widely believe to drive climate change. Therefore, REDD, the UN and WB program based on payments for ecosystem services comes to play a significant role in a new post 2012 global climate change framework since it has been identified as the most cost effective solution(Stern Review, 2006) in reducing GHG emissions.
REDD is based on the idea that developed countries will pay developing forested countries to reduce rates of deforestation and forest degradation by implementing several policies and projects that will conserve the forests in a manner that could be verified.
In most REDD proposals, the magnitude of emission reductions is assessed by comparing actual deforestation and degradation rates against a reference scenario commonly called a baseline, of what would have happened in the absence of the policy or measure. These baselines could be applied at country and/or project level and may be based upon historical data only or include projections of expected future deforestation (Peskett, 2008).
In order to reduce deforestation and degradation (DD) the payments have to cover the opportunity costs associated with the change in behavior away from DD related activities. Drivers of DD may include activities such as logging, mining, cattle ranching, and agricultural expansion. The regulatory framework has not been defined internationally nor nationally and can basically include any activity that reduces DD. REDD could also include a complete halt of DD as in fully protected areas or it could reduce the rate of deforestation by developing sustainable forest management projects.

The UN recognizes direct causes of deforestation that vary among regions. For Latin America the primary cause of deforestation is a conversion of forest to large scale permanent agriculture in which the agrofuel industry and the palm oil companies are the main perpetuators of the forests. In Africa, small scale permanent agriculture is perceived as the main driver of deforestation, and in the case of Asia there is a mix of both small and large scale permanent agriculture. 

On the other hand, the underlying causes of deforestation recognized by the UN-REDD program are: governance structures, land tenure systems and law enforcement, the violation of indigenous people’s rights and unfair benefit sharing mechanisms (UN-REDD Framework, 2008).

The theory is widely known, the factors that could undermine REDD results are identified, still, there has been a big pressure for multilateral organizations to bring some results of the Bali initiatives to the Copenhagen Summit in December 2009 and to Cancun Summit in December 2010. Several readiness proposals have been approved by the UN and Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) funds to have a “fast start” in tropical countries even if not all the conditions are settled.

On the other hand, more than 1.6 billion people depend on fisheries, forests, and agriculture for employment and subsistence (FAO2004:169-174). This dependence of livelihoods on natural systems is nowhere more important than among the rural poor (MA 2005:7, 48).

Unfortunately, the poor are rarely in a position of power over natural resources. A range of governance failures typically intervene: political marginalization, lack of legal ownership and access to ecosystems, and corruption and exclusion from the decisions that affect how these ecosystems are managed. Without addressing these failures, there is little chance of using the economic potential of ecosystems to reduce rural poverty (WRI 2005) as REDD attempts to.
Due to this well known link between poverty and environment, the international debate now is focused in how to make REDD be pro poor. Several researchers have identified the synergies between REDD and the poverty alleviation strategies in the rural sectors in developing countries (Wunder, 2005, Pagiola, 2005, Peskett, 2008).

Additionally, there is a great enthusiasm among governments due to large amounts of money predicted by experts through REDD Implementation. However, the initial conception under which REDD is built upon goes against the actual realities of developing countries. REDD is built under the neoliberal theories of free market mechanisms which have proven to be discriminatory and exclusionary, widening inequality gaps. Several social conditions must be in place in order for REDD to be a more pro poor mechanism, yet it might affect some of the poorest people in the world. 

Whether or not REDD will really generate social benefits depends on different key factors such as: how funds are sourced, managed and distributed, whether a range of major technical difficulties can be resolved, the way it is designed,  and critically the degree to which governments are genuinely committed to protecting biodiversity and Indigenous People´s rights. Thus, there is still a great deal of uncertainty about what a REDD will eventually look like and what impacts it will have.

Until recently the main concerns in all countries have been how to design REDD to reduce emissions effectively: how to establish relevant baseline levels, how to measure and verify the avoided GHG emissions and how to reduce national and international leakage. Little attention has been given to helping forest communities participate in REDD decision making processes, develop ways to distribute REDD-related benefits to different stakeholders and provide alternatives for the forest dependent people that might not be able to participate in REDD. Additionally, assuring transparency and accountability, free, prior and informed consent, and participation in REDD decisions will be necessary to ensure even ‘good enough’ governance in REDD (Cotula & Mayers, 2009).
In fact, REDD seems to be a reality. It has not been approved officially by the UNFCCC but it seems that even if not approved, which doubted, it will continue its implementation. The good news is that since it is not approved yet it is still subject of modification. The key point is how to make it beneficial for both the environment and the alleviation of poverty at the same level of relevance.

The research paper is divided in three main chapters. The first chapter describes the assumptions under which REDD is built, primarily market based mechanisms of ownership, commodification of the environment, free markets and the opportunity cost approach. All these assumptions are capitalistic theories that serve the accumulation of capital by dispossessing weaker actors for the main of subsistence. The chapter highlights the way the market’s logic shapes relations among actors and with the environment, and the possible conflicting issues arising from the attempt to force this logic into the developing countries’ dynamic.  

The second chapter uses a political ecology perspective to demonstrate that the conditions in the rural sector in developing countries are not in place to introduce such mechanisms. Power relations, costs and benefits unequally distributed among actors, global policies influencing local policies and weak formal and informal institutions may undermine REDD implementation in developing countries.
 The last chapter describes a case study in Colombia in which the socio political situation could prevent a pro poor REDD to emerge. Colombia as most Latin American countries has a big number of indigenous populations that have been the steward of the forests for years. At the same time Colombia has recognized by the Constitution communal land ownership to these communities, however those titles are not legally transferred to the communities. Furthermore, this insecure tenure regime may violate customary rights by the social and political elites. 
Colombia has different issues common to most Latin America countries as the ones mentioned above, but additionally, Colombia is a special case since it is in the middle of an armed conflict that makes even more complex the relationship between communities and the environment. This case study can reflect the situation in Latin America but can also be related to special situations in Africa. 
Chapter 1
REDD Assumptions
 REDD was presented to the international community as a tool that can serve both to support developing countries’ developmental goals and forest conservation to mitigate the effects of climate change. However, this relationship was placed as secondary in its final design and further in its implementation.
The initial idea of REDD was introduced in the 11th meeting of the parties (COP11)of the United Nations Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in 2005 in Montreal, by Costa Rica and Papua New Guinea as representatives of the Rainforest Coalition Group(CfRN, 2008). 

In COP 13 in the 2007 Bali Plan, all parties were encouraged to analyze options to help developing countries to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation at the same time that they reaffirmed that economic and social development and poverty eradication were global priorities.

Moreover, in its Decision 2/CP.13 2007, the UNFCCC stated that REDD implementation can promote co-benefits and that it should address the needs of local and indigenous communities.

The full proposal was presented to the Secretariat of the UNFCCC on March 2008 by the Coalition for Rainforest Nations in the following terms: “Forested Countries offer voluntary carbon emission reductions by conserving forests in exchange for access to international markets for emissions trading”. (CFRN, 2008)

Additionally, the CfRN stated that: “positive incentives to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests, and enhancement of forest carbon stocks should complement national efforts to raise living standards within rural populations, consider indigenous communities rights and traditional knowledge and be designed to support significant social, environmental and economic objectives associated with development”.

By 2008, both the World Bank and the United Nations launched their own programs to support developing countries in building capacities to manage the implementation of REDD. The UN-REDD Program and The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) are international funds created to administer resources and build consensus and knowledge around REDD to be able to include it in a Post Kyoto agreement after 2012.

REDD is a program that recognizes the social dynamics around the forests but its main concern is still the conservation of the forest to reduce GHG emissions. Even if since the very beginning of its presentation by the CfRN the market mechanism was introduced as a complement to national efforts to improve living standards, this relationship has been disregarded in REDD´s implementation. 

The important debate here is that REDD has not been conceived as a tool to alleviate poverty despite its well-known link with local and indigenous communities. The assumptions under which REDD has been built are market based mechanisms brought to the environmental field by the neoclassical theory of an efficient allocation of resources. 
Expectations about making REDD work for the poor have got an increasing attention by governments, local communities and NGOs. Different debates have been built around the potentialities of REDD to help alleviating poverty, bringing socio-economic benefits such as supporting livelihoods and stimulating economic development through alternative ways of subsistence. However, the main assumptions under which REDD has been constructed are: ownership, commodification of the environment, free markets and the opportunity cost approach.

Interestingly, one of the main concerns of REDD regarding poverty is its undeniable relationship with illegal deforestation and with the effectiveness of the program. Poverty seems to be seen by REDD as income deprivation and possible to be combat by compensating the poor for their opportunity cost of changing land use behavior.  “The immediate goal is to assess carefully structured payment structures and capacity support to create incentives to ensure actual, lasting, achievable, reliable and measurable emissions reductions” (UN REDD Framework, 2008)

The word poverty is not mentioned in the framework as if the widely accepted nexus between environment and poverty does not play any role in the strategy proposed, despite efforts from The UN and The World Bank for making visible and practical this nexus. For instance, the UN poverty environment initiative (PEI) of the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) supports national efforts to mainstream poverty environment linkages into national development planning.

Moreover, the UNCED report of 1987 states that poverty is a cause and effect of environmental degradation and that in order to reduce degradation it is crucial to combat poverty first.

The UN-REDD Program and The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) specifically mention that “The Program brings together technical teams from around the world to help develop analyses and guidelines on issues such as measurement, reporting and verification (MRV) of carbon emissions and flows, ensuring that forests continue to provide multiple benefits for livelihoods and the environment, and supporting the engagement of Indigenous Peoples and Civil Society at all stages of the design and implementation of REDD+ strategies”.

The UN little REDD Book as an introductory book for REDD argues that “a future REDD could simultaneously address climate change and rural poverty, while conserving biodiversity and sustaining vital ecosystem services”.

Despite the numerous benefits that forests offer humans, decisions to convert forests to other land uses are often based on market incentives that do not incorporate the value of ecosystem services. According to Portela and Wendland (2010) there are several reasons for this. “In some cases people lack an understanding of the functioning of large-scale natural systems and the effects that human actions can have on them. In other cases, losses of forests are associated with the fact that conventional market systems undervalue ecosystems services in everyday decision-making. In order to correct this market failure and change undesirable behaviors, policy instruments or incentives are required”.

The general trend is that decision-making regularly prioritizes private benefits from forest clearing as is the case of the logging concessions, even though the loss threatens the existence of forests and deprives society of biodiversity and other important ecological benefits. According to market intervention advocators, this problem emerges from the failure of policymakers and market institutions to translate demand for forest goods and services into income for local landowners and to account for the social costs incurred by the clearing of forests. Therefore, the new trend in environmental management is to privatize it through market based instruments (Mansfield 2004, Robertson 2004) Examples include fishing quotas, tradable pollution credits and payment for ecosystem services.
Market systems have led to excessive and unsustainable extraction on the consumption of natural resources. “The reason many natural resources are not traded efficiently in market systems is that they do not meet two crucial conditions necessary for a market outcome to be efficient: The good or service should be private rather than public, and there should be no difference between the private and social costs of producing the good or service. Forests and the ecosystem services they provide fail to meet these criteria” (Portela, Wendland 2010)
Since many of the historically proposed mechanisms to preserve forest have not shown significant results, the current proposal in the international arena is to commodify the environment. The concept of commodification is derived from the concept of the self regulated market, an essential element of classical and neoclassical economic theory. This concept is associated with other concepts such as profit, accumulation, free trade, deregulation and marketization. As a result of these factors, commodification is accepted as the process through which an item is exchanged for money in the market to realize a profit, thus becoming a commodity (O’Sullivan et al., 2003), and property rights are seen as not only linked to these other aspects but as the one that holds them together (Mansfield, 2007). In this sense, bringing privatization to the environmental field will give a new dimension to the relationship between nature and society, not only on people’s use of the environment but on a new reconfiguration of the  political economic dimension and a different way to understand the individuals as new subjects. 

Resources such as timber, crops and pasture are valued through the market while social benefits such as regulation of regional and global climate patterns, the provision of clean water, and the stabilization of soil are not valued in the market without some type of policy intervention.  Since land owners do not face the full costs of their actions in terms of social and environmental effects, they tend to overexploit resources, leading to inefficient allocation of forest resources and the services they provide (Streck et al , 2010). 

Market systems fail to compensate conserving forest ecosystem services because most of these services are (quasi) public goods: they are nonrival and nonexcludable, meaning that it is impossible to preclude someone´s using a good (nonexclusiveness), and use by one leaves no less for others (nonrivalry).  This leads to a “free rider” problem. That is, if one landowner maintains forest cover to ensure clean water or clean air, then everyone else gets a free ride at the landowners’ expense. Thus the incentive for any one person to conserve forests is low. (Portela, Wendland, 2010)

Historically, the most common practice to protect and manage forests has been regulation, or command and control instruments. Although these tools are still common, a shift has taken place toward more community based mechanisms and environmental education, and recently towards the use of economic incentives and market based instruments (Streck et al, 2010).

In contrast to traditional approaches to forest conservation, market-based mechanisms encourage a particular behavior by changing the incentives for individual agents. According to market advocators, the use of market mechanisms for forest conservation in developing countries, although still limited, is growing and has the potential to lead to more cost-efficient and effective conservation projects. In many situations the role of market based mechanisms will be to complement rather than substitute for nonmarket instruments, and many market based mechanisms can be used concurrently to meet policy goals (Portela, Wendland, 2010).
1.1 Privatization
REDD is established under the notion that beneficiaries of carbon sequestration, as ecosystem service, will pay suppliers of this service for the provision and maintenance.

REDD is based on the assumption that local communities will be willing to be paid for not cutting their trees. This assumption implies that they are willing to sell the carbon credits from the CO2 emission reductions. In order for this to happen they must have the rights to sell, which are derived from the rights to productively exploit their lands. Therefore, carbon rights and property rights are at the core of REDD proposal.
Privatization refers to the process through which private agents, appropriate things that were once publicly owned in the sense of being collectively owned by the state or community
. Following Marx, the most obvious version of this is that private property is a form of dispossession that separates individuals from the means of production and forces them into wage labor. On the other hand, the converse is also true, private property creates owners and makes them efficient, profit seeking “rational” individuals. (Mansfield 2007). In other words, property disciplines both owners and non-owners to become market subjects. An example of this is the case that Wolford (2008) shows when local people received land through land reforms in Brazil and faced the need to then justify their ownership and to find ways to enforce their property rights against the still landless. These beneficiaries of land reforms had to use their land productively to create this justification. In the same line, Mansfield (2004) demonstrates that giving exclusive fishing rights to Native Alaskans is one way of requiring them to participate in capitalist markets and become self-disciplining capitalist subjects.

For John Locke the “protection of property is right and necessary not only because it is natural, but because of the effect that it has on people. People will only labor if they are guaranteed to benefit from that labor, and this can only be assured through private property”. Furthermore, once an asset is private property, individuals will apply their labor to use it productively only because they are able to profit directly from their efforts. Once privatization is defined several other market processes derive: commodification, marketization and deregulation (Mansfield, 2007).

In this line, while property may create abundance for some, it also produces scarcity for others, separating people from the means of production (Marx 1867) Scarcity as created by privatization, leads not only to the capitalist labor relation, but also to capitalist commodities and markets (Mansfield 2007).
As Prudham argues in this respect, it is important to recognize the “relational character of privatization and commodification. Privatization enhances capital by creating commodities through which capital can circulate”. It is also related to dispossession being the driver of capitalist accumulation since it, at the same time creates both the capitalist commodity and the wage labor relation (Marx 1867). Privatization, then, is a disciplinary process that creates new kinds of subjects both owners and workers, and turns nature into commodities when it is introduced into the environmental field.(Mansfield 2007).

As a social relation, property does not need to be defined in terms of individual control. Despite the neoliberal insistence on individual ownership, there exist other kinds of property, including state and collective (Macpherson 1978). In the neoliberal view these particular forms of property and their particular social relations are rendered contradictory and largely invisible. However, some have proven that common property is not the same as no property and therefore, there is no necessary tragedy, as Hardin states in the Tragedy of the Commons. Nevertheless this class of property does concede the neoliberal approach that property of some kind is essential for environmental protection (Mansfield, 2004).
1.2 Commodification
At this point, commodification can be brought into the market by two already existing processes: privatization and commercialization. Commercialization is the process or cycle of introducing a new product into the market (Dibb, 2001). This means that things that were previously free now have to be paid for. As a consequence communities that were outside the market capitalism are now forced to be part of it. REDD will have to create a new whole dynamic for local communities that in some cases have been voluntarily isolated from the outside world. For them as for many others, breaking down the environment into commoditized pieces goes against their logic.

Once commoditized, the environment could be part of the markets and will be sold as Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES) which have gained increasing attention in the international arena since it has been recognized as a tool for conservation and development purposes. PES has been under practice and evaluation for the last decade in different regions and with different emphasis, and as any other market mechanism it is built under neoliberal assumptions of property and commodification. In REDD specific case, payments are supposed to cover the opportunity cost of changing land use behavior away from deforestation. PES turns to be REDD’s policy tool basis.

The process of environmental commodification (the transformation of goods and services into objects meant for trading commodities) must be prior to the implementation of PES. According to Kosoy & Corbera (2010) as for any other monetary market, PES also involve: 1.The definition of one or various and sometimes “bundled” services which become a commodity subject to trade. It involves narrowing down an ecological function to the level of an ecosystem service 2.The establishment of a standard unit of exchange for such services, 3.Supply demand and intermediation flows between those who affect, control or manage the provision of these services and those who are willing to pay for them.

The exchange of commodities is the basis in which neoliberal market driven approach is produced upon. A commodity is a thing that by its properties satisfies human wants of some sort or another (Kosoy & Corbera, 2010). The use value tells us how a commodity satisfies a social need.
  It is in the sense of human satisfaction that commodities have a use-value, the utility of a thing makes it a use –value (Marx, 1867). In the same line of Marx commodities´ theory, commodities have an exchange-value which represents the “proportion in which values in use of one sort are exchanged for those of another sort and in a relation constantly changing with time and place. Value, in turn, represents the socially necessary labor time underlying the production of any commodity. The magnitude of the value of any article is the amount of labor socially necessary, or the labor time socially necessary for its production” (Marx 1876). 
More recent definitions of the commodity relate it to the social norms and relationships which make possible its production and sale through the market (Kosoy, Corbera, 2010). Appadurai (1986) defines a commodity as any object intended for exchange, while Polanyi (1986) refers to commodities as goods produced for sale in price-making markets (cited in Kosoy, Corbera, 2010) It is argued that commodities need to meet at least two pre-requisites. On the one hand, it needs to be owned, including the rights to trade, and, on the other, it needs to have boundaries, as without them there is no way a property right can be executed (Vatn, 2000)

The way commodities have been defined in mainstream economics helps in the debate around environment commodification in that it sheds light about the fact that an ecosystem service can become a commodity subject to trade, even if most ecosystem services are public goods and they do not require of any capital or labor to be produced, it contributes to highlight how ecosystem services´ exchange value arises and to discuss which other values (and by whom) are left behind. It also highlights the possible issues that could emerge from the relations of exchange among market actors across scales, existing power asymmetries, and the attempt to popularize the idea that all ecosystem services can be marketed for the benefit of conservation and human well-being (Kosoy and Corbera 2010).
Additionally, there are several problems in the process of commodification that are not familiar for local communities and that in fact create contradictions with the indigenous approach to nature. In order to determine a price the environment has to be broken in marketable pieces threatening the wholeness of the environment that it is intend to preserve. Commodifying the environment obscures ecosystems complexity and establishes boundaries within ecosystems which are difficult, if not impossible to draw. (Kosoy, Corbera, 2010). Ecosystem services are complex because biotic and non-biotic components interact to produce such services and, in turn, such components are also inter connected (Vatn, 2000) For instance primary and secondary productions are the result of a multiplicity of factors such as temperature, nutrients, and soil horizons, among physical variables and species composition and co-evolution with humans, among biotic ones(Kosoy & Corbera 2010).Therefore the selection of one ecosystem service over others contributes to mask the relational aspects of such service with the broader ecosystem, and in addition, the managerial options promoted may also be counterproductive for the provision of the same or other ecosystem properties and functions (Turner, 2003). 
The commodification of the environment may narrow and change people’s relationship with the environment in the sense that their perception of the environment will be related to the generation of profits and the amount of buyers it can attract.  For instance, in order to capture and maximize the values an environmental amenity such as beach or a lakefront provides, the temptation in a commodified consciousness is to make capital investments that will draw more users. Unless bound by other factors, the end result is a deeply commodified and thus tragic commons. (Spaulding 1997)
Itemization is thus sustained on scientific expertise which separates ecosystem functions into discrete units of trade, as discussed earlier, and on managerial principles which define specific land-use management strategies that can potentially enhance the provision of such ecosystem functions.

On the other hand, alienation is another consequence of the commodity form. People that normally had access to the environment and used to have a very direct relationship with it will feel isolated and alienated from their source of subsistence once ownership and commodification are settled in their forests. … “without ownership or the ability to pay what the market demands as an access fee, one is excluded or alienated from the resource” (Spaulding 1997).
A third consequence of commodification will be the subordination of individuals and groups lacking market power and the subordination of other values to the values recognized by the market. (Spauding, 1997)
Kosoy and Corbera (2010) argues that the idea of selling nature to save it legitimizes the behavior of those who frame policy for their own direct benefit and advocate for markets as the best strategy to reach a balance between nature conservation and the expansion of capitalism.

Vatn 2000 suggests that “treating the environment as a commodity can create, on the one hand, technical problems derived from the process of defining boundaries in ecological systems and addressing the complementary of goods and services and, on the other hand, ethical dilemmas as a result of using purely economic logic to pursue or discard environmental conservation” Some as Martinez Alliers 2002 suggests that changing the logic of resources use and conservation from multiple non-monetary to monetary values can be counter- productive for conservation. In the sense, that conservation efforts that have been made from local communities may be eroded from the new dynamics of the market.

Buscher and Dressler (2010)on the other hand,  suggested that as a result of these neoliberal pressures, emphasis is shifting from local constructions of “nature” by communities to what the environment should mean for communities in terms of commodified resources and growing capitalist markets.

1.3 Free Markets
According to mainstream economists, free markets are the mechanism under which society best allocates resources maximizing the utility of most people.
Similarly, most economists recognize the problems caused by certain situations in the market where the dynamics do not permit an efficient allocation of resources. These situations are known as market failures.

Market failures are often associated with lack of information, non-competitive markets, externalities, or public goods
. The existence of a market failure is often used as a justification for government intervention in a particular market. If a market failure exists the outcome is not pareto-efficient
. 
Mainstream neoclassical and Keynesian economists believe that it may be possible for a government to improve the inefficient market outcome, while several heterodox schools of thought disagree with this.

Economists of different political philosophies argue about the extent to which governments need to intervene in the workings of the free market. Free market economists argue that government intervention should be kept to a minimum, whilst socialist economists, in favour of more state ownership and control, argue that there is greater need for intervention
. One situation where there is considerable debate is concerned with the environment and its sustainability. It is when the protection of the environment is considered that the free market appears to fail on several aspects. 

One of the market failures in the environmental field can be seen through the externalities. Externalities occur when a private cost differs from a social cost, because individual decision-makers are not internalizing all the costs. Rather, some of these costs remain external to the decision making process (Maunder 1995). The full cost of using a scarce resource is borne one way or another by others who live in the society. These externalities could be negative or positive for the third parties who are not involved directly in the market transaction.

A positive externality exists when an individual or firm making a decision does not receive the full benefit of the decision. The benefit to the individual or firm is less than the benefit to society. Thus when a positive externality exists in an unregulated market, the marginal benefit curve (the demand curve) of the individual making the decision is less than the marginal benefit curve to society. With positive externalities, less is produced and consumed than the socially optimal level. 
 See Appendix 1
The most common examples of externalities are technological spillover, and immunizations. Nowadays, in the environmental field carbon sequestration, watershed protection and biodiversity conservation have been perceived as positive externalities that have prevent suppliers to produce an efficient amount to be consumed.
In order to get consumers to consume more of a good that has a positive externality, a subsidy can be given to them. The subsidy will increase the marginal benefit they receive when they consume the good. The subsidy can be paid for by all those who receive the external benefits.

In the case of the forest, several forest benefits, notably environmental services, are not traded in markets and have no observable price (Landell-Mills and Porras 2002). The lack of payments for these services results in under-investment in the protection, management and establishment of forests. In general, provision of ecosystem services will be sub-optimal because ecosystem services are public goods, ecosystem management involves externalities, and ecosystems are often the only capital of the poor who have no money or political voice (Pattanayak et al, 2003 cited in Van Hecken et al, 2010). 
PES advocacy is embedded in the wider ideology of market environmentalism which is a consequence of the broader ideology which finds in market-led capitalism the way to solve the world´s development and environmental problems (Berthoud, 1992). “Essentially market environmentalism promotes the pricing of nature´s services, the assignation of property rights and the expansion of commodity markets into the realm of nature´s services” (Kosoy & Corbera 2010)It argues that efficient resource management requires the allocation of individual titles in land and resources and the trading of these resources and rights within a market that will assign high prices to scarce resources and encourage the sustainable management of renewable resources (Smith 1995, Liverman, 2004, cited in Kosoy 2010). 
The solution that REDD proposes is to generate a monetary remuneration for positive externalities, by making them tradable in markets or quasi markets (demand side is substituted by a public or semi public actor). In this way service providers are able to trade the positive externalities which they provide by managing their land adequately. The PES mechanism thus establishes a compromise between social conservation and private land user benefits (Pagiola, 2005) by shifting control of natural resources from states or communities to markets (Mcafee and Shapiro, 2010).

1.4 Opportunity Cost
The basic idea behind Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD) is simple: countries that are willing and able to reduce emissions from deforestation should be financially compensated. (The Little  REDD Book, United Nations)

According to the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility the objective of the REDD Program is… “providing a fresh source of financing for the sustainable use of forest resources and biodiversity conservation, and for the more than 1.2 billion people who depend to varying degrees on forests for their livelihoods”.

REDD intends to reduce deforestation and forest degradation by compensating tropical forested countries for changing land use behavior. Donors have recognized that the majority of people depending on forest are poor people. Therefore, they have to be compensated for the change in subsistence activities in order to stop deforestation.

The expected compensation is not decided so far, and currently donors (industrialized countries and international institutions) are funding the initial activities. However, these financial flows are doubtfully permanent therefore, the most sounded option for lasting financing is the carbon market.  As the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility stated.... “the FCPF will also help reduce the rate of deforestation and forest degradation by providing an incentive per ton of carbon dioxide of emissions reduced through specific Emission Reductions Programs targeting the drivers of deforestation and forest degradation”. In this situation, local communities will experience high risks derive from their dependence on carbon markets. 
The payment given by REDD to the Local communities is supposed to compensate the benefits that small holders and dependent people have from the harvesting of the forest. The drivers of deforestation have been identified as permanent small and large scale agriculture, the timber industry, the harvesting of non timber products, subsistence use of the forest in terms of fuel and wood and poverty ......Poverty and population pressure can lead inexorably to the loss of forest cover, trapping people in perpetual poverty (The Little REDD book). Poverty as it seems to be perceived by REDD is defined in terms of income deprivation, therefore by giving cash payments to the dependent people equivalent to a ton of GHG reduced emission,  will prevent them from cutting down the trees, and stopping the downward spiral between environment degradation and poverty. Thus, it will help improving the livelihoods of the local communities.

Preserving forests means foregoing the benefits that would have been generated by the alternative land uses that would have replaced the forests. If forests are cleared for agriculture, for example, then preserving forests means foregoing the benefits of crop production. The difference between the benefits provided by the forest and those that would have been provided by the alternative use of  is the opportunity cost of avoiding deforestation.

Chapter 2
Third World Political Ecology
Most of the assumptions under which REDD is built bring another reality to the rural dynamics in Third World countries. These assumptions are ideal situations which do not seem to work on the ground. Following a political ecologist approach to analyze the rural situation in most developing forested countries,  it  will be suggested that REDD implementation, the way it has been designed,  could be caught under a socio-political and economic net that will not allow the basis for REDD to emerge,  making it a difficult path for REDD to be efficient in a developing country context.

Through a wide range of tools and theoretical approaches political ecology has gained respect and prominence among scholars and practitioners in explaining the human –environment link since it was introduced by Eric Wolf in 1972. Political ecology has different definitions and different emphasis as well as different influences. Bryant 1998 defined political ecology as the political dynamics surrounding the material and discursive struggles over the environment in the Third World. Political ecologists have sought to explain Third World environmental change and conflict in terms of key environmental problems (soil erosion, deforestation), concepts (Sustainable development), socio economic characteristics (class, gender, race), actors (states, ENGOs, local communities) and regions (South-East Asia) or they have used various combinations of these approaches.(Bryant and Bailey, 1997)

Political ecology is based on the assumptions and ideas of political economy, yet it encompasses a wide variety of interpretations drawn from across the ideological spectrum from the political right (neoclassical thought) to the political left (neomarxism) (Bryant Bailey 1997). Additionally, more modern perspectives have influenced the field such as post-development and postructuralism  (Escobar 1995). 
There are different emphases among ecologists. For instance, while some scholars stress political ecology others focus on institutions, however, there are some common elements and assumptions that determine the core of the political ecology. For most ecologists, environmental change is a political process that could be understood through the political interests and actions of various actors in the environmental conflict arena. For Bryant and Bailey (1997)one of the main issues in environmental change is the perception that costs and benefits associated with environmental change are for the most part distributed unequally which inevitably reinforces or reduces existing social and economic differences. Political decisions at different scales (regional, global, local) contribute to the environmental change and to these power relations.

Besides being a political process, political ecologists appear to agree that environmental problems faced by Third World countries are associated with the worldwide spread of capitalism, especially since the nineteenth century. The work of political ecologists has been largely an attempt to describe the spatial and temporal impact of capitalism on Third World peoples and environments. (Bryant and Bailey 1997).This work has focused on the adverse social and environmental consequences of capitalistic natural-resource extraction: logging, mining, fishing or cash-crop production (Watts 1983).
What is clear, however, is that “the sources of the Third World environmental problems are sufficiently complex and deep-rooted to belie any quick fix technical policy solution” (Robbins, 2004)Thus, a second area of agreement among political ecologists is the need for far reaching changes to local, regional and global political economic processes.
A very important actor for political ecologists within the environmental context is the State. For these ecologists, the State has signed developmental agreements with multilateral institutions and Transnational Corporations that ended up promoting environmentally destructive activities. In some cases, such intervention goes hand in hand with capitalistic expansion, but in other instances it can reflect a ruler´s interest in political power, national security or personal enrichment (Bryant & Bailey 1997).
Additionally, it is not enough to focus on local cultural dynamics or international exchange relations, the past and present relationship between policy, politics or political economy in general and the environment needs to be explicitly addressed.
 The way history has shaped these relationships comes to matter in a political ecology analysis.  The way things have been done in the past has a strong significance for ecologists in terms of the way individuals cope with change, household survival, collective action, agrarian practices, social systems of resource distribution and traditional ways of knowledge and conservation. This inevitably introduces issues of power and social institutions at many levels.

Some of these realities described through a political ecology lens do not allow the assumptions highlighted in the first chapter to emerge. Ownership in a REDD context is basically related with land titling and carbon rights which in a developing world are not always defined and secure. Commodification and free markets in the environmental field pose different problems of identity, fairness and culture that could undermine REDD efforts. Therefore the conditions for an environmental market will not be in place to implement REDD at least in such “quick start”. Moreover, if REDD is implemented several political ecology theses about the socio-political and economic dynamic of Third World countries could prevent poor people from participating. These theses are: costs and benefits unequally distributed among actors, power relations, weak informal and formal institutions and local politics influenced by global policies. Each of these theses are interlinked and intertwined in the sense that all of them could be determined as causes and consequences of each other. For instance, “costs and benefits associated with environmental change are for the most part distributed among actors unequally which reinforces or reduces existing social and economic differences”,  are caused for the most part by weak institutions and disadvantageous power relations.  
2.1 Costs and Benefits unequally distributed 
A  key social factor associated with everyday physical environmental changes is that of marginalization (Blaikie & Brookfield, 1987) This process occurs when poor grassroots actors such as farmers or shifting cultivators are pushed onto lands that are economically marginal as a result of their marginal political and economic status. Desperate to extract a living from such lands, these actors intensify production, but in the process often only increase the land´s ecological marginality. The vicious cycle continues since the expectations of an actor deriving a livelihood from this land are thereby diminished. The result is that land degradation is both a result of and a cause of social marginalization. (Blaikie, Brookfield 1987).

The vulnerability of poor people in rural areas is one of their most significant characteristics described by themselves in the Participatory Rural Appraisal method introduced by the World Bank in the 90´s. The concern with risk and volatile incomes is often express as a feeling of vulnerability. The poor described the ways in which fluctuations, seasons, and crises affected their livelihoods. Poor people perceive this vulnerability in two ways: the constant external exposure to shocks, stress, uncertainty and risk and on the other side the lack of means to cope without damaging their livelihoods and their few assets (Chambers, 1995). Some other outside sources of risk were identified by poor people such as rainfalls, epidemics, crime and violence, and civil conflicts. Findings from the recently concluded Millennium Ecosystem Assessment—a five-year effort to survey the condition of global ecosystems—confirm that the burden of environmental decline already falls heaviest on the poor (MA 2005:2). This often results in an immediate drop in living standards—a descent into greater poverty (WRI, 2005). Thus, marginalized farmers working ecologically marginal lands are typically more vulnerable to drought or pestilence than wealthier or more powerful farmers who work better lands.(Bryant and Bailey, 1997) These episodic changes may, in turn reinforce even further the marginality of these poor actors by leaving them physically weaker, and thus less able to work the land, or by forcing them into an increased dependency on local money-lenders or politicians.(Blaikie & Brookfield 1987). 

In a REDD context, poor people specially the poorest of the poor that normally lack statutory land titles and even indigenous communities that have land recognition, are all of a sudden dispossessed from their source of subsistence and from their community forestry conservation practices. The global capitalist system is predicated on the elimination of most traditional local environmental management practices by grassroots actors throughout the Third world as part of the integration of peoples and environments into a larger system over which they have no control (Ecologist 1993). The flip side of the control of the means of production by capitalists is the loss of control by grassroots actors over such means, and thus the loss of an ability to maintain an adequate livelihood independent of powerful outside actors. (Blaikie & Brookfield, 1987).While grassroots are dispossessed from their means of subsistence, the capitalists start a race for capital accumulation. This primitive accumulation or accumulation by dispossession as Harvey called it is now permeating the environmental field. Instead of talking about accumulation by dispossession, capitalists are now creating the ‘enabling environment’ for accumulation by positing neoliberal capitalism as the ‘only alternative’ (Bram Buscher, 2009)to save the world from global warming. This seemingly ‘civilized’ or ‘inevitable’ accumulation is none other than the induced self marginalisation of local people under the ‘golden letters’ of win-win neoliberal conservation ( Bram Buscher, 2009). 

In terms of benefits, REDD seems to repeat the reality that these communities have faced with any other market such as mining, cattle ranching, and large scale agriculture. Political and social elites could also capture the profits of the environmental market due to their privileged status and connections, as well as, the unequal holding of land titles. On the other hand there are certain technical and managerial skills required by REDD in order to efficiently verified and manage GHG reduction emissions.  These skills that are for the most part not present in poor households could marginalized them from REDD projects. 
2.2 Power Relations
Power understood in a political ecology perspective has to do with the relation to the ability of an actor to control their own interaction with the environment and the interaction of other actors with the environment. (Bryant and Bailey, 1997)It is above all the control that one party has over the environment of another party.(Blaikie and Brookfield, 1987)

Underlying causes of deforestation and degradation reflect the interests of political and economic elites, (UN-REDD framework, 2008) which until now, have been given higher priority by policy makers than the objective of forest protection. Such interests are privileged by the failure of authorities to secure the property rights of traditional forest users, provide adequate regulation of forest industry, reform and enforce forest law, and address non-transparent forest-related decision making. (Blaikie & Brookfield, 1987)

Economic and political elites often use their positions of power to leverage economic control over forest resources and contribute to unsustainable exploitation (Colchester, 2006). Timber and wood processing companies with close ties to government and military officials frequently are able to gain preferred access to valuable logging and plantation concessions and to capture a significant proportion of the economic rents associated with these activities (Barr 2001). The wide spread prevalence of corruption at all levels in many forest-producing countries often allows powerful political and corporate actors to behave with minimal levels of public accountability as it is the case of Indonesia which is about to sign a billion dollar deal with Norway for REDD implementation even if it was accused of awarding contracts to independent firms without the appropriate tender procedure
. 
REDD complex dynamics will require several national contracts to monitor, reporting and verifying the GHG reduction emissions as well as to build and monitor the social safeguards of the program. Governments will need to reinforce existent accountability and transparency policies to assure the engagement of different national stakeholders, but besides that, the international donors could also have some responsibility on the ongoing situation. Donors could stop the money flow where the conditions are not settled. Otherwise deforestation will continue since no benefits will be received by the local communities. In the case of Indonesia, deforestation will not stop immediately even if they receive 1 billion dollars from Norway. Companies that obtained business licenses before January 2011 are exempted from any new policies regarding the conservation of forests
. Additionally, the corruption case that accuses high level officials from the Indonesian Forestry Ministry has not been solved, yet these officials are the ones negotiating and leading the binding agreement with Norway.
On the other hand, through the Participatory Rural Appraisal methodology, Robert Chambers identified that besides vulnerability, a second issue raised in the community surveys was a feeling of powerlessness between poor inhabitants and government employees and institutions, revealing their lack of voice and political rights. For example, the feeling of powerlessness and inability to make their voices heard is recognized when governments carry out projects without consulting the communities that were meant to be affected.
Despite their vulnerability, weak grassroots actors have shown that through social organization they can rarely be ignored altogether by their more powerful counterparts. (Bryant and Bailey, 1997)It is partly for this reason that there has been an increased attention to local communities’ consultations and compliance with international agreements that respect the rights of indigenous peoples. 
Marginalized people rarely seek public attention to their situation. However, patterns of resistance do occur, and are notably associated with the illegal exploitation of environmental resources by poor farmers and other grassroots actors (Blaikie & Brookfield, 1987). Forests clearances linked to illegal cultivation or fuelwood gathering in national parks or reserved forests, or the cultivation of illicit crops (coca) could be taken as examples of these actors claiming their perceived right to use the environmental resources. Additionally, efforts by these actors to have their traditional territory legally recognized and their sacred land respected represent an attempt to resist new forms of nature-society interactions.  

Voices from indigenous people all around the world were heard against REDD Implementation during The World People’s Conference on Climate Change and the Rights of Mother Earth, organized by the Bolivian government in Cochabamba in 2010.  REDD, CDM, carbon trading and ecological debt were among the hottest issues discussed in Cochabamba. Indigenous people.. “condemn the mechanisms of the neoliberal market, such as the REDD mechanism, which are violating the sovereignty of our Peoples and their rights to free, prior and informed consent and self determination”
 Additionally, Indigenous people “absolutely reject false solution to mitigate climate change in terms of nature privatization and local land dispossession”
. These claims are supported by The Indigenous Environmental Network (IEN), Via Campesina Coordinator of Latin American Rural Organizations (CLO-VC)major indigenous network, as well as, national indigenous organizations and several ENGO. Much of this resistance could be reflected in illegal logging, internal conflicts undermining the efficiency of REDD projects. 
2.3 Global Policies influence Local Policies
According to ecologists, central to the idea of a politicized environment is the recognition that environmental problems cannot be understood in isolation of international political and economic contexts within which they are created (Bryant and Bailey 1997). In this sense, local production systems undergo transition to overexploitation of natural resources on which they depend as a response to state development intervention and/or increasing integration in regional and global markets. (Robbins, 2004)

For the purpose of a REDD implementation analysis, three important world trends have influence local policies. 1. International environmental agenda, 2.The role of the State and global prices in forest and agricultural products, 3. Global property regimes.

In an international environmental agenda, First World states use their considerable political and economic leverage over most Third world states to ensure that the global agenda remains firmly a First World agenda. Thus, topics, such as pollution, global warming or biodiversity loss of most concern of the First World, figure prominently in international deliberations. In contrast, those development issues, such as First World resource over consumption, global trade imbalances, and the causes and remedies for Third World poverty, of principal interest to many Third World states, are marginalized in the conference proceeding.(Bryant and Bailey 1997).

The R-PIN document to submit to the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) in order to get the funds for REDD readiness implementation requests countries to identify the causes of deforestation. So far, most of the participative countries have highlighted government policies that incentivize deforestation as one of the main causes. (Costa Rica, Indonesia, Colombia)
Johnston (1989) argues that the state´s role as the facilitator of the capitalist system links that actor to contemporary environmental problems, but it is largely prevented from doing so because it is more or less beholden to the interests of capitalists. 

At the heart of the states behavior is the recognition of a central paradox in the state´s function. In effect, “there is an inherent, continuing potential for conflict between the states role as developer, and as protector and steward of the natural environment on which existence ultimately depends”. (Bryant and Bailey, 1997) In their role of developers, Third World states have emphasized the extraction of primary products mainly timber, minerals, fish and cash crops to export to the First World.
Third world states have invested a considerable effort both in seeking to attract TNCs and in establishing indigenous industry. It is thus not surprising that most states have shown little inclination to regulate the emissions of industrial plants within their territories (Blaikie & Brookfield, 1987). At the same time, Third World´s cheap labor, emerging markets, and environmental resources have determined the expansion plans of many First World TNCs. The dependence on primary products exports in developing countries makes states vulnerable to TNCs and international trade and financial organizations.

International prices for large scale agriculture, such as agrofuels and oil palm as well as timber and minerals, have escalated during the last decades.  Therefore, these incentives have encouraged deforestation activities. The option of conserving forests to provide environmental services is new in the international arena, prior to these events there was no incentive for states to preserve natural resources.

A characteristic feature of the political process in many third World states is the existence of a close and symbiotic relationship between states and business leaders.(Blaikie & Brookfield, 1987)Such  partnership has been driven by activities such as cattle ranching, logging, mining and manufacturing and has been the source of environmental degradation, and related environmental conflict in Third World countries. At the same time this alliance has been one of the focal points of corruption in developing countries.

Nowadays that the green agenda is on board, grants or loans are released by the donor countries only when recipient countries commit themselves to pursuing policies and projects linked to environmental issues. Now it seems more evident that states may also be promoting environmental conservation for reasons related to internal security or social control. Environmental conservation is therefore rarely seen by states as an end in itself, but rather as a means to various political and economic ends. (Keil, Bell, 1998) .

On the other hand, international institutions and TNCs have forced Third World countries to undermine traditional conservation practices and to ignore customary rights to land and other natural resources. Political ecologists argue that inso far as multilateral institutions have tended to promote development within the existing political and economic order, these institutions are supportive, in practice, of precisely those social and economic inequalities that they are committed to eradicating in theory. The practices of these institutions have been a major factor behind environmental degradation in the Third World (Escobar 1988, Watts 1993).

The way in which IFI have promoted capital accumulation has changed broadly speaking from the Keynesian state- interventionist stance between the late 1940´s and the late 1970´s to a neo-classical pro-market stance since the early 1980´s but this shift should not obscure the central goal of encouraging such accumulation. (Blaikie and Brookfield, 1997) REDD stands for the same capitalistic practices that support capital accumulation and neoclassical theories. So there is nothing really new about REDD, neoliberal practices have permeated almost every field of the society and now is time for the environmental field since it is at the top of the international agenda. The new about REDD proposal is that it is now incorporated to the forestry sector but the basis have long been in practice.

The last trend identified in this analysis is the systematic and widespread enclosure of land and other environmental resources used by local actors. This trend is normally enforced by IFI and TNCs, with the support of Third World states.

Even where dependence is not as high, common property resources (CPRs) function as an irreplaceable safety net for the poor. When farm and financial assets are scarce, the commons can provide secondary income and sources of food and fuel for basic survival.(WRI, 2005)

It is perhaps in rural areas that the links between environmental change and grassroots livelihood concerns are most evident. For grassroots actors, poverty and limited or non-existent access to fertile land and other resources result in few opportunities to escape their dependent circumstances. The livelihood quest of grassroots actors has also been reflected in the development of local institutional arrangements to regulate the use by individuals or groups of environmental resources. Such arrangements can be quite complex and may involve multiple and overlapping user rights to land, water, trees, animals or other resources.(Blaikie & Brookfield, 1997)

Research by political ecologists has been instrumental in pointing out that the Third world´s environmental crisis reflects mainly a tragedy of enclosure rather than a tragedy of the commons (Ecologist, 1993)as stated by Hardin. In this process, the State, acts in conjunction with businesses and multilateral institutions to deny grassroots actors access to common resources that were previously managed by them through local institutions such as CPRs. These lands are taken away from local communities to make them more productive through their incorporation to the capitalist system. A notable case in point has been the creation of exercise networks of reserved forests, national parks and government land in many parts of the Third World. (Watts, 1993)
There is no proof yet that REDD has expelled indigenous people from their common lands since REDD has not been fully implemented anywhere. However, other mechanisms of the Kyoto Protocol that have the same logic of carbon trading such as CDM projects have demonstrated the risks of implementing this kind of mechanisms that meant to be developmental, in insecure land tenure contexts and where there are no alternative solutions for people depending on those commons. (Cernea, 1988, Heming et al., 2001, Greiber, 2009)
2.4 Formal and Informal Institutions.

There is a general consensus among international development agencies about the importance of effective public and political institutions. Weak institutions are perceived as impediments to development and growth.

A weak governance has been recognized as one of the underlying causes of deforestation in particular (UN Collaborative Framework, 2008) and of environmental degradation in general. Lack of transparency and accountability, weak law enforcement, resource constraints, inadequate institutional capacity, corruption, and ambiguous legal system are some of the characteristics of developing countries´ governance. 

In a national REDD program two crucial issues are: how resources are devolved from national governments to local administrative levels and the distribution of authority to regulate REDD. If fiscal decentralization is effectively implemented in REDD, then greater financial benefits might be delivered at local levels. With improved institutional capacity, poorer individuals and groups may also have more effective voice and choice in decision making processes. For political ecologists, The State has not being able to deal adequately with environmental problems. The State as an actor is either “too small” to manage regional and global environmental problems or “too big” to deal with local environmental problems. (Hurrell, 1994 from Blaikie and Brookfield, 1987, Bryant and Bailey, 1997)This argument suggest that there is an inherent discrepancy  between the essential traits of the State as an actor and the social responses needed to address environmental problems, that rarely if ever respect national boundaries ( Turner, 1990).
As a consequence, intensifying social and environmental crises in many parts of the Third World have prompted the development of grassroots movements in alliance with First and Third World ENGOs to demand the devolution of powers from the state to the local community level (Bryant and Bailey, 1997). However, with REDD implementation this trend might be reversed. 

Decentralization has been one of the major shifts in national environmental policies since the 1980´s.(Agrawal, 2005) Governments have decentralized forest management for many reasons: to reduce costs and increase efficiency by transferring responsibilities, to respond to local demands for rights and international donor pressures to transfer benefits to users, and in recognition that conservation is possible across diverse tenure regimes (Phelp, Webb, Agrawal, 2010). In most cases, central governments have kept control over forests suitable for commercial exploitation or biodiversity conservation while low value forests management have been devolved to local communities.

Although outcomes vary, effective decentralization reforms have increased local actors´ benefits and rights in forests, reduced costs of protection, and provided opportunities for biodiversity conservation. On the other hand, with adequate incentives, governments can reverse the decentralization trend (Malla, 2001, Wardell, 2006).

Under REDD a national approach is considered to be a key factor for its success. It can help avoid leakage, endure permanence and provide reliable monitoring, reporting and verification. Additionally, REDD long term funding will considerably reduce past burdens that motivated decentralization, and also a new centralized management can benefit from economies of scale, coordination and standardization (Phelps, Webb, Agrawal, 2010). In this case, local communities will lose control and the participation in the decision making process of their natural resources’ future.

On the other hand, in many developing countries, institutions rooted in notions of traditionality and in locally-specific practices exercise public authority at local level. These informal institutions are regularly based under notions of gender, race and class and even if they are created by their own communities they also represent a form of marginalization. For instance, political ecologists assert that poor women have a closer relationship with the environment than most poor men (Shiva 1988, 1993 from Bryant and Bailey, 1997). As an effect of the enclosure of the commons, the marginalization of poor women has also increased within the household and local community as their ability to earn a separate income is reduced. The situation is stressed when in some developing countries women do not have the right to land titling (Agarwal, 2005).

Finally, unequal land holding is one of the feature characteristics of developing countries. Resource tenure, the systems of rights, rules, institutions and processes regulating resource access and use, is key in shaping the distribution of risks, costs and benefits. Secure tenure gives local people more leverage in relations with government and the private sector. Insecure tenure, on the other hand, makes them vulnerable to dispossession which could be a major concern if REDD increases land values and outside interest. (Cotula & Mayers, 2009)

Insecure or contested resource tenure rights may decrease investors interest on a REDD project because of local conflicts that could be generated, the uncertainty in delivering REDD commitments, and the lack of legal protection against such non-delivery.

Tenure relies and is conditioned by governance. Effective tenure is impossible to achieve without supportive policy and institutional systems. For example rights without effective sanctions against their violation are insufficient, while institutional efforts in support of wise forest management in the absence of clear forest use rights is likely to be wasted.(Cotula & Mayers, 2009)

Critical dangers with tenure uncertainty include: customary rights being violated in the interests of inward investment, community interests being locked into abusive contracts of a long term nature; and land speculation by investors at the expense of community interests.(Cotula & Mayers, 2009)

After analyzing the developing countries´ context, it is easier to demonstrate why the market assumptions under which REDD is built are very difficult to be present in rural areas of the Third World. Ownership, commodification of the environment, environmental free markets, and the opportunity cost approach are exclusionary tools that will further marginalize poor forest dependent people that at the end will be responsible for the inefficiency of the REDD mechanism in stopping illegal deforestation. It seems that REDD assumptions setup the basis for its own destruction. Ignoring the link between environment and poverty by having a carbon fixation will only strengthen forest complexities threatening the potential delivery and sustainability of REDD.

In the case of indigenous peoples, these communities have been granted with the recognition of their traditional territories in some Latin American countries (Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica) but their titles are still under judicial processes. These customary rights could be violated by national elites once REDD is introduced publicly. Until now few REDD programmes have been launched at national levels and in some other cases there are still in pilot projects initiatives.  Local leaders do not know its existence. Julio Marino a representative of the Arahuaco Tribe in Colombia expressed through an interview that indigenous people in the Sierra Nevada de Santa Marta have not heard about the project but asserts that indigenous people are not willing to “sell” their forests nor sign contracts over the use of their property. 

On the other hand, the most affected people under a REDD programme will be the poorest of the poor which do not have any right to land use but still depend on forests for their subsistence. REDD has not being specific about how it will handle this situation nor has mention any alternatives for these peoples.

In this scenario, the first challenges that REDD will have to face is unclear land rights, ambiguous legal ownership and judicial processes that have been stuck in bureaucracy arrangements for years. Besides land titling, clarity on who owns the carbon is also key in a REDD context, especially if REDD incorporates a trading component. Carbon rights are a form of property right that “commoditise” carbon and allow such trading. They separate rights to carbon from broader rights to the forest and land. They can also define management responsibilities and liabilities. They are usually registered on the land title and ideally should be perpetually enforceable or established over long time frames to ensure permanence for the buyer.(Cotula and Mayers, 2009). In most statutory land titles, the carbon concept is not even contemplated; therefore contradictions and different interpretations could probably emerge since it has not been clarified.

A third problem is related with the efficiency of free markets in the environmental field, specifically with local people participation. In practical terms REDD will care about poverty in the sense that if stakeholders are not engaged with the program, illegal deforestation will undermine REDD results. In this regard, PES initiatives piloted worldwide have proven that the nature of the markets and the socio- economic conditions of the poor in most of the local regions, do not allow them to participate in the programs or gain little about the whole dynamic (Pagiola 2005).
Currently Costa Rican PES program that has been assessed by the World Bank (World Bank, 2008) as a successful and pioneer program in protecting  forest based on avoided deforestation, has given millions of Costa Rican colones to indigenous people. However, little progress has been made towards ensuring Indigenous ownership of Indigenous Territories, a fact that has been highlighted by landowners and technicians of the program as being crucial to participation. (Chomitz, Brenes, Constantino, 1998)
Additionally, Chomitz 1998, argues that the participants on the PES program, have on average, larger farmers dedicated to labor-extensive and land-intensive agricultural activities who have incurred in financial loans for an initial investment. Low educated farmers appear to be less likely to have the adequate skills and assets needed for participation. 
Moreover, under Costa Rica´s current legislation all actors including, government agencies, intermediaries providing enforcement and management services, and the farmer incurring in debts benefit from large scale economies associated with participation. The PES program has been openly criticized by the failure in achieving the objectives formulated in the forestry law, including support and outreach for small and medium farmers and landowners, and providing income and employment in rural areas. (Solis Riviera, Ayales Cruz, 2002). Zbinden and Lee concluded after a survey in 2002 that the PEs program tends to go disproportionately to better educated, wealthier farmers who possess larger farms and forest areas, and who are better diversified into non farm income generating sources.

In terms of commodification of the environment, the REDD concept is a hard concept and new dynamic to digest even for educated and westernized people. To introduce this concept in local and indigenous people could be very difficult especially because it will be associated with dispossession of their means of production. Even if the land is legally recognized, the new relationship with their environment will have to change under REDD rules. Things that communities have been done for years with their lands including conservation now will be involved in a market dynamic strange for them. 
In these terms dispossession can be seen as cultural in the sense that these communities will have restrictions to use their lands as they used to, and even if they own the land, these lands will have to be used as collaterals for 20 or 30 years under contracts in the REDD business. 
The relationship that indigenous communities have with nature goes beyond the capitalistic logic. For indigenous people nature is “Mother Earth as a living being with which we have an indivisible, interdependent, complementary and spiritual relationship”... 
Their culture could fast being eroded and their identity as a community threatened. The loss of control over traditional land through resource enclosure or environmental degradation typically leads to the disintegration of indigenous management systems that may have been an effective means of long term resource use. (Blaikie and Brookfield, 1997).

Commodifying forest carbon is also inherently inequitable, since it discriminates against people, and especially women who previously had free access to the forest resources they needed to raise and care for their families, but cannot afford to buy forest products alternatives. Any REDD project that deny local communities and indigenous people access to forests risk having impacts on poverty and inequality. 

Lastly, the opportunity cost approach seems to be inadequate in an indigenous community context. For them, the opportunity cost will represent more than just the foregone gains of their production. Forests and nature in general represent part of their identity. The use of their ancestral lands can not be commodified in an indigenous mentality.

Furthermore, markets are notoriously volatile, and opportunity costs could easily vary wildly from one day to the next. Any sudden increase in the price of timber or agricultural commodities could reduce the area of forest that could be protected, if it suddenly becomes more lucrative to harvest the timber or any other product than maintain a REDD agreement.(FoE, 2008).

On the other hand, what the opportunity cost approach intents to compensate is the foregone gains of certain economic activity. In the case of poor people that the opportunity cost is not as high, this could represent an opportunity. However, it will not reduce poverty since they will be compensated pretty much with the same amount of money that they would have earned with the previous activity. This situation could accentuate income inequalities worldwide. Funders will make more profits by investing in developing countries´ forests, while native people will be compensated with the same amount of money that will keep their same level of poverty.

Estimates based on current practices, not future development potential, could risk not recognizing the right to develop either among individuals and communities, or nationally. REDD goals could at some point clash with national developmental goals. This could affect agreements between individuals or communities and REDD funders or investors. For example, compensation estimates based purely on the current safety net value of forests or NTFP values rather than their potential for sustainable production systems could threaten future agreements. (Peskett, 2008)

In terms of free markets, project proponents may need to understand what motivates the various compliance buyers to purchase carbon credits from a project with high development dividends. Carbon credits may be viewed as a financing source by project proponents, but buyers who require compliance carbon credits to offset a Kyoto or regulatory requirement are motivated to purchase a sufficient volume at an acceptable value for risks incurred. In existing carbon markets value, or the price to be paid for a carbon credit, is usually based on buying the maximum amount of carbon credits with the minimum cost, and discounted further by such factors as carbon credit delivery risk determined by the project and host country risks.(Cosbey et al. 2006, from Peskett, 2008)
IFI carbon fund entities may be motivated to purchase carbon credits in large volumes on behalf of their investors who may be member countries and large international corporations. Such pressures of volume and prices may override sustainable development objectives. Similarly private carbon funds are motivated by volume, purchasing price, spot price at delivery, liquidity and return. (Cosbey et al. 2006, from Peskett, 2008) In short, small scale projects with potential benefits for the poor do not generate enough carbon credit volume to attract the interest of potential buyers.

Food and commodity price effects could potentially arise from large scale implementation of REDD (Jindal and Kerr, 2007) the effects would depend heavily on the REDD strategy used and the context. Implementing large land use policies that remove productive land from agricultural use or prevent agricultural expansion, despite increased demand, could lead to price increases of some crops. This situation could be stressed in the case that local markets are remote and isolated and, thus, consumers are limited in substituting locally produced food products through purchases. (Peskett, 2008)
Another risk for poor individuals and communities relates to asymmetric information between buyers or funders of REDD and sellers. For example, poor people may not have accurate information about the market value of the carbon services they provide or technical skills necessary to scrutinize the terms of contracts in PES-type transactions. This asymmetry could also exacerbate elite capture as they require more powerful or more educated members to negotiate on their behalf. Conversely, benefits such as increased community organization and voice may accrue through the process of contract negotiations, if elite capture can be avoided.(Peskett, 2008)

Chapter 3 REDD Implementation
Regardless of the World Bank and the UN recognition of the intertwined nexus between poverty and environment in several studies and publications such as the Brundtland Report (1980), and the United Nations Poverty and Environment Initiative, REDD does not have this link as evident in its conception.  REDD is not a program designed to tackle both issues with the same determination. For the most part REDD is a program that is formulated to reduce GHG emissions and in case that the social conditions are adequately in place it may bring social and environmental co-benefits. 
 The UN in its “Multiple Benefits Issue” Publication (may, 2009) advise of the risk to deliver these benefits due to different factors such as the project design and its implementation. The responsibility of REDD implementation on the ground and its possible benefits has been translated from the international arena where it was created and designed to the local managers who are expected to produce these results. REDD as the way it is designed in a top down approach may encountered several constraints that will impede an adequate implementation and delivery of results in both the environmental and the social areas. The way REDD has been designed has placed as secondary the relationship between poverty and environment and has focused mainly in the technicalities of the creation of a new market, that as any other market proves to be discriminatory and exclusionary. Important social issues need to be solved prior to an efficient REDD implementation. 

In its first two years, the FCPF and the UN REDD program have each created a framework and processes for REDD+ readiness, which helps countries get ready for REDD+ implementation. In particular, each participating country is meant to develop a readiness plan which involves defining reference scenarios, adopting a REDD+ strategy, designing monitoring systems, setting up REDD+ national management arrangements, and engaging national stakeholders.

 Thirty-eight REDD countries (14 in Africa, 16 in Latin America and the Caribbean, and eight in Asia and the Pacific) have been selected in FCPF. Eleven of these countries (Argentina, Costa Rica, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Ghana, Guyana, Indonesia, Kenya, Mexico, Nepal, Panama and the Republic of Congo) have so far submitted Readiness Preparation Proposals (R-PPs), which were reviewed by ad hoc Technical Advisory Panels and the Participants Committee. The World Bank is conducting the evaluation on these proposals to grant countries with up to $3.6 million just for the readiness phase. Many more countries are already following the footsteps of these countries and will be presenting their R-PPs at the upcoming Participants Committee meetings. 

 Fourteen financial contributors (Agence Française de Développement, Australia, Denmark, the European Union, Finland, Germany, Japan, The Nature Conservancy, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the United States) have committed about $165 million to the FCPF ($115 million to the Readiness Fund and $50 million to the Carbon Fund). Discussions are ongoing with existing and new contributors (governments and organizations) about additional contributions. (FCPF). To date, 1,45 Million dollars have been disbursed for the formulation grant, which can get up to 200.000 dollars for each country. So far, ten countries have received partial payments from the formulation grant.
The UN, on its part, is currently supporting readiness activities in nine pilot countries among Africa, Asia and Latin America. These are: Bolivia, DRC, Indonesia, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Tanzania, Vietnam and Zambia. To date the UN REDD Programm has approved a total of 42.6 million for eight out of the nine pilot countries.

 The program has also welcomed 18 other countries to be observers to its Policy Board, and has given them access to many other benefits of the program such as networking, participation in regional workshops and knowledge sharing.
 
On the other hand, an independent analysis made by the World Resource Institute highlighted that countries are not dealing enough with the fundamental issues of forest governance that may undermine efforts to reduce deforestation and forest degradation.
According to the analysis, most R-PPs include general statements about promoting good governance of REDD+ programs through enhanced participation, transparency, accountability and coordination in REDD+ planning and implementation. However, the proposals offer few concrete details on how these principles will be applied. Clearer articulation of how principles of good governance will be adhered to in practice is needed to build stakeholder confidence in the readiness process and its outcomes.(Davis et al, 2009)

Additionally, the report expresses that countries identified a wide array of forest governance challenges in their R-PPs that both allow and drive deforestation and degradation – in particular, unclear land tenure and weak capacity for forest management and law enforcement. They have not yet analyzed at sufficient depth how REDD+ strategies could respond to these challenges. “A deeper and more systematic analysis of key governance challenges, undertaken with the participation of key stakeholders, is still needed in most countries”.

One of the reports, analyses R-PPs from Argentina, Costa Rica, Kenya, Nepal, Republic of Congo and Tanzania. Out of these six countries, five have failed to establish a transparent system to track and coordinate international financing of activities to REDD+. All of them have not established yet a transparent process for deciding who should benefit from REDD+ and how benefits will be targeted. All evaluated countries have land tenure irregularities and have not accomplished an action plan to enhance the capacity of judicial and non-judicial systems to resolve conflicts and uphold the rights of citizens. Four of these counties have already signed the formulation grant of up to 200.00 dollars.

 In principle, this grant together with the 3.6 million grant are meant to help the countries strengthen the findings presented at the R-PPs. However, all the issues highlighted in the R-PPs and especially the ones that have been recognized to be serious weaknesses in terms of delivering social benefits are long processes that will take more than what is expected for REDD to start presenting results in deforestation. 
December 2010 Climate Change World Summit is expected to have some results in order to decide the future of REDD in a post-Kyoto agreement. However, the social conditions presented in most developing countries are far from start delivering such results in terms of poverty reduction and rates of deforestation. International institutions are rushing to push REDD into forested countries but that might bring serious consequences to rural livelihoods and at the end to the REDD program.

3.1 Colombian Case 
Colombia has initiated the process to be eligible for a FCPF grant for the readiness phase. The R-PIN was already evaluated and serious observations were raised from the Advisory Committee. Nevertheless, Colombia is expected to continue on the process and is supposed to sign the Formulation Grant by the end of November 2010.

Colombia's forests account for 59 percent of its total land mass and 10 percent of the world's biodiversity, making it the second most biodiverse country in the world in terms of species per land unit
.  Yet the country is experiencing large-scale deforestation. Calculations of the rates of deforestation tend to be unreliable and far from ideal when it comes to interpretation or analysis, but official estimates from the Instituto de Hidrología, Meteorología y Estudios Ambientales (IDEAM) state that close to 101,000 hectares of forest is lost each year.

The main causes of deforestation are indentified as: logging, agriculture, cattle ranching and, in the particular case of Colombia, drug-trafficking and the cultivation of illicit crops. However, underlying causes of deforestation include the impacts of macroeconomic policies (both national and international), the design and implementation of detrimental legislation that promotes the exploitation of forests, poverty, and the violation of indigenous rights. (GFC, 2009)
Colombia as most of Latin American countries presents a difficult and complex social dynamic that will not allow the REDD assumptions to emerge easily. Colombia faces problems of power relations among actors, weak formal and informal institutions, costs and benefits unequally distributed and strong dependency on global policies. 

In terms of power relations rural communities does not only face discrimination from political and social elites but also from the illegal armed groups in Colombia. The areas that are most affected by the armed conflict are exactly the ones with the largest natural resources and most affected by poverty rates. These areas are close to the borders with Ecuador, Peru, Brazil and Venezuela and are also characterized by the absence of the State at an institutional and coercive level (Lavaux, 2007)
The armed conflict in Colombia is financed mostly from the exploitation of oil and nonfuel mineral resources such as Gold, emeralds, oil, timber and the cultivation of coca and poppy plants. These are all highly lucrative activities but also very harmful to the environment and biodiversity of Colombia. Local communities are displace from the productive land to very ecologically marginal land or otherwise force to work on the targeted activities for the Guerrilla. 
On the other hand, although consider a regional power, (Lavaux 2007) Colombia is still very dependent on the exports of its primary products. Large scale agriculture and cattle ranching have been threatening Colombian forests for the last decades. For example the palm oil cultivation has expanded in Colombia at a rate of 6.1% from 2007 to 2008
 while the international consumption grew at a rate of 5.1% from 2006 to 2007
. At the same time the international price for a ton of palm oil increased in 40% its value going from 577U$ to 808 U$ from the first trimester of 2009 to the same trimester in 2010
.
Additionally, oil prices and new oil discoveries in Colombia
have triggered actions from national (Ecopetrol) and foreign companies (Shell, Mobil, BP and OXY) in the forested zones in Colombia. Regions such as El Putumayo, Amazonas and The Orinoquia have faced deforestation and contamination from the extractive industry. As a consequence, indigenous communities have to cope with the loss of basic and traditional conditions for survival, the violation of the right to integrity of their habitat, and the difficulty of survival as a culture, with their own values, identity, and socialization processes. The Kofanes, natives from Colombian Amazons, have almost extinct since the mid 20th century arrival of the oil companies (Lavaux, 2007). 
In terms of formal and informal institutions, Colombian forest policies have had many backward steps in its implementation. After some time of being enforced The General Forestry Act of 2006 and The Statute on Rural Development of 2007 were declared unconstitutional by the Constitutional Court in January 2008. The legislation that was criticized by the environmentalists for being permissive with the logging industry instead of protective of the Colombian forests, dictated the norms in terms of the exploitation of natural resources in the forest. (GFC, 2009)The main reasons for the court to declare them unconstitutional were the lack of prior consultation process with the local communities as the Constitutions demands, and the suppression of measures to control the establishment of tree plantations and illegal logging
.

Similarly, the government’s failure to take decisive action in relation to the titling of Indigenous Peoples’ and Afro-descendants’ territories and the impact that this has had on deforestation or degradation, is generally overlooked. The government’s processes for implementing the rights of Afro-descendants and Indigenous Peoples, are insufficient and deficient, in terms of the state’s compliance with UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) and other related conventions.(GFC, 2009)
This lack of compliance reflects a systematic violation of rights in practice, and has prompted Indigenous organizations in Colombia to launch a national mobilization and resistance called the “Minga of Social and Community Resistance.” The Minga illustrates the difficult situation of Indigenous Peoples in Colombia, they suffer systematic violation of their human and collective rights, and a lack of policies and effective measures to protect and guarantee their fundamental rights. 

There are 84 indigenous groups in Colombia who live in 714 Indigenous reserves which represent 27% of the territory. On the other hand, indigenous people own almost 50% of the Colombian forest, while the Government and in less percentage, private actors shares the other 50%.

	
	Forest Property
	Percentage

	1.
	Indigenous Reserves
	38%

	2.
	Government Forest Reserves
	28%

	3.
	Natural Parks
	12%

	4.
	Afro-descendants collective property
	10%

	5.
	Private Actors
	6%

	6.
	Other Government property
	6%

	
	Total
	100%


International Forest Conference 2003, Bogotá. MAVDT

By the Constitution Colombia has recognized collective rights to indigenous and afro-descendants communities. However, the land titles have not been issued in its totality. According to ONIC The Colombian National Indigenous Organization, 400 lawsuits claims are still in process.(KAS, 2009) Furthermore, Colombia was not even an original signatory to UNDRIP, which demonstrates the lack of political will to implement the rights of Indigenous Peoples in the country. This is a political issue since it will be ineffective for the Government to make a consultation prior to every military attack in the context of an armed conflict. However, more recently, in April 2009, Colombia announced its political will with respect to the UNDRIP due to International and media pressures, and it stated that Colombia will respect the UNDRIP principles in the cases that it does not controvert the National Constitution
. Once again Colombian move towards the respect of Humans Rights is unclear and uncertain.

Nowadays there is a clear and very definitive tendency to deregulate control over forests, including in the seven forest reserve zones in the country (which were created by Act 2 of 1959). There is also a patent willingness to use market-mechanisms, and to sell off Colombia’s heritage, when it comes to the use, conservation and management of the country’s forests. (GFC, 2009) For example, when the General Forest Act was declared unconstitutional, there was an immediate push to pass a bill on commercial tree plantations, and to promote and create plantations as carbon sinks, as well as certifying them as forests.(GFCC, 2009) The possibility of having carbon trading mechanisms in developing countries is rushing even the legislative process regardless of the social and environmental consequences.

3.1.1 REDD policies and processes

Since Colombia has applied to be one of the pilot countries implementing the strategy on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD), the Ministry of the Environment, Housing and Territorial Development (MAVDT) and its Climate Change Mitigation Group have designed a proposal which includes both sub-national implementation and individual projects for the carbon market. However, none regional officials or communities representatives participated in the design of the Readiness Plan Idea Note (R-PIN)which was submitted to the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) in order to get the funds for the readiness plan implementation.

Additionally, even though the territories of Indigenous Peoples and afro-descendants in Colombia are of prime interest for REDD, these peoples have not been included in the national roundtable on REDD nor have they been taken into account in the design of REDD policies, programs or projects. REDD’s roundtable have been kept at the level of official inter-institutionality and International NGO.

IDEAM, (Institute of Hydrology, Meteorology and Environmental Studies) which is in charge of monitoring and follow-up the supply and demand of forest resources, and of establishing the areas where REDD projects may be developed, listed some of the names of the organizations active in the process in a presentation on the REDD framework for Colombia: Fundación Natura, MAVDT, WWF, The Nature Conservancy (TNC), USAID, and Fundación Ecoversa (IDEAM, 2009).  None of these entities represent the communities and/or peoples that will be affected by the implementation of REDD in Colombia. Furthermore, when the REDD project Director of the IDEAM was questioned about the social component of the project. She said: “The first phase of the project does not include the impact on communities or the economical, legislative, social or institutional barriers to the REDD implementation. The project was just meant to define the technical patterns for REDD. These issues will be incorporated in further phases of the project”
. 

According to official sources, the current state of REDD in Colombia is that, “the implementation methodology has not been articulated yet, however The RPIN for the FCPF was already submitted. 

The existence of pilot projects outside the official framework points to the potential parallel implementation of REDD. Furthermore, carbon traders or individuals, on their own initiative or representing organizations (NGOs), are already looking for Colombian territories with forests and offering the inhabitants (Indigenous, Afro-descendants and small farmers) contracts to ‘sell oxygen’ on the international market.(MADVT, 2010)
 This situation illustrates the sort of threats that REDD could pose, especially to the land rights and sovereignty of the legitimate owners and inhabitants of the territory when the process is not transparent and clear from the national level downwards.
After the submission of the R-PIN, The Technical Advisory Panel of the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility issued the assessment report with the following annotations:

1. It is not clear what is the degree of land ownership of local communities (owners of a very substantial proportion of Colombia’s forest resources), national NGOs and the private sector. 

2. It appears that REDD would be very consistent with main national strategies. However, the note may benefit from a clearer treatment of the connections between a REDD Strategy and regional or national strategies related to Indigenous peoples, and Afro-Colombian communities.

3. It is not apparent how the private sector or indigenous communities would have an immediate responsibility for the implementation of a REDD strategy and how they would be involved. 

4. The strategy proposed runs the very serious risk of failing in areas of military conflict, in areas where the presence of government is not strong and in areas that are affected by illegal crops to supply the narcotics market. Further, the proposed approach to REDD implementation is not a national one yet, instead it seems to be a subnational and even a project based approach that could bring misunderstandings and conflicts in the implementation of REDD.
From the experience of past cases such as Panama and Guayana it could be predictable that regardless of the TAP Review, the FCPF can approve the funds up to 3.6 million dollars for the readiness plan, even more when Colombia already appears to be one of the participants of the REDD project in the FCPF webpage.
The World Bank’s Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) has approved the readiness plans(R-PP) for Panama and Guyana. In doing so, the FCPF ignored the advice and recommendations of its own Technical Advisory Panel. The approval demonstrates that the guidelines and standards developed under the FCPF are effectively meaningless,
 at this point of the implementation. According to the FCPF and the UN each disbursement will be followed by an evaluation of the requirements defined for the next phase in order to disburse more funds. 
Despite Colombian social weaknesses in terms of REDD implementation, This whole international dynamic could be beneficial not only in terms of reducing deforestation rates but also in terms of strengthen human rights protection. In order for that to happen, the International Community must take a more active role in helping the country settle the internal situation.
Conclusions
Even if REDD was not created understanding the dynamics of the Third World, REDD has certainly some potentialities to be a pro poor mechanism. Large sums of money can flow from Northern countries to developing countries dwarfing existing aid flows to the forest sector that have seen in restraint resources one of the causes of management failures. Additionally, local communities could strengthen their organizational skills in order to negotiate and participate in REDD. At the same time, REDD will deliver sustainable management practices to certain areas that have not implemented any conservational practice. Finally, if payments are received by poor local landowners it will help clarifying land tenure rights on the one side, and will bring payments that could be used as buffers when there are scarce alternatives of subsistence. However, it will not be a straight forward solution. Certain conditions must have to take place in order for REDD to be a pro poor mechanism. Each country where REDD could be implemented faces an interplay of conflicting policies, varying levels of building management capacity, and power struggles over forest, access, control and use of resources among a varying range of actors.

Linking REDD to the poverty- environment approach explicitly and coherently will certainly complicate and delay its implementation but it could deliver more equitable and efficient results. Building REDD onto the local communities´ dynamics will be more effective than conflicting it with informal and formal local rules. If REDD does not contemplate the importance of this link it might produce more harm than good. In terms of equitable results which embraces several international goals such as the Millenium Development Goals, REDD could help reducing poverty and gender inequalities directly and could also improve social services access indirectly if alternative compensation to the communities becomes part of REDD. Furthermore, the poor have the right to share the benefits accruing from REDD when they have legitimate claims to rights over the forest, even if they are just customary rights. 
Regarding the efficiency of REDD one can argue that in order to deliver reduction in deforestation rates, REDD must be aware of the link between poverty and Environment in the sense that it will improve the sustainability of REDD in the long term, it will reduce the risk for investors and buyers and it will create a new niche for philanthropic investment in the program.
In terms of poverty alleviation, it will not be sufficient to compensate poor people for their foregone subsistence production. Compensation implies a payment of equal value to what has been lost and it does not lessen poverty. Alternatively, benefits such as safety nets support or local incentives  linked to long term development opportunities could be incorporated into the REDD logics to be a more pro poor mechanism. In order for REDD to deliver social and environmental co benefits it must be integrated into a wider national strategy that involves cross-sectoral planning and engagement. REDD could be more efficient if it is complemented by good local practices that have been identified through the sustainable forest management, and it could also be supported by national poverty alleviation and developmental strategies.
At the same time, a good government approach must be part of the conditions prior to a REDD implementation. As it was discussed above, issues such as transparency and accountability, capacity building, clarified rights and stakeholders participation should be at the core of the REDD initiative.

Furthermore, clarified rights should not be only seen as means to create effectiveness, efficiency and equity in REDD, but also as an end by itself, in the sense that broader social justice goals must be attained. This could be a first step to the recognition of all local rights that have normally been violated such as human rights, civil rights, gender rights and citizenship rights. In a wider scale, REDD could be seen as a tool for global justice redistribution among industrialized and developing countries, where developed countries will pay for the benefits delivered by developing forested countries. Nevertheless, the debates surrounding REDD in terms of global justice have gone further than payments for environmental services. REDD specifically, and climate change mitigation in general have brought different challenging topics for Northern countries such as national debt cancellations, technology transfer, trade relations and standards, and consumption reduction. In a very optimistic way, this could be seen not only as resource transfer but also an alteration of decision making power relations between developed and developing countries.

On the other hand, developing countries right to development has also been at the top of the discussion. Developing countries cannot give up on using their natural resources because there are millions of dependent people that need to make a living out of the forests. Long term development alternatives for their livelihoods have to be at the core of the proposal as well as clean technology transfer in order to come up with a more just and fair international mechanism.
Furthermore, there might be another responsibility for industrialized countries as well as for the entire international community. Now that REDD has caught up all the attention and that despite that REDD has not been introduced in a formal international agreement, the international community must be a warranter of the preconditions for an efficient REDD implementation. The international Community cannot turn its back to what is happening inside developing countries once one of its panacea solutions is spread all over the globe. If there is a pressure from the international community and an external vigilance of the respect for human rights and the inclusion of the most vulnerable people in the projects, things can surprisingly change. An example of that is the violation of human rights in Colombia that has prevented the Free Trade agreement with the United States to be signed. If some international money transfers are banned because of a violation of the principles that it stands for, important changes will happen in developing countries. In contrast, at the moment, industrialized countries and multilateral organizations are disbursing significant amounts of money for REDD implementation without assuring the social conditions behind these actions.
Ambitious steps must be taken to reduce deforestation, but it is also important to highlight the risks of donor countries rushing to disburse funds allocated for REDD on unsuitable projects that do not address underlying causes of deforestation. “Difficult but much-needed policy and governance reforms are required in many countries to tackle the underlying drivers of deforestation and forest degradation in order to develop a more sustainable forest sector on a broad scale." (FoE, 2008).
Since REDD has not been officially incorporated into an international binding agreement yet, important modifications could be added. One could be to add binding social standards to the already existing technical standards. The CCBA (The Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance) certify projects that have developed voluntary standards to help design and identify land management activities that simultaneously minimize climate change, support sustainable development and conserve biodiversity.
On the other hand, and since it is not approved yet, a more fair and just shift could be added to the discussion. Calling social justice principles, an interesting proposal might be to transfer financial and technical resources to developing countries in order to stop deforestation and achieve development goals. However, the proposal can avoid increasing the financial value of forests, a component that most local peoples have difficulties with. Benefits to governments could be tied to national commitments to cease commercial deforestation and to restructure logging, pulp, palm oil, paper, agrofuels and other industries. 
The way the carbon market has been functioned until now, shows that it does not compete with the benefits accruing from commercial deforestation. Carbon prices may rise if REDD is included in a post-Kyoto protocol but still it is far from reaching commercial prices. Additionally, developing countries and local people could lose sovereignty over and control of their natural resources as forest “services” are bought up. On the other hand, more attention could be paid to industrialized countries´ commitments to reduce their own GHG emissions. 
Appendices
Appendix1

When a positive externality exists in an unregulated market, consumers pay a lower price and consume less quantity than the socially efficient outcome. This can be seen on Figure 2.1. Consumers pay price P' and consume quantity Q', but at that quantity society would have them pay more. At P' Q' the marginal benefit to society is much higher than marginal cost, resulting in a deadweight welfare loss. The socially efficient outcome is to pay price P* and consume quantity Q*. At this price and quantity the marginal benefit to society is equal to the marginal cost.
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