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Abstract
Understanding the framing in economic terms of climate change politics is key to gain insights on why the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) developed a new forest definition in COP 7 in 2001, and how it configures the politics of Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation in Developing Countries (REDD). Which are the actors responsible for it? How does the fact that monoculture plantations are included in the definition influence the politics and the actors involved in REDD? The paper will explore the dynamics of the REDD framing process, to then analyze its relation to the development of the forest definition, where the values of the parameters included (tree height, cover and area) were made more flexible at the aim of adapting to wider contexts, making more land eligible for REDD projects. In light of the potential importance associated to  REDD for the post-2012 agreements, the paper attempts to shed light on those questions so as to explore the possibility of shifting the focus towards a more holistic vision that includes “other” perceptions of forest. 
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Introduction 

Situating REDD: Pole Position for a Post-2012 Agreement 

While concern about global warming due to the enhanced anthropogenic greenhouse gas (GHG) effect has been rapidly increasing worldwide over the last decades, the accomplishments of the mechanisms developed internationally to achieve significant emission reductions have been minimal. For many, the Kyoto Protocol was doomed to fail from its design (Clarke 2008; Lohmann 1999; Lohmann 2009a; Pottinger 2008). Conference of the Parties (COP) 15 in Copenhagen in December 2009 generated many expectations regarding the design of a new protocol for the second commitment period from 2012 onwards, which resulted in disappointing negotiations and the delay of an unavoidable compromise. Just a year before the first commitment period of the Kyoto agreements will expire, the COP 16 in Cancún in December 2010 is the very last opportunity to negotiate the specificities of the terms of agreement for the post 2012 period. 

Heading towards Cancún, the climate secretariat, United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), delivered a new draft protocol proposal (UNFCCC, 2010) in Bonn in July 2010, inviting the parties1 to initiate negotiations. A significant part of the draft is dedicated to Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation in Developing Countries (REDD). Academics and policymakers have regarded this instrument as a key element for the second commitment of the Kyoto agreements to be negotiated in Cancún in December 2010 (Zarin et al 2009; Bond et al 2009, Springate-Baginski and Wollemberg 2010; Cotula and Mayers 2009). As shown by Springate-Baginski and Wollenberg: 

‘Improved forest management and avoided deforestation are not eligible under CDM at present. This has prompted negotiations of climate change policy for the post-2012 period to include reduced emissions from deforestation and forest degradation from various Conference of the Parties (COP) meetings’ (Springate-Baginski and Wollenberg 2010: 110).

The basic functioning of REDD is built upon the concept of avoided deforestation, which consists of enhancing financial means to prevent the agents responsible of deforestation by providing them with equal revenues to the incentives of cutting the forest down . The carbon stored in the trees is measured and the avoided deforestation is accounted as an emission reduction. It is currently being debated if avoided deforestation should be financed by a market or a fund system if, as is very likely, it finally becomes part of the new protocol. There exist varying perspectives on REDD, as well as on PES (Payments for Environmental Services), a concept from which the idea of avoided deforestation was developed. Numerous academic efforts evaluate and support, to different degrees, the potential of REDD as PES (Bond et al 2009; Zarin et al 2009; Springate-Baginski and Wollenberg 2010). REDD is at a pilot stage yet 144 projects were in progress by early 2009 (Cotula and Mayers 2009) and much more are expected if avoided deforestation projects are to become a central element in a new protocol. 

Busch (2009) describes the UNFCCC as a “straightjacket” that works exclusively on the outcomes of the COP meetings, and that does not have the capacity to regulate or develop initiatives independently. Reflecting on the attention that the parties have been giving to REDD in previous COP meetings, a year before the first commitment period of the Kyoto agreements will expire, it is very probable that REDD is going to be a key element of the post-2012 agreement. Given the associated enormous rise in REDD projects expected, it is clear how the forest definition determines which areas are considered forests and is, therefore, a key element that configures the politics of REDD. Based on Busch’s (2009) influence and capacity analysis of the UNFCCC, I will argue further in this paper that REDD only responds to the parties that have been showing will to include REDD programming in a new protocol. If so, projects and funds are going to increase drastically. Hence, the forest definition, which determines what actually is a forest, becomes crucial. 

Redefined Forests and the UNFCCC Forest Definition

FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations) redefined forests from 1990 to 2000, resulting in an increase of 10% of global forestland, as pointed by the below quotes:
‘Alternate values for definition parameters can have significant impacts. When FAO redefined forest between the 1990 and 2000 Forest Resource Assessments, reducing minimum height from 7 to 5m, minimum area from 1.0 to 0.5 ha and crown cover from 20% in developed and 10% in developing countries to a uniform 10%, global forest area increased by 300 Million ha or approximately 10% from that cause (FAO, 2000a). The selection of the forest definition is binding only for the first Commitment Period, 2008-2012. Even countries with very diverse ecosystems must choose one set of parameters for their entire territory’ (Neeff et al 2006: 3–4)

‘The minimum area requirement for being included in FRA 1990 was 100 hectares while for FRA 2000 it is 0.5 hectares’ (FAO 2001: 12). 

What could just be a valuation difference, a matter of labelling in a certain manner, turns out to be fundamental in the case of REDD. The methodologies and baselines used by the FRA (Forest Resource Assessments), elaborated by FAO every 10 years, changed considerably from 1990 to 2000, as well as from 1980 to 1990, which unable comparisons (Matthews 2002; Hoare 2005). FAO is however, the referential institution in terms of forest statistics and reports, and its decisions have much influence. For instance, the forest definition developed by the UNFCCC in COP 7 in 2001 is derived from the FAO (2000) forest definition2. In other words, tremendous changes have been taking place from 1990 onwards in the forest definition, what increased global forest land, but complicated identifying the actual rate of deforestation of primary and secondary forests3. In the FAO 1990 forest definition, the minimum values for tree height, tree cover and area are 7m. high, 30% and 100ha. respectively, while in the FAO 2000 definition those are 5m. high, 10% and 0.5ha. It can already be seen how it makes a massive difference in accounting global forest land. In that context, I wonder why the parties of the climate secretariat decided to develop a new definition in Marrakech in 2001, introducing flexibility and lowering more the minimal values of tree height included in the definition to 2m. high. Values in the UNFCCC forest definition, as shown below, range, at the aim of what has been called adapting to more contexts (Zarin et al 2009). Countries involved in CDM (Clean Development Mechanism) and REDD projects are required to choose a forest definition within the following range of values:
“Forest” is a minimum area of land of 0.05-1.0 hectares with tree crown cover (or equivalent stocking level) of more than 10-30 per cent with trees with the potential to reach a minimum height of 2-5 metres at maturity in situ. A forest may consist either of closed forest formations where trees of various stories and undergrowth cover a high proportion of the ground or open forest. Young natural stands and all plantations which have yet to reach a crown density of 10-30 per cent or tree height of 2-5 meters are included under forest, as are areas normally forming part of the forest area which are temporarily unstocked as a result of human intervention such as harvesting or natural causes but which are expected to revert to forest; (UNFCCC 2001).
The importance of the recent trend of lowering the requirements (always related to tree height, area and tree cover) for a land to be considered a forest, has to be understood in hand with the framing of REDD as a win-win strategy, a cost-efficient panacea like market instrument–the very unique opportunity to deal with deforestation and climate change in a cost-effective manner for the post 2012 period (Bond et al 2009; Zarin et al 2009; Norway’s Forest and Climate Change Initiative webpage). At this point, the expansion of intensive monocultures that started two centuries ago, accelerated in the last decades, and increased drastically in the last 20 years, especially in the tropical forests, also has to be taken into account (Shiva 1993; M’gonigle and Dempsey 2001). REDD is framed as a cost-effective instrument for both preventing deforestation in developing countries and dealing with the anthropogenic GHG effect, seeming almost an altruistic concern of the so called developed world, with much impetus in the face of the government of Norway, to solve both the world’s GHG excess of emissions and protect the forests of the “helpless” developing countries. This approach, as I will further explore in the paper, disconnects the linkages between roots and sources of GHG emissions. The dominant paradigm promotes individuality and utility maximization, which is suspicious when a country is presenting an initiative as altruistic, while ignoring that those actors in the developing countries, understood as rational utility seekers in an economic paradigm, are often influenced by other dynamics in a globalized world. The approach to world forests, or, as described by Shiva (1993) “scientific forests,” exclusively as providers of goods and services, expanded two centuries ago and peaked astonishingly in the last decades in Asia and specifically in tropical regions, where replanting with intensive growing plantations in these areas to supply the “developed” world, has caused a myriad of social and environmental conflicts. The traditional inhabitants who have historically relied on forests for subsistence have been displaced in order for these plantations to expand. Precisely due to this fact, it is key to acknowledge the importance of the forest definition if REDD is to become part of the new protocol. As seen above, monoculture plantations are included on the UNFCCC forest definition. If REDD becomes part of the next protocol, an enormous rise of projects is expected. Unless the definition is modified, with 2m minimal tree height, inclusion of plantations and no differentiation between primary and secondary forests on it, the projects could “protect” what already are and have (long) been areas of environmental and social conflicts, where traditional local inhabitants have already been displaced or will soon be displaced due to the actual implementation of the projects (Carrere 2009). I will argue in this paper that due to the framing in economics present in climate change politics, and the economic mindset underlying the design and development of policies, it is expectable that at a national level in the so called “developing” world, countries would seek to implement (and receive funds from) the larger number of projects possible. From this perspective, two ideas can be inferred. First, it makes sense that the definitions are less and less strict, so that more and more area is eligible, and more and more projects can be developed. As shown by Matthews (2002) a paradox can be seen in the case of Australia, where what are defined as desert areas according to the national definition fulfil the requirements to be considered a “forest” under the UNFCCC forest definition. The recorded changes (or lowering of the parameters) in national forest definitions (Ghana, India and the DRC) in response to the UNFCCC forest definition support this argument. Reasoning from this world-view, much more changes are expectable if REDD is part of a new protocol. Second, as shown by Carrere (2009), governments urged to undertake (and thus receive funds from) avoided deforestation projects are not prone to respect and assure, but rather manipulate at their own convenience, the rights and perspectives of the ultimate inhabitants of the forests, forest dwellers and communities. 

The Development of the UNFCCC Forest Definition: Impacts on REDD
The approach of the FAO and UNFCCC forest definitions fit into what Vandana Shiva calls “scientific forest”, that resulted in the invasive replanting with monoculture plantations that emerged as a result of the utilitarian shift in worldview that accompanied the industrial revolution. Since then, and particularly within the last decades in tropical regions, replanting with plantations has expanded. Given that the changes in the forest definition took place after this tendency had been widely proliferated around the globe, and given that unless the definition is modified monoculture plantations are going to be eligible for REDD projects in a post 2012 agreement, what does it imply that those areas are now accounted as avoided deforested areas? More specifically, by acknowledging the framing in economics that climate change politics seems to be subject to, and the mechanic economic mind setting behind the design of these policies, this paper explores the reasons for a change in the forest definition, the actors responsible, and the impacts on the actors involved. The change in definition seems to have been designed from a utilitarian perspective, and the outcome of more land considered as forests and thus more land eligible for “avoided deforestation” projects, seems to be consistent (and responding) to that mindset. How does this mindset push the framing of climate change politics in economic terms, and how is it present in REDD (the first section of the analysis) is key in order to identify the motives and implications of the development of the UNFCCC forest definition. I will explore further the role of a key participant in the framing of REDD, the Government of Norway.

After exploring the actors accountable for the development of the forest definition and what it implies that monoculture plantations are included on it, the paper aims to identify the impacts of this change for the actors involved.  In light of the presumable inclusion of REDD in a post 2012 agreement, a considerable rise of avoided deforestation projects is expectable. Taking it into account, this paper aims to analyze the impacts of that rise, in particular, for the inhabitants of the forest: forest dwellers and communities.

Once the economic mindset effect embedded in the design of the definition, and its tight relation to the impacts on the REDD arena would have been presented, the paper explores a change of focus in two senses. First, I will reflect on ideas surrounding a reframing of the climate change debate, at the aim of what Storm (2009) calls “liberating it from its economistic straightjacket”. Secondly, the change of focus refers to other notions of forests that do not respond to the “scientific forest” embedded in the UNFCCC definition, driven by the “Buen Vivir” as a theoretical standpoint.

Approach

In order to explore the underlying reasons for a change in the forest definition, its impacts for both the actors involved and absent in the framing of REDD and/or the development of the UNFCCC forest definition, I have explored different materials. Along with literature about forest definitions and other understandings of forests beyond western science and the “scientific forest”, I have reviewed different academic and non-academic perspectives on climate change politics, the concept of avoided deforestation, market instruments like the CTM (and their potential to deal with the anthropogenic GHG effect), the UNFCCC and its role, keeping a focus on key issues surrounding REDD politics. From those, I stress land tenure, the role of the inhabitants of the forests, and how the expansion of different types of forests has responded to globalization. The economic framing of climate change politics is, as well as in other arenas due to the nature of the master frame in economics, well documented in the literature.

Since my interest is on the framing process and how it determines issues surrounding both the development and implications of the UNFCCC forest definition, I will use the value-critical analysis developed by Schmidt, in which the researcher’s theoretical standpoint is to be examined together with the analysis, differently than on value committed approaches, at the aim of reducing the bias when identifying the key elements and actors of the framing process. In value committed approaches, the analyst will attempt to justify a policy or process “in terms of values to which he or she is already committed by marshalling arguments and evidence that point in that direction” (Schmidt 2001: 301).

For the last chapter of the analysis, I rely on the core tasks of framing proposed by Benford and Snow (2000) to reframe REDD politics, at the aim of liberating it from the long assumed beliefs and assumptions embedded in the economic mindset, and try to look at forest definitions and climate change (and REDD) politics from another perspective.

 A Theoretical Framework for Approaching Framing and Reframing in the Climate Change Arena 

The theoretical framework I use in order to reflect on the economic framing of climate change politics and how it configures issues surrounding both the reasons for the development of the UNFCCC forest definition and the impacts of it for the actors involved departs from ideas about frames, framing and reframing, at the aim of identifying the mechanisms through which these processes take place. Bellamy Foster et al’s “Midas Effect” and Storm’s “economistic straightjacket” help gain insights on the nature of the framing of climate change politics. The mainstream approach to conservation and the environment seems to be embedded in “western science” where a forest is conceived as what Vandana Shiva calls “scientific forest”, reduced to the utility they provide to human beings. In order to explore alternative conceptions of forests, I will use the Buen Vivir as a theoretical standpoint.
Frames, Framing and Reframing

Gamson explains frames trough common English usages in combination with two words: as window frames, from which we look at reality; and as house frames, which hold all the components of the structure together (Creed et al, 2002). According to Benford and Snow (2000), framing entails ongoing evolving more dynamic processes while the concept of frame is conceived as more static, conditioned by the fixity of the instance in which the frame is analyzed. The anthropologist George Bateson was first to use the term frame as both cognitive models and metacommunications. As described by Gillian and Bales (2001), frames are cognitive models that ‘allow an audience to interpret and evaluate a given message. The cognitive models that particularly interest anthropologists are “cultural models”, understandings that are shared and durable, and have motivational force’ (Gillian and Bales 2001: 4). Bateson’s understanding of frames as metacommunications refers to the context in which the communication is taking place as a key determinant of the ultimate outcome of the communication. Bateson’s two senses of frames are relevant in the climate change arena. First, the cognitive model underlying climate change politics seem to be subject and constrained to economic terms (Gasper 2010; Bellamy Foster el al 2009; Storm 2009). Looking at frames as metacommunications, one can gain insights on how and why by focussing on some aspects and disregarding others, as the framing process of climate change politics in economic terms conditions the approach, design and outcomes of climate change policies. As Lakoff (1996) explains, frames contribute to reinforce world-views. This is as well relevant in the climate change arena. As I will further argue, it seems consistent with a utilitarian world-view that some actors involved in the development of the UNFCCC forest definition are ultimately benefiting from it. Accordingly, from this worldview, it seems reasonable that those actors have interests in framing climate change politics in a certain manner. Payne’s ideas on how frames can condition political processes, such as the shortcoming post-2012 negotiations to be held in COP 16 in Cancun, shows to what degree those can be influential. As the author argues: 

‘Frames are basic building blocks for the construction of broadly resonant norms and they thereby serve to legitimate normative orders. The empirical literature provides numerous examples of frames being meticulously fashioned by norm advocates so as to appeal to particular target communities and to mobilize triumphant international change processes’ (Payne 2001: 39).

Payne’s reflections on the concept of frame resonance help understand the dynamics of REDD and climate change politics. As he explains, an ‘actor is more likely to accept new claims if they are shown to be similar to already accepted ideas’ (Payne 2001: 43). Payne takes the argument further by stating: ‘Advocates attempt to construct, in other words, frames that resonate with broader public understanding’ (ibid). The idea of frame resonance becomes useful to understand how the concept of PES has been framed by some authors as the panacea to achieve both conservation and economic development (Daily and Matson 2008; Salzman 2005; Brauman et al 2007), and now the potential of REDD in the shape of PES (Bond et al 2009; Meridian Institute 2009; Springate-Baginski and Wollenberg 2010) appeals to previously assumed beliefs by pulling a string already pulled before. In this paper, I will explore the reasons underlying the intention of framing REDD as the ultimate solution for solving deforestation and the enhanced GHG effect. Payne (2001) talks about frame resonance as a successful tool for norm-building. From my analysis, I support this idea in the case of REDD towards being included in a post-2012 agreement, since most of the reports I have reviewed seem to frame REDD as a successful mechanism to deal with both deforestation and the emission of GHG gasses, always in a cost-effective manner. 

Benford and Snow (2000) explore the concept of frame resonance and to what degree a frame is capable of “resonating”–being effective in framing the issue in a certain manner. They identify two factors to measure the degree of frame resonance: credibility and relative salience. According to the authors, the credibility of any framing process is subject to ‘frame consistency, empirical credibility, and credibility of the frame articulators or claimsmaker’ (Benford and Snow 2000: 619). In the climate change arena, the actors responsible for empirical credibility are led by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), which provides technical information, assessments and reports of climate change. The frame articulators or claimsmakers are led by the UNFCCC, which parties will be negotiating the new protocol in COP 16.  Parties that, as I will further explain, developed the UNFCCC forest definition in COP 7. According to Benford and Snow, the frame’s degree of resonance is as well determined by its salience to its potential population target. Salience, the authors follow, is dependent on how central the values of the frame are for the actors involved, to what degree are those framings close to the reality of their daily lives, and to what extent is the frame “culturally resonant” with the beliefs, assumptions and existing frames of the individual within the target group. (Benford and Snow 2000).

Benford and Snow present the concept of “master frames”, frames that are so influential that they have the capacity to alter other frames to varying degrees (ibid). In the climate change arena, the master frame is the dominant economic framing present in most areas of policy, derived from a utilitarian worldview that behaves as hegemonic knowledge erasing other perceptions as it interacts with them. In other words, there is a broad framing in economic terms present in the mainstream policy approach in most areas that in a narrow manner becomes the framing in economics of climate change politics that I will explore in the first section of the analysis. The concept of value amplification, used by Sinha and Gasper (2010), or how some issues, beliefs and events are selected and accented over others, helps zoom in on the dynamics of climate change politics when, for instance, a new protocol that seems to give much importance to REDD is to be designed. The way in which REDD is being widely promoted as a cost-effective instrument to deal with deforestation and emissions of GHG is an example of value amplification. 

In the last part of the analysis, I will propose a reframing of REDD based on Benford and Snow’s (2000) core framing tasks. First, diagnostic framing relates to the nature and responsibility of the problem, with much academic work surrounding the development and functioning (and the actors accountable) of what Gamson et al call “injustice frames” (Benford and Snow 2000). The second core task proposed by Benford and Snow, prognostic framing, points to the elaboration of a solution for the identified problem. The authors refer to “counterframing” as the subsequent approach of reframing the issue by neglecting the characteristics of the previous frame. Motivational framing is the last core task proposed by Benford and Snow, and it provides ‘a “call to arms” or rationale for engaging in ameliorative collective action, including the construction of appropriate vocabularies of motive’ (Benford and Snow 2000: 617).

The Framing of Climate Change Politics
There exist numerous academic works that reflect on the nature of climate change politics and how it seems to be subject to economic terms both from the way nature is understood as well as in the design of policies to deal with it. From those, I have chosen to focus on the work by Bellamy Foster et al (2009), where they present “The Midas Effect”, described as the systematic transmutation of ecological values into economic ones present in the dominant approach to conservation and the environment of mainstream academics and policymakers (Bellamy Foster et al 2009). As the Midas King turned everything he touched into gold, in the Carbon trade arena the dominant utilitarian approach seeks to turn forests and what are perceived to be their resources into valuable “services”, thus neglecting their intrinsic value. Maximizing utility and efficiency, and providing all elements of ecosystems with economic value appear to be the goals. The Midas effect seems to apply to the REDD debate as well, where the carbon stored in forests is measured, with the subjectivity in which this could possibly be done (Lohmann 2009b; Lohmann 2010), to then account it as an emission reduction. If market mechanisms like the carbon trade market are going to be the way REDD is introduced in the post 2012 agreements, emissions reductions may be traded with the emissions of the so called developed countries. Welch was cited in an article on The Guardian, where he describes CO2 emissions as ‘a created commodity, the result of deducting what you hope happens from what you guess would have happened’ (Davies, 2007). Lohmann (2009a) shows concern when the focus is not on both reducing the emissions and avoiding deforestation, but in trading one for another. Along the same lines, Kevin Smith (2007) argues that these instruments are just “a patch” that does not address the roots of the GHG emissions, as it does not postpone the structural changes needed.

Another conceptualization of the nature of the climate change framing process can be observed in the work of Storm (2009). Through an extensive literature review, the author wonders if climate change can be stopped when capitalism remains the dominant force, arguing that a systemic change is needed in order to ‘liberate current social sciences’ discourse on global warming from the self-imposed, narrowly economistic straightjacket, which emphasizes CO2eq stabilization targets, carbon commodiﬁcation and trading, ‘optimal’ social discount rates and feasible ex-post burden sharing’ (Storm 2009: 1033). Only crises bring real change, Storm continues, and thus the recent global crisis could be the driver pushing for the structural changes needed in order to produce substantial changes in reducing the impact of the enhanced anthropogenic GHG effect by significantly diminishing the amount of GHG emitted into the atmosphere. 
While reviewing the climate change and REDD literature, I have come to confirm the ideas of the authors above; the mainstream approach seems to be exclusively concerned about the degree of cost-effectiveness of the projects and policies developed.

Western Science and the “Scientific Forest”

One of the main objectives of the paper relates to the effect of economic framing of the forest on forest dwellers and communities. In particular, I wonder what the implications are for these communities and groups that forests are defined as strictly related to the mainstream environmental discourse, which perceives ecological values in terms of economic ones, exclusively measured by the utility they provide for human beings. The potential for REDD in the shape of PES and market approaches in the carbon arena is explored by a stream of academic thought (Bond et al 2009; Zarin et al 2009; Norway’s Forest and Climate Change Initiative webpage; Springate-Baginski and Wollenberg 2010), and embedded in Vandana Shiva’s (1993) concept of “scientific forest” for others. Scientific forests are reduced to the supply of timber and wood, ignoring the complex relationships between ecosystems and forest dwellers, and leaving food as a category no longer related to forestry. She talks about the ‘disappearance of local knowledge though its interaction with western knowledge’ (Shiva 1993: 2). As she further explains:  
‘When local knowledge does appear in the ﬁeld of the globalising vision, it is made to disappear by denying it the status of a systematic knowledge, and assigning it the adjectives ‘primitive’ and ‘unscientiﬁc’. Correspondingly, the western system is assumed to be uniquely ‘scientiﬁc’ and universal. The preﬁx ‘scientiﬁc’ for the modern systems, and ‘unscientiﬁc’ for the traditional knowledge systems has, however, less to do with knowledge and more to do with power’ (Shiva 1993: 3).  
The author captures the nature of this approach by stating: ‘Dominant knowledge also destroys the very conditions for alternatives to exist, very much like the introduction of monocultures destroying the very conditions for diverse species to exist’ (Shiva 1993: 4). To further understand the implications of scientific forestry, she uses the example of the Asian forests and colonization: ‘When the West colonised Asia, it colonised her forests. It brought with it the ideas of nature and culture as derived from the model of the industrial factory. The forest was no longer viewed as having a value itself, in all its diversity. Its value was reduced to the value of commercially exploitable industrial timber’ (Shiva 1993: 6). This dominant vision erased other views and the linkages between agriculture and forests (ibid).

In order to reflect on ideas about western science, the work of Boaventura da Souza Santos becomes central. As the author shows:
‘Neo-liberal globalization is presided over by techno-scientific knowledge, and owes its hegemony to the credible way in which it discredits all rival knowledges, by suggesting that they are not comparable, in terms of efficiency and coherence, to the scientificity of the market laws. Since neo-liberal globalization is hegemonic, no wonder that it anchors itself in the knowledge, no less hegemonic, of Western-based modern science’ (Santos 2006: 13).

The effect of techno-scientific knowledge is present in the REDD arena, where marginalization of forest dwellers often takes place as a consequence of the issue of defining the forest to which they belong, process in which they do not participate, but are most likely to be exposed to its consequences. One of the outcomes of the meeting of the Indigenous Peoples Meeting at the World People’s Conference on Climate Change and the Rights of Mother Earth on April 22nd 2010, in Cochabamba, Bolivia, was the rejection of REDD projects in all countries. 

A Theoretical Standpoint for Reframing Climate Change Politics: “El Buen Vivir”

This research paper explores understandings of forests different than those of UNFCCC and FAO, which are rooted in the concepts of “Scientific Forest” and “Western Science”. In order to do so, I find of interest the wave of thought that is recently emerging in Latin America: “El Buen Vivir”. According to Carpio Benalcazar (2008), one of the main authors, in our days the modern is desirable and the traditional is undesirable, seen in the western science’s logic as backwards and underdeveloped. The “Buen Vivir” understanding of nature, as opposed to the dominant utilitarian perception of nature as resources and value provided to humans, rejects the use of the term “resources” to define natural elements, and takes a more holistic approach. All beings, human and non-human, are part of a wider whole. The emphasis is on the group rather than on the individual.  The idea of “Buen Vivir” comes from the Andean kichwas livelihoods, for whom concepts like development, poverty and wealth do not exist, but rather a holistic view of how should society act as a whole in order to build the Sumak Kausay (Good Living), Sumak Alpha (Evilless Fertile Land) and Sacha Runa Yachay (the Ancestral Knowledge) (Carpio Benalcazar 2008). The Buen Vivir constitutes a sustainable society paradigm, establishing a reciprocal relationship between human beings and nature, in order to guarantee the prevalence of the whole (ibid). The concept entails plurinacionality, that according to Santos, goes beyond the idea of interculturalism because the latter can exist in the absence of plurinacionality but not the other way round (Carpio Benalcazar 2008). Another aspect of Buen Vivir relates to its spontaneous reliance on decentralization and territorial reorganization, in order for every territory to properly define its future, but always at the service of the demands of the group as a whole (ibid). 
By merging all the elements I have presented in this chapter​, ideas on frames, framing and reframing; how they take shape in climate change politics; how it acts as the dominant knowledge that erases other perspectives as it interacts with them; as well as an alternative theoretical standpoint based on “Buen Vivir”, this theoretical framework attempts to help understand the dynamics of the framing processes of REDD, its inter-linkages with the development of the UNFCCC forest definition and its associated impacts for the actors involved.

The Economic Framing in REDD

The implications and motives for the development of the forest definition in the seventh conference of the parties meeting in 2001 needs to be understood in relationship with the economic framing of climate change politics. Bellamy Foster et al and Storm describe how this framing takes shape in REDD. This framing process impacts and is impacted by the mindset to which the change in the forest definition seems to be subject. In this chapter, I will explore the mechanisms through which this framing process takes place, as well as zoom in on who probably is the most involved party, the Government of Norway.
The Economic Framing of Climate Change Politics in REDD

The way in which climate change politics have been framed over time is well documented in the literature. From those, I have presented ideas on the economic framing of climate change politics from Bellamy Foster et al and Storm. In both articles, the central arguments, climate change politics having an economic straightjacket–and the transmutation of ecological values into economic ones, share the perception of climate change politics, not differently than in other arenas, as framed by the master frame of economics, leaving out other aspects or dimensions of reality. I have identified the common elements of the frame, what Gamsom et al call “what holds all the elements together”. I rely on Schimdt’s value critical approach, in which the researcher lays out her standpoint together with the analysis. As Lohmann, Smith, Humphreys, and many others, I believe framing REDD as the ultimate solution to reduce emissions and avoid deforestation, takes the focus away from the roots of the anthropogenic GHG effect, and postpones the structural changes needed. I am particularly interested in two characteristics of the frame that I will review in the next section: frame resonance and value amplification.
The dominant economic mindset “estimates” values of all the (environmental and non-environmental) services involved, responding to the “Midas Effect”. This is as well key in the case of the forest definition in REDD. The fact that the definition is only concerned with tree height, area and cover, makes no distinction between primary and secondary forests. If, as well as avoiding deforestation, the aim is to reduce the impact of the anthropogenic GHG effect, the different carbon contents of forests cannot be left out of the picture. Houghton (2005) suggests measuring the biomass of forests together with land cover, in order to obtain a more precise estimation of the carbon stored on forests. Primary forests have much larger biomass and thus carbon content. Under the current definition, much variation in carbon content is possible, which depends on the specific type of forest among all those included in 2m high, 10% tree cover and 0.5ha. 

On the other side of the coin, there exist two primary methods to calculate emissions, and they seem to yield different results (Clarke 2008). Worldwide efforts are being made to promote and encourage the monitoring and accounting of the carbon stored in forests. Bond et al (2009) recommend the creation of a global institution that would monitor and account the carbon stored in forests worldwide. Measuring forests in that way, strictly in terms of their potential for carbon sequestration, regardless of the connectivity and linkages of the ecosystem, can lead to push for fast “carbon sequestration” forests since they will be more profitable if more land is made eligible for these kind of projects. Are we trusting these calculations too much, especially when isolating variables that will later be equalised (sequestered carbon estimated in trees over estimated emissions)? Besides, who would monitor the monitors?

REDD is usually framed in the literature as the “only way” to prevent deforestation that would “otherwise” occur. This is indeed an example of the nature of the assumptions behind these ideas. It is framed as the very unique opportunity to prevent deforestation that has historically been taking place due to its cost-effectiveness. In other words, the potential of avoided deforestation relies on its market efficiency within an economic paradigm.  This signifies that REDD is a feasible opportunity for reducing deforestation, reducing emissions and achieving economic development, because it has the potential to be more cost-effective than the incentives of cutting the forest down for the actors involved. They would receive equivalent revenues from REDD projects, so that the forest is protected and the “avoided deforestation” accounted as an emission reduction. It is clear how the economic mindset I have been referring to is the one driving the (un)stated assumptions underlying this reasoning and determining what is left in and out from the framing process in REDD.  By stressing the importance of its cost-effectiveness through value amplification and frame resonance to PES, assuring that avoided deforestation is the only way to prevent deforestation, is actually patronizing reality through economic terms, and erasing other understandings than do not look at reality through its cost-effectiveness. The design and application of the UNFCCC forest definition seems to be determined by this cost-effectiveness. While REDD is given such amount of attention, the forest definition remains the actual factor determining where deforestation could be avoided. 

By the use of the rhetoric of economics (McCloskey 1994), the way in which REDD is framed as cost-effective leaves the audience little option but to believe it is true. Who is the audience of those reports? Are the root causes of deforestation universal so that they can be addressed by a Panacea like market instrument? How do other understandings of the world beyond cost-effectiveness interact with the dominant approach? Could it be that pursuing cost-effectiveness (ceteris paribus) is the root cause of the climate crisis and the anthropogenic greenhouse effect? The dominant economic paradigm requires more of what caused the problem in the first place, namely continuous rise of consumption. Since it seems clear enough that following that economic mindset is the actual root of the problem, it does not seem to be the ultimate solution, nor framing REDD as the only opportunity to address the anthropogenic GHG effect again in a cost-effective manner. Instead of the rational individualized utility seekers assumed in the economic mindset, a more holistic approach like Gaia theories or Buen Vivir, where the focus is on the whole group (the earth in the climate change arena) and for which concepts like development and wealth do not exist, while challenging the long assumed implications of perceiving and describing reality exclusively in economic terms, may lead to a trustable path towards, in order to diminish its impacts, addressing the anthropogenic GHG from its very roots. 

Framing REDD as Cost-effective Through Frame Resonance and Value Amplification
The way in which REDD is framed through the use of value amplification, stressing or emphasizing certain aspects and not others, determines the scope of the impact of the forest definition. Because REDD is framed as cost-effective and the ultimate market solution to deal with deforestation and GHG emission in a cost-effective manner, which “forests” are suitable for being protected, and the associated controversy, is left out of the picture. The UNFCCC forest definition determines where the projects are to be developed. With a minimal height of 2m, the inclusion of monoculture plantations, and no differentiation between primary and secondary forests, areas where environmental and social conflicts are (long) in place or/and with low carbon content, could be now protected to reduce emissions. Besides, the issues of estimation for both emissions and carbon stored in forests introduced on the previous section, determines what is traded with what. The definition of forest determines which area is eligible and its associated “estimated” carbon is traded with the “estimated” emissions. It is however, somehow unclear how cost-effectiveness and the links to PES are selected and accented over any other dimension of the projects, with much controversy around which areas are eligible for it, determined by the forest definition used. 

There seems to be much academic and policy debate around the potential of PES in REDD. The mainstream seems to agree that PES could be the most cost effective way of approaching reduction of emissions and deforestation in the shape of REDD (Bond et al 2009; Zarin et al 2009; Springate-Baginski and Wollenberg 2010; Norway’s Forest and Climate Change Initiaive). The tension arises when ones wonders if cost-effectiveness should exclusively be the goal of the projects that are meant to deal with the enhanced anthropogenic GHG effect. When looking at the framing process through reflecting on what is left out and in the analysis, it becomes clearer how climate change politics are framed in economic terms. In the case of REDD, they have been more specifically promoted for cost-effectiveness, thereby linked to PES. Given that the forest definition determines what is a forest and thus where can the projects be developed, it is key to acknowledge that many type of forests with very different contexts meet the requirements to be considered a forest for the UNFCCC. Acknowledging the influence of the forest definition, helps gain insights on the feasibility of a universal panacea-like market instrument that does not take into account the very own characteristics and contexts of different areas considered “forest” under the UNFCCC forest definition, nor does it address the root causes of the GHG effect and deforestation. However, the paradox is that even when framed in this manner, it has been extensively argued that not many services meet in reality the requirements to participate in PES schemes (Wunder 2005; Pagiola 2008; Scholtz 2009), and those have usually failed to address the issue of distribution, especially towards the poorer actors of the scheme (Lovera et al, 2008; Pagiola 2008; Pagiola et al 2005; Scholtz 2009). Reflecting on the efforts of associating PES and REDD, the definition will allow for new attempts of dealing with environmental and social concerns through market instruments. 

How and why PES have failed to be cost-effective is not the central issue at stake, however. If one looks at value amplification and frame resonance, it is not really important if PES or REDD are actually cost-effective or not in reality, but rather than they are framed in that manner, so that the potential of REDD linked to PES and cost-effectiveness will “resonate” to the audience. From the point of view of value amplification, it is important to reflect on the choices made, what is left in and out. Through the rhetoric of economics (McCloskey 1994) and the choice of valuing exclusively the economic dimension present in the carbon arena, the audience is forced to believe that framing reality in this manner is the only possibility. In economics, as well as in the reports I have reviewed, the use of normative terms is the rule. This applies to the forest UNFCCC definition too, where the change of forest definition is described as adapting to more contexts (Zarin et al 2009). Why is it that a more lax definition will adapt to more contexts when what it means in reality is that more land is considered forest and thus more projects can be undertaken? As McCloskey explains, the authors appeal to ethos by positioning themselves in a higher hierarchical position, where they assert instead of proposing or suggesting. The knowledge in economics assumed in the economist mindset, forces the audience to believe those ideas almost exclusively through faith. This seems to be the case as well with REDD, which is described as a cost-effective instrument with the potential to deal with deforestation and the anthropogenic GHG effect, almost as the ultimate panacea for the post-2012 period, and with the UNFCCC forest definition in which flexibility on the values was introduced as a means of adapting to more contexts, meaning in reality more land being forests. Other dimensions of REDD projects, when looking with lenses different than the economic ones, are not included. 
Zooming in on the Framing: The Role of the Government of Norway
In order to understand the framing of REDD, I have focused on a key actor with great influence in climate change politics, the Government of Norway. Norway has lead the REDD as the only donor of the UN-REDD Programe before 2010, and supports many initiatives involving REDD. Besides, the Government of Norway has commissioned and funded reports on REDD to different consultancies and NGOs (Zarin et al 2009; Bond et al 2009) that, with different degrees of variation on the emphasis on the risks and conditions for REDD to function, seem to agree on the potential of REDD to deal with deforestation and GHG emissions in a cost-effective manner. Norway appears to be a key actor pushing for the REDD initiative to be considered as the ultimate solution to deforestation and climate change. The forest definition determines which areas are eligible. From another perspective, it seems as if the development of The Government of Norway’s International Climate and Forest initiative was purely altruistic, as a call for the developed world, in the shape of the Goverment of Norway, to protect the forest of the “helpless” developing world and thus reduce the impacts of the anthropogenic GHG effect for all. What is not included in the framing are the root causes for the deforestation to take place, often pushed by the demand for timber products for the developed world from developing countries, or how utility-driven plantations included in the forest definition that had previously substituted traditional forests, and are a source of environmental and social issues, could be “protected” through avoided deforestation projects. Astonishingly, some plantation companies appear on the Norwegian Pension Fund. How does this controversy fit with the changes in the forest definitions and the intensive monoculture plantation expansion over the last 20 years? How is it that the country that is presenting itself as altruistically caring for the world’s forests has shares in some of these plantation companies? 

The Government of Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative resulted from COP 7 in Bali. As explained on the webpage ’The initiative seeks to achieve cost-effective and verifiable reductions in greenhouse gas emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in developing countries (REDD), and applies to all types of tropical forests’ (Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative webpage).
The Government of Norway’s International Climate and Forest initiative includes: The UN-REDD Programme, which was fully financed by Norway until Spain and Denmark became donors in 2010; The Forest Carbon Partnership facility, to which Norway has already contributed $ 40 million; The Forest Investment Program, supported by Norway with the amount of $ 50 million; The Congo Basin Forest Fund, contributing $ 86 million for the 2008-2010 period; The Guayana REDD+ Investment Fund, for which Norway financed $ 30 million in 2010, and will reach $ 250 million in 2015; as well as bilateral agreements with Indonesia for 1 $ billion, Brazil (about $ 146 million in 2010) and Tanzania, that will receive around $ 86 million over a five year period (Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative). From reading the perspective of the Government of Norway both in the Government of Norway’s International Climate and Forest initiative, as well as in other reports, it seems that there is an intention of framing their position as altruistic, as if Norway was presenting itself as an example of how the so-called developed world should share resources with the developing world at the aim of dealing with the global problems of deforestation and the GHG effect. At this point, I wonder if that is the case in a capitalist system where individuality and competition are promoted. The new definition of forest enhances the amount of land considered as forest, and thus more projects can be developed. Companies in the so-called developed world will keep on polluting and those emissions will be compensated with those of the carbon stored in forests if REDD becomes part of a market mechanism. However, emissions reductions are perceived as additional, as compared to the non-implementation of the project (Humphreys, 2008). With the new forest definition, monoculture plantations can be included in this project. What about cases like Indonesia where forest dwellers and communities are fighting for their rights for decades and even centuries, since their land was replanted with those monocultures? To what extent is it valid to estimate the carbon stored in those forests and account it as an emission reduction? When trying to reason from an economic mindset, it seems logical that this government has an interest in promoting the initiative they are funding, especially when REDD is seen in the literature as a key element of the post-2012 agreement. Why to frame REDD in a cost-effective manner? Why to link it to the potential of REDD in the shape of PES? Who would benefit from it? 

Norway has been making financial and promotional efforts in avoided deforestation schemes throughout the last two decades, and more intensely in the last few years. When looking at the Government of Norway’s International Climate and Forest initiative mentioned above, it seems to have been framed in a purely altruistic manner, as if Norway, calling other countries of the so called developed world to do the same, is caring for the future of deforestation and the GHG effect as an example to be followed. At this point, the work of Jago Wadley, a researcher from EIA, becomes striking. The author looks at the Norwegian Pension’s fund, to find out that the Norwegian Government has ‘... $39 million worth of shares in Hong Kong-based Noble Group, which recently purchased a largely forested 32,000 hectare oil palm plantation licence in Sorong, West Papua’ (Wadley and Johnson, 2010) as well as ‘... $1.2 million of shares in LG International Corp, and further shares in Medco Energi International, which together control 170,000 hectares and seek a total of one million hectares of forest in Papua for pulp and wood chip production’ (ibid), together with ‘... $17.8 million of shares in the controversial Singapore-listed Golden Agri Resources, which controls Indonesia’s oil palm and pulp plantation giant, Sinar Mas Group. A recent independent assessment of Sinar Mas’ operations concluded that in one Indonesian province “all concessions examined were found to have carried out land clearance before the EIA [environmental impact assessment] was approved.” Sinar Mas is also clearing forests Lereh, Papua’ (ibid).
Norway and Indonesia signed a 1 billion dollar deal to be invested in avoided deforestation in May 2010. As I will further explore, there is much controversy about the inclusion of monoculture plantations in the definition of forests used for REDD projects. If that is finally the case, it seems reasonable that Norway is investing in protection of what are already monocultures. Taking it further, one could even argue that it is a fantastic idea to (together with the changes in forest definitions) develop the REDD initiative once those monocultures have already substituted a large part of traditional forests, as it seems to happen in Indonesia, so that more resources will be invested to protect the sources of social and environmental problems in the hands of a few. As Andrea Johnson puts it: “Norway and other nations are undermining their good intentions by paying countries like Indonesia to protect their forests, with one hand, and investing in deforestation without environmental or social safeguards with the other” (Wadley and Johnson 2010).
Development and Implications of the UNFCCC Forest Definition

The economic mindset I have described in the previous sections sets the rules for the valuation, design and implementation of climate change politics, which is not different in the case of REDD and the development of the new forest definition. In this section, by examining the mindset associated with the dominant economic worldview, I will explore the motivations for and implications of developing a new forest definition for the actors involved. The first section is centred on the UNFCCC decision-making process, the actors involved and the tracked changes in response to the development of the new definition. The controversial inclusion of monoculture plantations in the definition, especially when avoided deforestation is likely to become a key concept in a post 2012 agreement, will follow in the analysis. The last section will examine the degree of implication and associated impacts of the development of the UNFCCC forest definition for the inhabitants of the forest: forest dwellers and communities. 

	Forest Definition
	Tree Height
	Tree Cover
	Area

	FAO (1990)
	7m 
	30%
	100ha

	FAO (2000)
	5m
	10%
	0.5ha

	UNFCCC (2001)
	2-5m
	10-30%
	0.5ha–1ha

	India (2008)
	2m
	15%
	0.5ha

	Ghana (2008)
	2m
	15%
	0.1ha

	DRC (2008)
	3m
	30%
	05.ha


Source: UNFCCC webpage <http://cdm.unfccc.int/DNA/index.html>


Who Redefined Forests and Why?

As shown in the introduction, the change in the FAO forest definition in 2000 resulted in an increase of 10% of global forest area. Taking into account the importance of REDD in a post 2012 agreement, the aim of this section is to reflect on how, why and by whom forests were redefined in COP 7 in 2001. In order to do so, I will first expand on Busch’s ideas about the influence and capacity of the UNFCCC, to understand its dynamics and the actors involved in the decision making process. Based on those reflections, I will then explore the reasons and actors involved in the development of the UNFCCC forest definition that resulted from COP 7’s Marrakech Accords. Thereafter, I will analyze the tracked changes in forest definition since the UNFCCC forest definition has been place.
In order to address the question of why the definition of forest was modified and who is behind this decision, making the links does not seem to be complex in this case. If, as argued in the introduction section, and as showed by Busch (2009), the UNFCCC does not have the capacity to launch initiatives and regulate by itself, and if it is exclusively at the service of the parties, no other actor but the parties are the ones behind the UNFCCC decisions. 

The UNFCCC as a Straightjacket 
The UNFCCC holds the largest budget among all the environmental secretariats. Despite this fact, Busch refers to the UNFCCC as a straitjacket because of the constraints it has faced ever since its design, describing it as a “technocratic bureaucracy” at the service of the parties. His analysis of the UNFCCC is perfectly captured in the following quote:

It has not shaped public or scientific discourses or pushed these in a specific political direction. Nor has it –like the ozone secretariat (Bauer, this volume, chapter 9)-played an important role in keeping climate change on the agenda. Nevertheless, in political and scientific assessments and related discourses, policy makers, negotiators, media, science, and civil society often draw on information from the climate secretariat (Busch 2009: 247).
In this chapter, Busch argues that the main function of the UNFCCCC is to provide information for the parties and other actors (not the technical information that is provided by the IPCC). Besides, as Busch argues, there is not a dominant party amongst the UNFCCC members. According to the author, this is not just a coincidence because there are too many interests and positions regarding climate change, so that the parties prefer that none of them is privileged. 

The UNFCCC tasks are exclusively determined by the demands of the parties that result from the different COP meetings. As a result, its work consists of storing and compiling the data that the parties are obliged to submit, providing the ‘informatory, technical and analytical knowledge and advice’ (Busch 2009: 254) that the regime needs.

As described by Busch: ‘The climate secretariat has not generated new knowledge or contributed to the scientific understanding of climate change’ (Busch 2009:  247), that is the task of the IPCC. The relevance of Busch’s analysis for this research becomes clear when trying to identify the actors and their motivations underlying the UNFCCC change of forest definition in the Marrakech accords. Busch makes clear how the UNFCCC acts as a straightjacket at the service of the parties, with no capacity to regulate or develop any initiative that is not demanded by the parties in the COPs.
Nevertheless, the change in the forest definition makes sense from the point of view of a profit-oriented paradigm. If the aim is for the parties to be able to participate in more projects, it makes more sense to implement a forest definition that will make more land as forests. Which actors undertake these projects? And which ones are exposed to the implications of them? From the perspective of the dominant profit-oriented paradigm, it is not adventurous to state that most of these projects are and will be undertaken by enterprises, mainly national and multinational corporations, both in host and financing countries. 

The definition given by the UNFCCC introduces flexibility to the parameters included in the FAO definition: from 2m to 5m of tree height, 10% to 30% of tree cover and from 0’5 ha to 1 ha of area. The studies by Zomer et al show how much land is available for CDM projects with regard to the forest definition of the UNFCCC (Zomer et al 2008), to conclude that more land is made available for these projects in the new definition. Since the goal of REDD projects are avoided deforested areas, more of this land pointed by the authors could be integrated into an avoided deforestation scheme. However, as I will further explore, and as Zomer et al, based on the work of Smith and Scherr, put it:

‘in areas with insecure or highly unequal tenure rights, in systems where large numbers of tenant farmers may be displaced due to the lower labor requirements of forestry activities, or access to land by indigenous communities may be lost, the displacement of subsistence farming activities may be of high concern’ (Zomer et al 2008).

Tracked Changes in Response to the UNFCCC Forest Definition: Ghana, India and the DRC 

Since the UNFCCC developed its own forest definition in COP 7 on the Marrakech Accords in 2001, India, Ghana, and the DRC have changed their national forest definition as shown in the UNFCCC webpage. What the three changes have in common is that the three lowered their minimal three height below the margin introduced by the UNFCCC (2-5m high instead of 5m high for FAO), as can be seen in the table. What does this mean? Besides, of course one cannot generalize only from three cases, but India and Ghana lowered their parameters (and even below in area for Ghana) as much as possible, seemingly responding to the economic mindset I have referring to throughout the paper. If the values are lowered, more land is considered forest, and thus more projects for avoided deforestation can be implemented. Three cases in 8 years are not many, but REDD is still on a pilot stage with 9 participants and 15 observers.  In early 2009, 144 REDD projects were in process (Cotula and Mayers 2009). If REDD becomes part of the new protocol, in a profit oriented paradigm, it seems reasonable that more countries will follow and change their forest definition so that the potential for REDD and CDM projects increases. The actors usually undertaking CDM and REDD projects are enterprises, mainly national and multinational corporations. In the case of the government of Norway, what if lowering tree height in the Indonesian forest definition leads to some of the areas that belong to those plantation companies included in the Norwegian Fund now being eligible for REDD projects? It seems suspicious that a country is investing in so many initiatives, and presenting its position as altruistic. Would it not be a fantastic strategy to frame REDD as a cost-effective instrument for “developed” countries that “care” to “altruistically” “help” us all and prevent deforestation in “developing” countries, and profit at the same time?  

Implications of the Use of the UNFCCC Forest Definition in REDD Projects: The Issue of Plantations
Along with the shift in worldview that took place together with the industrial revolution, monoculture plantations expanded. This experience transformed the approach to nature as well as to everything else. Productivity and efficiency resulted to be the only goals. From this perspective, monoculture plantations are more efficient than other types of trees because they grow fast and thus have the capacity to provide more timber at a faster rate. The trend of replanting with monocultures expanded in the 18th and 19th century, proliferated in the 20th, and has tremendously increased in the last decades, especially in the tropical regions (M’gonigle and Dempsey 2001; Shiva 1993). The literature seems to point to the potential of REDD specifically in tropical areas. If it becomes part of the post-2012 agreements with the current UNFCCC forest definition, a lot of those areas that have been massively replanted will now be considered as forests. Tons of resources are going to be developed to monitor and protect the carbon stored in those “forests”. This is not specified when the mainstream, in the face of the government of Norway this time, frames REDD as the most cost-effective manner for the developed world to protect the developing countries’ forests from being deforested while mitigating the effects of the anthropogenic GHG effect, seeming altruistic and caring. Norway holds shares of various plantation companies in Indonesia in its country pensions fund. How do these facts match together? Besides, would it be possible that REDD projects end up financing and protecting areas that were already converted to intensive growing plantations, in many cases surrounded by social and environmental conflicts and often benefiting a very small percentage of the actors involved? Acknowledging how reflections on these issues are absent from the framing process when REDD is presented as a key element in the post-2012 agreements, seems necessary to understand how, through the use of value amplification and frame resonance, it seems to have been attributed a prominent role in dealing with the anthropogenic GHG from 2012 onwards. 

One of the suggestions of the advance version of the negotiating text of the post 2012 agreement developed by the UNFCCC is to avoid monoculture because ‘monocultures are not forest’, which is consistent with the world wide moratorium against monoculture plantations resultant from the CBD COP 10. The inclusion of monoculture plantations on the definition is a major issue, even though in the advance version of the negotiating text of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action under the Convention, it is specified that they should not be included. As shown below:
‘(e) [Actions that are consistent with the conservation of natural forests and biological diversity, ensuring that actions referred to in paragraph 3 below are not used for the conversion of natural forests [into plantations, as monoculture plantations are not forest], but are instead used to incentivize the protection and conservation of natural forests and their ecosystem services, and to enhance other social and environmental benefits]’ (UNFCCC, 2010)
This suggestion is in tension with the UNFCCC forest definition resulting from the Marrakech accords, the one in place for CDM and REDD projects, as it allows for monoculture plantations:

“Forest” is a minimum area of land of 0.05-1.0 hectares with tree crown cover (or equivalent stocking level) of more than 10-30 per cent with trees with the potential to reach a minimum height of 2-5 metres at maturity in situ. A forest may consist either of closed forest formations where trees of various stories and undergrowth cover a high proportion of the ground or open forest. Young natural stands and all plantations which have yet to reach a crown density of 10-30 per cent or tree height of 2-5 meters are included under forest, as are areas normally forming part of the forest area which are temporarily unstocked as a result of human intervention such as harvesting or natural causes but which are expected to revert to forest; (UNFCCC 2001).
Some projects that were designed as CDM projects have later become REDD projects. The land could have been cleared before, reforested through a CDM project (since afforestation and reforestation are not included in REDD) and then converted in a REDD project that would provide some credits with the carbon stored in those planted trees, allowing another company somewhere else in the world to keep on polluting. Replanting with monocultures not historically grown on the area would result in a total different ecosystem (and thus resilience). Although somehow not clear for some conservationists that seem to be willing to isolate elements of nature in order to price them and provide them with value, substituting native trees with such monoculture plantations affects the quality of the soil and undermines food security for the forest inhabitants that have traditionally relied in those forests for subsistence. Some of these monocultures are very profitable for the enterprises involved because of their capacity to grow fast and provide timber and high carbon sequestration values. In turn, because of for instance the high demand of water they require, they can affect the agriculture of the region, particularly for subsistence farmers, with clear effects on biodiversity and the quality of the soil.

Impacts of the UNFCCC Forest Definition on Forest Dwellers and Communities

In order to start this section, I must first make clear that there is not a category such as forests dwellers and communities. Forests are very different in nature and contexts worldwide, and so are their inhabitants. What they have in common is the fact that they have been historically displaced in order for more “productive” land uses to be undertaken, and now they risk being disfavoured by the push of parties to develop avoided deforestation schemes.
The rejection of REDD projects in all of its shapes was one outcome of the World People’s Conference on Climate Change and the Rights of Mother Earth on April 22nd 2010, in Cochabamba, Bolivia. As I have argued in the previous sections, western science and the Midas Effect frame carbon politics. The parties define the projects and the forests in which they will take place, while most commonly national and international corporations undertake those projects. What happens to forest dwellers and communities? The work of Carrere illustrates a case in Uganda where forest communities were defined as encroachers in order to displace them so that a CDM tree-planting project could be successfully launched (Carrere 2009).  There is much academic effort to show how PES and REDD, broadly market-mechanisms, fail to target the poorest actors of a scheme. (Pagiola et al 2005; Pagiola 2008; Lovera et al 2008; Scholtz 2009). In the REDD case, I wonder what this means for the inhabitants of the forest, forest dwellers and communities. Their understanding of forest is left out of the framing process, so is their participation in defining the forest. 
The CDM and REDD projects include a section of consultation of local communities, although framed by project designer’s approaches. However, the inhabitants of the forests are not asked to define it, although it is possible that their understanding of forest does not necessarily correspond to the parameters of tree height, tree cover and area. A more holistic understanding of it would regard all of its inhabitants as linked and connected, as a part of a wider whole, if the Buen Vivir is taken as a standpoint. Forests are not measured by their services or resources, but have a value per se (Shiva 1993). The Buen Vivir approach rejects the use of the word resources to describe mother earth elements, because their understanding is not related to the utility of the individual, but with ensuring and preserving the “Good Living” of the wider whole (Carpio Benalcazar 2008). 

The fact that the new forest definition includes monoculture plantations could entail that these communities, historically inhabitants of the forest and dependent on it for subsistence, will now have to rely on monocultures, the most profitable way to obtain carbon sequestration due to its fast growing and capacity to store carbon. The effects that these monocultures have on biodiversity, quality of the soil, and displacement of native communities have extensively been argued (Foley 2009; Shiva 1993; M’gonigle and Dempsey 2001). Since the focus is on carbon sequestration and economic development, the economic mindset that conditions the negotiations pursues more land available for avoided deforestation projects. In other words, the parties are not concerned about how the life of these communities will change due to development of these projects but instead actually seek to undertake more (and thus receive more funds from) REDD schemes.
Clear tenure regimes and land titles are a requirement for these projects, also a possible source of controversy. Because of the nature of some forest communities, these requirements are often not met, or it could be the case that national or local authorities are pushing these communities to clarify those rights of the tenure system in order to be able to launch the projects. Some regions could as well be privileged over other regions where for contextual reasons, tenure regimes are not as clear. Sometimes the will of being awarded one of these projects due to the amount of money invested, can lead “weak governments” to push for having land “ready” for projects, at risk of displacing communities or altering their livelihoods as they go along (Carrere, 2009). Who sets the parameters that decide which tenure regimes are clear or not, especially when designed in developed countries and thus framed in the dominant western science? Are then some regions are privileged over others? Are local and national governments pushed or pushing to “clear” those land rights and tenure systems in order to be able to undertake more projects?

Changing the Focus

Given that both the nature of the source of GHG emissions and the policies developed to deal with it seem to be embedded in market approaches and an economic mindset that seems to trust to succeed in commoditizing nature, I will now try to explore alternative understandings of reality in order to propose a different approach to deal with the anthropogenic GHG effect. In order to do so, I will first expand on the three core tasks of framing proposed by Benford and Snow (2000), to then reflect on how would a “Buen Vivir” approach, alternatively to isolated utility providing units, understand forests.

Reframing REDD

 I have been arguing throughout the paper how climate change politics seem to be subject to an economic framing. Storm calls it “economistic straightjacket” and Bellamy Foster et al, the “Midas effect”. In this section I will try to propose another framing of REDD, based on Benford and Snow’s three core framing tasks, which are diagnostic, prognostic and motivational framing.

Reflecting on diagnostic framing in the climate change arena, or in other words focusing on blame and responsibility of the framing process, forces one to review the long assumed economic worldview. Who is to blame for the current dominant economic mindset? As I have previously argued, the climate change framing process seems to be impacted by a master frame, the economic framing present in most areas of policy, which results from an economic mindset that dominates all other understandings of reality. Even if there are some actors that are clearly benefiting from this particular way of framing reality, they cannot be considered responsible for the framing process. The shift to a utilitarian worldview that accompanied the industrial revolution can be traced as the origin of the expansion of this paradigmatic understanding of reality. Therefore, even if some may be benefiting from the current power relations that accompany this utilitarian worldview, it is not possible to blame any of the involved actors as responsible for the economic framing of REDD. Having said this, it is true that some of the actors involved, particularly the UNFCCC, and more specifically Norway in the case of REDD, can be blamed for pushing the framing of climate change politics in economic terms. In the case of REDD, as a cost-effective instrument capable of dealing with deforestation and the GHG effect. Further, in the case of Norway, two opposing facts are to be evaluated. While being the main booster of the initiative, its pensions fund has shares in plantation companies, with much controversy around the issue of plantations being included in the forest definition, which determines the eligible “forests” for avoided deforestation projects. As M’gonigle and Dempsey (2001) put it, in order to identify the actors or issues configuring the current paradigm dominated by a master frame in economics, as well as in the case of forests, determinant elements and its interlinkages have to be brought to the analysis. The root causes of the anthropogenic GHG effect, as well as deforestation, are strictly related to that utilitarian world view. It has led to a massive production and consumption structure sustained by the burn of fossil fuels and their associated emissions, as well as to maximizing the use of forest as provider of goods and services, replanting with more “efficient” plantations if needed to supply the growing demand of a globalized economy. This demand has to be examined as well. Norway presents the REDD initiative as the ultimate opportunity to deal with emissions and deforestation by protecting the developing world’s forest from being deforested. The way it is framed, apart from presenting the developing world as helpless, leaves the root causes of that deforestation out of the picture which are strictly related to globalization and how the pressure on timber supply from the “developing” to the “developed” world has tremendously risen over the last decades. The UNFCCC forest definition, now that REDD is very likely to become a key element in the post 2012 agreements, allows for those plantations to be included, and does not differentiate between primary and secondary forests.

If one is to look at who to hold responsible for the development of the forest definition, it is of course the UNFCCC. However, as Busch (2009) argues, although it has the largest budget of all of the environmental secretariats, it is a bureaucratic technocracy that acts as a straightjacket, being constrained to the demands of the parties at the COPs. Consequently, the parties are accountable for the development of the new definition. As it is such a large number of countries, it makes almost no difference to identify the responsible actors, than to blame the whole world. The point is, however, precisely that this development was led by countries and not peoples. Why is there an agreement of so many countries in lowering the parameters that allow different areas being considered forests? It makes sense from a profit-oriented perspective within an economic paradigm. If more land is eligible, more projects will be undertaken and more funds will flow into the countries. As I have argued throughout the paper, this does not necessarily mean that those funds and resources will necessarily flow to the inhabitants of the redefined forests, but more likely to few hands in corporations and different layers of national and local governance. Ultimately, the inhabitants of the forest may be displaced (Carrere 2009), and the aim of undertaking more projects may push to “clear” “unclear” tenure surrounding REDD.
If REDD is to be developed, it should not be used to protect the areas where invasive monocultures have (long) been the source of environmental and social conflicts. Therefore, the definition should not allow for these areas to be included, especially if REDD becomes part of the new protocol. The definition should be focused on primary (or traditional) forests that have existed for what could subjectively be considered a long time, and have larger levels of biomass as well as carbon content. I am aware of the fact that this would significantly decrease the amount eligible for these projects, as well as the fact that the “harm” is already done, meaning that it is a reality that cannot be ignored that monocultures have massively expanded, and they have potential to participate in mitigating the GHG effect. I argue that for two reasons monocultures should not be included in a forest definition. First, even if they could avoid deforestation, the funds should not be used to support perpetuating unequal power relations that have systematically resulted in displacement and manipulation of the livelihoods of the poorest. Second, the lower carbon content of some of them, as well as the fact that those are more prone to be cleared and replanted again, as well as the issue of “aditionality,” makes them less trustworthy and significant in order to diminish the impact of the GHG effect. Ensuring that the inhabitants of the forest agree–making sure that the implications and functioning of projects are explained clearly enough–with the development of the projects, should be the starting point. This would have to, however, accompany a systemic change in production and consumption. In the case of climate change, it is clear how this would release the pressure from forests while actually reducing the amount of GHG emitted to the atmosphere, seeming more of a win-win strategy. Giving a stronger role to an independent UNFCCC that would heavily penalize highly polluting companies may be a path towards achieving that goal. However, designed as it is now, as Humphreys puts it: 

‘any AD scheme can only be expected to ‘buy time’ by slowing the rate of change of atmospheric warming, and should be seen as just one of a portfolio of policies for addressing anthropogenic climate change, the most significant of which should be significant and sustained cuts in anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions. It is achieving this that will be the most important challenge that parties to the FCCC will face’ (Humphreys 2008: 440).
In the case of REDD and liberating it from what Storm calls “economistic straightjacket” to reframe it as part of a wider whole, in which the systemic way of consuming and producing and developing institutions and policies goes hand in hand with policies to avoid deforestation, as well as taking into account which forests are eligible for REDD.

Benford and Snow’s last core task of framing relates to a call to arms, referring to the motives for the framing to penetrate. The current global crisis and the impacts of climate change, as well as the failure of this utilitarian worldview of dealing with the consequences derived from its use in the first place, appear as powerful motives for reframing climate change politics to liberate them from the Midas effect and the economistic straightjacket, and address the roots and impacts of the anthropogenic GHG effect in a more holistic manner.

Escaping the “Scientific Forest: the “Buen Vivir” Approach  

The goal of this section is to disembed the understanding of forest from the parameters of tree height, tree cover and area, so as to arrive at an understanding which go beyond understandings of forest as providers of goods and services, which can be measured by the utility they provide. In order to do so, I will approach forests from the “Buen Vivir” perspective.

For the Buen Vivir approach, the emphasis is on the good living of the wider whole, and the concepts of development and wealth do no exist. Every living being is a part of the wider whole and the focus is on the “good living” of the group as a whole. I have shown how the approach to forest as provider of utility ignores the context and is the cause of deforestation at the core of the anthropogenic GHG effect. Understanding forests exclusively by measuring these parameters to then incorporate them into avoided deforestation schemes, disregards for instance the local and global contexts that actually determine the reasons and motives for forests to be deforested (and replanted with monocultures) in the first place. It is clear how, sustained and increasingly throughout time, this approach to forests has contributed to the so-called climate change and global warming. Globalization and the push for the global south to supply timber for the global north cannot be left aside, if the aim is to reduce emission of GHG gasses, it should be addressed from its (very) roots. In turn, market approaches to nature that had systematically failed in addressing the issue of emissions, are being framed in the shape of REDD as the ultimate panacea. Meanwhile, the attention to the actual root of the problems and the structural changes required to deal with them is “sequestered”.

The Buen Vivir approach, since concerned with the “good living” of the wider whole to which all elements belong, does not reduce forests to providers of timber and services, because it is not concerned in maximizing the utility of individuals assumed in economics, but in preserving the wider whole. Taking this perspective as a standpoint for approaching not only countries or the UNFCCC, but the whole earth when trying to address and reduce the impacts of the anthropogenic GHG effect, reconfigures all elements as intertwined and devoted to the good living of the whole. Because of its holistic nature, both the reasons for the emissions of those gases in the first place as well as the relations between the elements of the whole involving the emission of GHG, will be taken into account. Forests will not be seen as resources– a word not used by the Buen Vivir to refer to elements of nature–or measured by parameters that disregard the different characteristics, contexts and interlinkages surrounding them, but as integral elements of the whole. From this standpoint, the structural changes needed for the wider whole to be in “good living” will require revising the approach to nature, at the aim of maximizing productivity and utility of individuals, that long ago took the shape of massive consumption and production and unequal power and territorial relations, and fuelled the emission of GHG gasses in the first place. If a forest definition is to be drawn from this approach, it cannot be universal, because the elements classified as forests have very different characteristics, contexts and interlinkages with other elements of the wider whole, and a global definition will not address those. If the forest is to be defined, it should be done by those in co-existing with forests. Every element is a part of the wider whole, and if the aim is the good living of the wider whole, the inhabitants of the forest are closer to the actual forest and thus can better inform the global whole of what that forest is. From this point of view, no universal definition but rather local and contextual definitions could be developed. A Buen Vivir approach rejects, however, a market mechanism to deal with deforestation and emissions like REDD because it does not assume utility seeking and incentives for the actors involved, but how to ensure the good living of the wider whole, which entails addressing the root causes of the GHG gases in the first place. 

Conclusions 

The definition in place used in avoided deforestation schemes sets the requirements for a land to be eligible to undertake them. Considering the trend of lowering the parameters of tree height, tree cover and area, and the subsequent increase in forest land in the forest definitions (FAO from 1980 to 2000 and more recently the UNFCCC in 2001); as well as the tremendous expansion of monoculture plantations over the last decades driven by (and in response to) a globalized economy, and noting the attention REDD has gained for the post-2012 agreements, this paper has aimed to reflect on the implications of including REDD in the next protocol with the definition in place. 

I have argued that in order to explore the development and implications of the UNFCCC forest definition, one needs to acknowledge how climate change politics seem to be subject to a framing in economics–the “Midas effect” for Bellamy Foster et al and what Storm calls an “economistic straightjacket”. For that purpose, after presenting a theoretical framework for approaching framing and reframing in the climate change arena, I have initiated analysis by showing how this framing in economics determines the politics of REDD and thus the development of the UNFCCC forest definition. REDD is framed as the ultimate cost-effective win-win strategy to deal with both deforestation and GHG emissions. I have tried to shed light on how, by the use of value amplification–events and beliefs selected and accented over others–REDD is presented as cost-effective, while other non-economic aspects of REDD are disregarded, and how REDD´s relation to PES through cost-effectiveness “resonates” for the audience. In order to reflect on the actors most involved in the framing process, I have zoomed in on the Government of Norway as a key actor in the framing of REDD as a cost-efficient instrument for the post-2012 period. Led by its Climate and Forests Initiative, the Government of Norway has been making impressive efforts towards supporting REDD throughout the last years, presenting it as an opportunity for the so-called industrialized countries to protect the “developing world´s” forests, in what seems to be an act of altruism in tension with plantation corporations included in Norway’s Pension Fund (Wadley and Johnson 2010). 

After exploring the mechanisms through which this framing in economics takes shape in REDD, I have studied the development of the UNFCCC forest definition. Based on Busch’s analysis, I have argued that the UNFCCC acts as a straightjacket at the service of the parties, the same who are responsible for the development of the definition. Reasoning from the dominant economic mind set, it follows that countries decided to lower the parameter of tree height to 2m so more land could be eligible for avoided deforestation projects. A report by Zarin et al (2009) refers to the changes in the values of the parameters so as to “adapt to wider contexts.”  From that economic mindset, “adapt” appears as a synonym of “being able to apply REDD to”, because in a profit-oriented paradigm, and given the attention and funds that REDD has received, countries undertake (and thus receive funds from) as many projects as possible. The tracked changes in response to the UNFCCC forest definition in Ghana, India and the DRC, support this argument. Taking into account the expansion of replanting with monoculture plantations worldwide that accompanied the industrial revolution, intensified in the last decades and enormously risen in the last twenty years, integrated in a (and in response to) a globalized economy, I have then explored the implications of plantations being included in the UNFCCC forest definition, and would then be eligible for projects. The definition does no differentiate between primary and secondary forests (with much different biomass and thus carbon content) and only measures them by tree height, tree cover and area, including in that definition a myriad of contexts and different types of land. As an example, an area that is considered a desert in the Australian national definition, fits into the requirements of the UNFCCC forest definition and would be eligible for avoided deforestation projects. As introduced above, the parties of the UNFCCC led the change in the forest definition. It makes sense that so many countries agree in developing a new definition that would allow for more eligible areas worldwide. At this point, I wonder what this could imply for the forest dwellers, those closest to and dependent on forests. They are left out of the framing and the development of forest definitions. In the indigenous peoples meeting in Cochabamba on Earth Day 2010, the implementation of REDD projects in all countries was rejected. 

After I discussed the nature of the framing and how it influences the development and impacts of the forest definition, how the definition was actually developed, the implications of the forest definition because of including monoculture plantations and not differentiating between primary and secondary forests, I have proceeded with a change of focus in two senses. First, using Benford and Snow’s core tasks of framing, I have proposed a reframing of REDD, to liberate it from its economic framing. In order to identify the responsible actors, by using diagnostic framing, I have argued that none could be blamed for the development of the master frame in economics that has been shaping the world for centuries. However, some actors, including the Government of Norway, seem to be pushing for the framing of REDD as a cost-efficient instrument, with much controversy around both plantations being included in the definition and shares of plantation companies on the Norwegian Pension Fund. For prognostic framing, I have suggested that if REDD is to be applied, the forest definition should not include monoculture plantations and should differentiate between primary and secondary forests, and that there should not be a universal definition, but rather a local definition developed by the inhabitants of the forests. I have argued however, that REDD should not be an isolated strategy because it does not address the root of the core causes of the anthropogenic GHG effect, and thus can only be successful if accompanied by reflection and action on the causes of deforestation and emission of GHG gases in the first place. The dominant utilitarian world-view is indeed at the core of the problem, and it does not seem smart to compromise on a market panacea like instrument once again, when it is clear how they have systematically failed to deal with both the emission of GHG gases and deforestation. I have proposed to revise this worldview as a truly win-win strategy. Liberating ourselves from the long-held beliefs and assumptions of economics leads to question why massive consumption and production is needed in the first place. If the focus would be switched to alternative interaction beyond economic individualism, utilitarian profit oriented relations, the emissions would be significantly reduced because there would be no need to sustain current unsustainable levels of production and consumption, and the world’s forest would not be pressed to keep up with and respond to the demands of a globalized economy. I have then argued that the current crises, not only in the climate domain, but in the financial, environmental, social, developmental, moral, spiritual and even paradigmatic domains, that seem to be taking place altogether at the time, are good motives for the last core task proposed by Benford and Snow, motivational framing.

I have then tried to change the focus from another understanding of forest beyond the “scientific forest” by using the Buen Vivir approach. From this theoretical perspective, the Buen Vivir does not understand elements of nature as resources, as the scientific forest does, but instead views them as a part of a wider whole. I have argued that this approach may result in better outcomes in addressing the GHG effect, because if the whole earth is to act as one and the goal is to achieve the good living of all elements, it would then be easier to identify the root causes of deforestation and the GHG effect and the relations between different actors that configure and perpetuate situations that worsen the good living of the wider whole. I have argued that the Buen Vivir would reject the use of REDD in the first place because Buen Vivir is not rooted in the long-held economic assumptions, and thus does not understand parts of the wider whole as isolated utility seekers that need to be given cost-efficient incentives to change their behaviour.

Overall, unless the root causes of deforestation and emissions of GHG are addressed together, REDD will just be a patch that will not diminish the impact of the anthropogenic GHG effect. Under the current UNFCCC forest definition, monoculture plantations are included and there is no difference between primary and secondary forest; requirements are that forests are only 2m high, 10% tree cover and 0.5 ha, and thus, avoided deforestation projects could be financing the protection of what have (long) been sources of environmental and social conflicts.

Notes
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Source: UNFCCC webpage �HYPERLINK "http://unfccc.int/parties_and_observers/parties/items/2352.php"��http://unfccc.int/parties_and_observers/parties/items/2352.php�


‘Annex I Parties include the industrialized countries that were members of the OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) in 1992, plus countries with economies in transition (the EIT Parties), including the Russian Federation, the Baltic States, and several Central and Eastern European States.


Annex II Parties consist of the OECD members of Annex I, but not the EIT Parties. They are required to provide financial resources to enable developing countries to undertake emissions reduction activities under the Convention and to help them adapt to adverse effects of climate change. In addition, they have to "take all practicable steps" to promote the development and transfer of environmentally friendly technologies to EIT Parties and developing countries. Funding provided by Annex II Parties is channelled mostly through the Convention’s financial mechanism.


Non-Annex I Parties are mostly developing countries. Certain groups of developing countries are recognized by the Convention as being especially vulnerable to the adverse impacts of climate change, including countries with low-lying coastal areas and those prone to desertification and drought. Others (such as countries that rely heavily on income from fossil fuel production and commerce) feel more vulnerable to the potential economic impacts of climate change response measures. The Convention emphasizes activities that promise to answer the special needs and concerns of these vulnerable countries, such as investment, insurance and technology transfer.


The 49 Parties classified as least developed countries (LDCs) by the United Nations are given special consideration under the Convention on account of their limited capacity to respond to climate change and adapt to its adverse effects. Parties are urged to take full account of the special situation of LDCs when considering funding and technology-transfer activities’ (UNFCCC webpage, 2010).


2 The Food and Agriculture Organization of United Nations forest definition, used from the Forest Resource Assessment onwards is the following:


‘Land spanning more than 0.5 hectares with trees higher than 5 meters and a canopy cover of more than 10 percent, or trees able to reach these thresholds in situ. It does not include land that is predominantly under agricultural or urban land use. 


Explanatory notes 


1. Forest is determined both by the presence of trees and the absence of other predominant land uses. The trees should be able to reach a minimum height of 5 meters in situ. Areas under reforestation that have not yet reached but are expected to reach a canopy cover of 10 percent and a tree height of 5 m are included, as are temporarily unstocked areas, resulting from human intervention or natural causes, which are expected to regenerate.  


2. Includes areas with bamboo and palms provided that height and canopy cover criteria are met.  


 3. Includes forest roads, firebreaks and other small open areas; forest in national parks, nature reserves and other protected areas such as those of specific scientific, historical, cultural or spiritual interest.  


 4. Includes windbreaks, shelterbelts and corridors of trees with an area of more than 0.5 ha and width of more than 20 m.  


 5. Includes plantations primarily used for forestry or protection purposes, such as rubber-wood plantations and cork oak stands.  


 6. Excludes tree stands in agricultural production systems, for example in fruit plantations and agroforestry systems. The term also excludes trees in urban parks and gardens’ (FAO, 2004).


3 There seems to be much debate about what primary and secondary forests are. When it comes to accounting the carbon stored in forests, it is extremely relevant because in its broad conceptualization and most extended use primary forests are much more richer in carbon content than secondary forests. Chokkalingam and de Jong, after exploring the three main points of contention surrounding secondary forests undestandings, human or natural disturbances, intensity of the disturbances, and the nature of vegetation developed, propose a working definition:


‘Secondary are forests regenerating largely through natural processes after significant human and/or natural disturbance of the original forest vegetation at a single point in time or over an extended period, and displaying a major difference in forest structure and/or canopy species composition with respect to nearby primary forests on similar sites’ (Chokkalingam and de Jong 2001: 21).
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