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it is a world of forests less resistant to diseases,

�



...more violent floods, more frequent pandemics,

also crucially of water and food shortages, leading to forced migrations, conflicts,

and threatening the very survival of the human species

�



I’ve already seen your
movie, mel gibson arrives

afterwards and does lots 
of stunts in a car*

*Mad Max, for people born after 1980

how handsome 
he was!

but granny, it’s not a movie, 
it’s what’s about to happen with the 
biodiversity crisis and thE 6th mass

extinction of species that is
starting! 

I’ve already seen your
movie, mel gibson arrives

afterwards, and does lots 
of stunts in a car *

*Mad Max, for people born after 1980

how handsome
he was!

but granny, it’s not a movie,
it’s what’s about to happen with the
biodiversity crisis and the 6th mass

extinction of species that is
starting!

right, but we’ll do something,
we have solutions, no? I’ve read it

in the newspaper, I’ll send you
the article if I can find it

the conversation 
could have ended 
there, except that

�

I am quite familiar with 
some of the solutions put 
forward, having worked on 

the topic for years

I analyze for a belgian ngo 
the legislative proposals
put forward to address 

the issue

i advise some mps, i also teach 
on these subjects (and I’m 

slightly obsessive)

and above all, I had a 
previous career in financial 
markets, which comes in very 

handy to understand the 
current proposals

because as we will see, they are largely
about creating a new financial market for

permits to destroy nature

I’m buying 50
credits of grey
pelican habitat!

i sell 200
koala credits!

how much for
the american

beaver?
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1. the biodiversity credit market

this is the new strategy
to protect biodiversity
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new habitat!

my dear frederic, city 

hall said that they’re going 

to concrete the park where I 

feed the ducks to build a

data center, but that i 

shouldn’t worry because 

they will offset the 

destruction. 

how does it work?

Kisses

granny Odette

dear granny, let's imagine a company that 
wants to build a factory on a flamingo 

habitat in the south of france

instead of telling the company to build 
its factory elsewhere, as would have been 

the case with classic environmental 
regulations 

the company will be allowed to build its 
factory and destroy the flamingo habitat,

provided that it avoids and reduces
its destruction as much as possible

(which is pretty hard to verify in practice) 

yes, yes, 
I avoided and 

reduced

...and then offsets the remaining 
destruction by recreating a flamingo 

habitat within a 10km radius,

even if in most cases we are unable to recreate 
comprehensively all the ecosystemic functions 

destroyed,

because it is extremely complicated, long,
costly, and because the science of 

restoration is only in its infancy

new
habitat
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in practice, the company will hire a project developer to 
recreate a flamingo habitat nearby;

after greenlighting by
a certification company,
the project developer...

...will issue biodiversity offset credits, 
which the company will then purchase 

and not necessarily
 by recreating a flamingo 
habitat, but in some cases, 

another type of habitat 
and species

so a company could
destroy a flamingo habitat

in the south of France,

destruction offset

biodiversity 
neutral
company

some even promote an extreme 
version of offsetting,  where 
the company can offset, not 

within a 10km radius, but 
anywhere in 

the entire world

create a habitat for 
bats in greece,

and claim that it has offset the destruction. while of course in the real world, 
more bats do not replace fewer 

flamingos

financial markets love this
latest version. this is because 
by standardizing compensation 

and making it generic,
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...it is no longer linked to a 
specific destruction on a 

given site.

as offsetting is generic, 
this allows offsetting before 

destroying, thus enabling
 biodiversity credits to 

be obtained,

coming soon
new airport

terminal!

and speculation on the future price by buying 
and selling them an unlimited number of

 times, until they are used.

whereas if offsetting was local and had to 
replace exactly what was destroyed, it would not 

be possible to offset in advance,  
and therefore it would not be 

possible to create a global financial 
market based on it.

but for its promoters, creating a
financial market is more important

than saving biodiversity, as
we will see later

in short, it’s like carbon offsetting, 
you know, when airlines offer 

to plant 3 trees in Bangladesh to 
offset your emissions, but in fact 

it doesn’t offset at all,

because trees burn, or were not 
threatened in the first place

i saved it!

not true!
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biodiversity offsetting is the same, except infinitely more complicated, because instead of 6 main greenhouse 
gases, there are millions of species, linked together by a complex network of dependencies



hence the question you
are burning to ask: does it

work?
biodiversity offsetting

is not a new idea,

It started in the 1980s, with the 
first us habitat banks that owned 
pieces of land sheltering certain 

species,

who wants to buy 
my buffalo credits?

1986

...and sold species credits to real estate 
developers to offset their destruction

oh yeah, offset
me!

In 1996, Canada launched a wetland 
compensation project

1996

In 2008, a region of Australia launched a biodiversity offset market, where you could 
buy koala credits with just a few clicks on an online trading platform

we're not going to list 
everything, the point is that we 

have a lot of scientific research 
and data on the subject 

and so the answer is:
in the vast

majority of cases,

it doesn't work

a recent study by the Australian government 
concluded that only 10% of sites had seen an 
improvement, while in 55% biodiversity had not 

improved, in 30% of cases it had even 
deteriorated, and remaining sites had 

a mixed outcome.

10%

30%

55%

5%

��



A previous study had already concluded 
that "in 75% of cases, compensations 

resulted in poor or disastrous results 
for wildlife and bushland, only 25% 
resulted in ‘adequate’ results, none 
produced good results for nature."

it’s just statistics !

Another study analyzing 558 offset projects 
in Canada between 1990 and 2011 found that 
despite attempts at offsetting, net habitat 

loss was 99%.

restoration 
project
underway

These results are not surprising because
restoration is a relatively young discipline.
In fact, the scientific community increasingly

recognizes that it is unlikely that 
"recreating or restoring ecosystems to a 

specified previous state is feasible, 
especially within a reasonable time frame."

Mind you, this doesn't mean 
that restoring is a bad thing, but 

it shouldn't give the right to 
destroy elsewhere

In other words, restoring is a good thing but
only ON CONDITION THAT it comes IN ADDITION to
reducing our destruction, and not INSTEAD OF IT!

stop

Yet offsetting is systematically 
instrumentalized politically 

to prevent stricter laws 
limiting the destruction of 

biodiversity 

no need
anymore

...by falsely claiming that the issue 
is already being addressed

 

Also, by definition, even if we knew how to 
offset perfectly, it would only displace

destruction, not reduce it

But since it fails often, offsetting 
actually leads to an INCREASE in 

destruction. it is thus a

FALSE solution 

bummer!

��



2. crEdit versus compensation
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my dear little federico,

it's granny Odette again,

my neighbor told me that 

this time it’s different,

because biodiversity credits 

will not be used to

offset.

Kisses

granny Odette

Dear Granny, as there is a scientific 
consensus on the fact that it’s not 

possible to offset in most cases, some of 
its promoters have started to talk about 

the credits instead

...claiming that these new credits 
will not be used for offsetting

but in reality, most 
credits will likely be 

used as offsets
because there’s no reason

to buy these credits at scale
except for offsetting  "oooh i love to spend my

shareholders’ money for 
the good of humanity!"  

the little credit 
puppet theatre

the little credit 
puppet theatre

there are also a few 
purchases to green a 
company’s image, but 
not enough to launch 

a market

As a result, some have 
become champions in linguistic 

acrobatics to claim that offsetting 
is not offsetting

For example, when a former advisor
at Caisse des Dépôts Biodiversité says:
"Companies will use biodiversity credits

to counterbalance the damage they inflict 
on nature (...), but this practice

should not be called offsetting."

I'm not a linguist, but the thesaurus 
tells me: synonym of counterbalance: 

offset



even better, an international alliance 
linked to the un stated: companies should 

not use biodiversity credits as compensation, 
but "may pursue biodiversity credit projects for 
which the company can reasonably claim that it 
offsets the damage (...) related to its impacts 

and its dependencies."

thus a company must not use the 
credits as offsets but can claim that 

its credit projects offset 
its destruction

to clarify once and for all:
the iapb, which is the french-uk 
initiative tasked with creating a 

global biodiversity market

stated in a report that biodiversity
credits could be used as offsets

within its framework

yet, some continue to
claim that credits won’t

be used as offsets

and lastly, the european
biodiversity strategy is based
 on a principle of "net gain," 

and net means offsetting:

because restorations and
new destructions are measured 

together in a single metric, 

restoration

net gain

loss destruction

restoration projects may 
hide the fact that destruction 

continues to increase, and thus
be de facto offsets

so we have some serious contenders
for the world championship of bad faith 

credits
 are 

not o
ffsets

��
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3. land grabs and human rights violations

museum of
colonial 
weapons

intl
devt 

loans

free
trade

agreements

biodiversity
credit
market
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Dear Odette, biodiversity offsetting
requires a lot of land, just like

carbon offsetting, and will therefore 
pose similar problems 

offset developers go where land 
is cheap, or even where they can get it 

for free, because land rights are 
not respected

 

…and where nature has not yet been 
destroyed. offsetting therefore takes 
place in most cases in global south 
countries, including on indigenous 

lands 

Investigations have shown that 
many of the projects have resulted in land 
grabs, forced evictions and human rights 

violations, including torture, rape 
and murder.

For example, in Kenya, the Northern Kenya 
Rangelands Carbon Project has taken control 

of millions of hectares of land inhabited by many 
pastoralist peoples, such as the Samburu, Borana 

and Rendille 

and sell carbon credits to 
companies like Meta, Netflix 

or British Airways

My dear little Frédéric,

 ok, biodiversity offsetting 

is a big environmental sham, 

but at least it will help 

indigenous peoples and

local communities, right?

Big kiss,

granny Odette

Dear granny, I will let Dr. Mordecai Ogada,
ecologist, and Fiore Longo, director of NGO Survival 

International france, who has been collecting
testimonies from victims of offset projects,

answer you 

To store carbon in the soil by limiting 
the grazing areas of the indigenous 

peoples
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et ce, malgré le fait que les communautés
n’aient pas donné leur accord à ce projet.

Despite the fact that the communities have 
not given their consent to this project 

Armed guards funded by the NGO running the project have already been 
responsible for dozens of serious human rights violations, including killings.

In 3 other projects in Cambodia, indigenous 
Kuy and Bunong people who collect honey, 

mushrooms and medicinal herbs in the forest 
have been denied access to the area, 
harassed or arrested by eco-guards.

While the boundaries of the protected 
area and carbon projects have not been 

mapped or are unknown to local 
communities 

We are stuck like chickens in a 
cage, when they see us in our farms

 they ask us for money, and if we are 
not there, they will destroy our 

crops

The communities of Keo Seima appreciate the 
small sums received, the toilets and wells 

built, but this represents just a tiny fraction 
of the profits received by the NGO Wildlife 

Conservation Society

* Survival International, Blood carbon : How carbon offset schemes 
are devastating Indigenous peoples and their forests in Cambodia. 

https://www.survivalinternational.org/campaigns/BloodCarbon

…for the sale of carbon 
credits to companies

like Disney *

Local communities had no idea 
of   the millions of dollars that 
could be generated by selling 

these credits, or that they were 
“offsetting” environmental 

destruction elsewhere. 

Disney also buys credits from 
a carbon offset project in 

Peru’s AltO Mayo National Park 
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where members of forest 
communities were forcibly evicted 
and had their homes demolished by 

park rangers and police

In another case, a
developer was accused of

persuading Tembé communities
in the Alto Rio Guamá territory to

sign documents containing
blank pages in order to obtain

carbon credit rights

the communities did not 
understand that they were in 
the process of giving their 

agreement to a project

some villages also only 
learned of the agreement 

after it was signed

After numerous reports
to the federal prosecutor, the 

project has now been 
abandoned 

 

Some offset projects have also 
created conflicts within communities, 
when only certain members have been 

consulted. 

This is the case with the indigenous communities 
of Vaupés in Colombia, some of whose members 

had never seen the carbon offset contracts 
signed by other members

These are not isolated cases. according to the carbon Brief website, 72% 
of investigations published between 2018 and 2023 on the impact of carbon 

projects found evidence of damage to indigenous peoples and local communities

At COP28, Indigenous Environmental Network Director and 
Navajo Nation member Tom B.K. Goldtooth said:

the fundamental idea of   carbon markets
(…) is antithetical to indigenous worldviews

(…) The notion of carbon commodification sows
confusion and angers spiritual leaders.
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The same goes for biodiversity. a panel composed 
of 40 members of Indigenous Peoples and Local 

Communities wrote: 

"Concepts such as biodiversity offsets,
 which seek to justify the destruction of 

nature and violation of the rights of the land 
and nature by claiming to compensate, or to 
conserve it elsewhere, would be contrary 

to respect for the rights of nature"

According to Oxfam, the total 
area required for carbon offset 

projects could potentially be five 
times the size of India

and to get a glimpse of the scale of what might 
happen, a UAE company once attempted to buy the 

carbon rights of a fifth of Zimbabwe, 10% of Liberia, 
10% of Zambia and 8% of Tanzania, as well as 

millions of hectares of forest in Kenya.

I also buy park lane and 
mayfair And I put hotels 

on them!

even the Financial Times ran a headline at the
 time about “the looming land grab in Africa 

for carbon credits”

in future, the land area involved 
might potentially be bigger, because 

of the new biodiversity markets
that will be added

as a result, the risks of land 
grabbing and human rights violations 

will be multiplied. 

and any chances of obtaining 
loss and damages payments from the 

global North will likely diminish 
proportionally to the acceptance of 

these market mechanisms by 
global south countries 

because some rich countries might be betting
 that sharing a small portion of the income from 
the sale of credits with global south countries 

will make them forget their demands for real 
loss and damages payments

un
biodiversity
conference

cali



4. who promotes these markets 
and why?

stop destroying
nature!

biodivcredits

��

they start with nature
and next thing you know 

they want fair wages

you dirty communists,
we won’t change anything!
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my dear little freddy,

who promotes these 

markets and why, 

knowing that they will

likely be an environmental

failure?

xoxo 

granny Odette

dear granny, when a policy 
choice doesn’t seem to make 

sense, It’s often interesting to 
ask oneself whom it will 

benefit

and we are in familiar territory, 
as biodiversity politics are fairly 

similar to climate politics

a recent academic paper* asked
experts from many fields what 

explained 30 years of failure to 
mitigate climate change

* stoddard et al, 2021

a conclusion from all 
fields was that the main 

obstacle wasn’t a lack of 
awareness from 

governments

(they’ve known for 40 years, just as big oil 
companies did)

pfffff 
of course

we have

...nor a lack of solutions,
but instead it was mostly power
dynamics and vested interests

in other words, we fail because many corporations, individuals and 
governments that would lose money from real mitigation action

are fighting against any real change

science says it’s
urgent to stop

destroying nature!
if only you read
this you would

realize...

vested interests
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in his book "down to earth", 
French philosopher Bruno Latour 
hypothesizes that climate inaction 

is linked to a secession of 
the elites

 

He explains that the issue 
of climate change has been at 
the heart of political agendas 

since the 1980s, a time when 
economic and political 

elites...

have indeed well understood 
the warnings about climate 
change, and have decided to 

prioritize their own protection 
by dismantling the welfare 

state

to accumulate even more 
wealth while it is still possible, 
while simultaneously denying the 

urgency of climate change.

"If the hypothesis is correct, all this is part of a single phenomenon: the elites have been so thoroughly convinced that there would be no 
future life for everyone that they have decided to get rid of all the burdens of solidarity as fast as possible (...) To go back to the well-worn 

metaphor of the Titanic, the ruling classes understand that the shipwreck is certain; they reserve the lifeboats for themselves and ask the 
orchestra to go on playing lullabies so they can take advantage of the darkness to beat their retreat before the ship’s increased listing 

alerts the other classes"

after the "no need to panic"
ballad, could you please play 

the "carbon offset" tango?

archie, hurry up, will you please?
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"For a clarifying episode that is not metaphoric in 
the least: ExxonMobil, in the early 1990s, knowing 

full well what it was doing, after publishing 
excellent scientific articles on the dangers of 

climate change,

it’ll be ok Rose, 
think of global

warming, it’ll warm
you up

...chose to invest massively in frenetic 
extraction of oil and at the same time in 

an equally frenetic campaign to 
proclaim the non-existence of the 

threat."

Jack, Exxonmobil says 
that it’s a leftish invention,

we’ll freeze to death
as expected

"These people (...) understood that, 
if they wanted to survive in comfort, 
they had to stop pretending, even in 
their dreams, to share the earth with 

the rest of the world."

likewise, when George Bush 
stated at the Rio summit in 1992 that 

"the American way of life is not 
negotiable"

 in other words, we will not 
change our unsustainable way

of life, regardless of its 
human cost

Political scientist Edouard Morena 
explained that "far from being passive 

observers (...), economic elites are key 
players in the international climate

 debate."

"They are the staunch proponents 
of green capitalism, a political project (...) 
that guarantees their class interests in a 

world facing a climate crisis, presented as 
the only 'realistic' solution to the 

climate crisis."

this can apply to the biodiversity 
crisis too, as  it also threatens 

 the status quo

 
with calls for changes in 

our way of life and for wealth 
redistribution for a just 

transition



heeeey don’t touch
my profits!

company with
harmful
activities

��

there’s no machiavellian plot,
only the fact that a large part of

the elites has given up and is
primarily focused on 
protecting themselves

pfff, it’s pointless
to try

You might ask, what's the connection 
to biodiversity markets? They are part 
of the false solutions that give the 

illusion that the issue is being
 addressed.

We also hear sometimes that these 
markets are "better than nothing." In reality, by 

creating the illusion that the issue is being taken 
care of, these markets reduce public pressure

 to demand more ambitious policies.

exit

and thus further reduce 
the likelihood of real 

mitigation policies

the main political goal of these markets is thus arguably to Delay 
real action from wealthy countries to curb biodiversity destruction, 

by diverting attention towards these false solutions, in order to 

protect the status quo for a few more years

environmental 
legislation 
mandating a 
decline in 

biodiversity 
destruction

this merely reflects the fact that 
short-term growth and competitiveness

remain the overarching political priorities

biodiv
credit

market

a secondary goal
is to transform
this crisis into
an opportunity

for more profits 
and power

for the financial
sector

...via the financialization process

here is super 
financializator,
he will solve 
any problem!

as long as it’s
investable



creating these new markets will mean an expansion of finance into environmental policies. conservation and restoration 
projects become assets traded on a financial market and financed by private investors

such a privatization of environmental policies will transform them by introducing a profitability criterion. 
this means that conservation and restoration policy actions...

are you
investable?

we have already witnessed the impact of financialization in other areas 
such as housing, where it led to an increase in costs, a decline in 
maintenance spending and harsher selection and eviction policies

... might need to be profitable
to be implemented in the future

abracadabra, nature-based 
solutions, blabla

financialization

��



law
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these new markets will also redefine 
the role of the state, from an actor 

that sets up environmental regulations

...to a mere supplier of legal 
frameworks and subsidies for private 

financial markets

oh, because I forgot to mention that the so-called
free market advocates love in reality to beg for

public subsidies in order to be even more profitable

this transfer of power from the State to markets solely focused on short-term profits is also extremely dangerous: by 
determining the price of different biodiversity credits, financial markets will decide which restoration/conservation projects 
are profitable and therefore which ones are implemented or not, and it is unlikely that financial markets’ priorities will align 

with environmental priorities.

a hedge fund wants
to buy permits to destroy

1000 ha of deer and
otter habitat!

anyone want to bet
that the price of coastal

sand dune credits 
will crash? tell your client he’d

get a better price for 
fox credits!



nature
4 ever
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according to the world economic forum, this new "environmental asset 
class" could generate $10 trillion in annual business opportunities

to convince us that we need to create these markets,
we are told that the main reason we fail to address 

the biodiversity crsis is a lack of funding

the funding gap

"a riveting story with 
excellent acting"

the guardian

Highlighting this issue to the detriment 
of others is a key step in the 

privatization and financialization of 
public policies

lack of 

political

courage

First, we are told that the lack of 
progress is not due to a lack of 

political ambition to put in place tighter 
environmental regulations and change 

our production and consumption patterns 

...but that the issue is mostly a lack of 
funding for conservation policies

fu
nd

in
g 

ga
p

(to be clear, there is a lack of
 funding, but it’s only one of many 

issues)

and there is no magic public 
money ...except when governments 

want to find some - see the 2008 bank 
bailout, the covid recovery package, 
or the recent 800 billion increase 

in eu defense spending

this first step diverts the conversation away from the 
need for stricter regulations, and obfuscates the 

political conflict between those protecting 
the status quo and those asking for action

lack of 
funding
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secondly, we are told that the funding 
gap is so huge

lack of 
funding

lack of 
funding

... that governments couldn’t possibly 
close it

lack of 
funding

in reality, the $700 billion figure is 
contested and comes from a lobby

headed by a former ceo of goldman 
sachs,

and from a big conservation 
ngo headed at the time by a 

former goldman sachs 
employee, and from a think 

tank founded by a former vice 
president from jp morgan

crucially, the un assessed that there are currently $1700 billion in annual subsidies to harmful 
activities that could be redirected; which means that governments could entirely close the 

funding gap by merely redirecting a fraction of existing public subsidies to destruction

redirecting harmful 
subsidies should be the 
priority but this is never 

seriously explored
 

…because this would reduce the 
profits of companies with harmful

activities that are fighting to 
protect the status quo 

Third step, since public money 
is (falsely) claimed to be 

insufficient, we are told that we 
need to redirect private capital 

flows
 

biodiversity
credit
market

shift 
harmful

subsidies

shift 
harmful

subsidies

Surprise surprise, only economic 
incentives are considered 

tax
benefit

nature
market

sub
sidies
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environmental regulation is not even considered
(even though it would be the most effective way 

to redirect private capital, as it would reduce the 
future expected profits from harmful activities, 

and capital flows would adjust to the new
profit expectations)

last step, we are told that the best way to redirect
 private capital is through the creation of a new 

financial market in nature
 

...subsidized with taxpayer money.

this one yes, this 
one no - not profitable

enough

the political debate has been successfully diverted away from the 
need to reduce our environmental damage, and towards marginal 
issues such as the ideal level of subsidies for this new market.

a lively debate is even
encouraged on these 

marginal issues, as long
as the new narrative is

not questioned.

Mission 
accomplished

at an international level, these markets are 
also presented as a new source of revenues 

for global south countries that will help them 
fund their conservation policies, 

obfuscating the fact that global north governments
are not willing to give any significant funding for it, 

and incidentally helping them to acquire rights
over potentially vast new territories
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Ni le fait que l’essentiel des profits ira probablement 
aux institutions financières du Nord,

Several categories of actors will promote these markets: 
neoliberal governments that want to divert attention from 
their inaction, and the political and economic elites of the 
Global North who primarily want to protect their wealth 

and profits.

left unsaid is the fact that the biggest share 
of the profits from the sale of these new credits 

will probably go to global north financial 
institutions 

 financialization is the way capitalism appropriates the fight 
against ecological crises

stopdestroyingme 

by transforming a need to produce 
better and consume less

into an opportunity for additional profits, 
but at the cost of its environmental effectiveness

this is arguably the ideological victory of 
davos and "stakeholder capitalism"

...to protect our profits

promoting these markets is also much easier politically than 
confronting the lobbyists for harmful activities, and avoids 

questioning our economic model

 the private sector
must take the lead to fight

biodiversity loss!

yes, yes, only 
the private sector 

can solve this 
issue!

neoliberalism

Stockholm
syndrome?

private
sector

private
sector



certifiers insurers

consulting

transport

��

as an example, eu commission president
 ursula von der leyen stated in september 2024 

The world of 2050 (..) might be one of 
floods and water rationing, where one third

 of all species have gone extinct (...) With such 
prospects, it is only natural that people, 

especially young people, are utterly 
upset. And of course they demand 

change

and what solution does 
she offer?

We can create a market 
for restoring our 

planet

we want (...) 
nature protection to be 

a source of growth

in other words, let’s continue
with the same thinking that created

the problem in the first 
place

and let’s transform EU 
conservation policies into 

financial markets

are you
done?

these markets are also promoted by some of the companies 
with activities that are harmful to nature, as they want to delay

 or prevent new environmental regulations that would curb 
their activities and profits

mining

real estate

fossil

energy

industrial
fishing

transportation

financial institutions and consulting firms are also set to 
benefit from these future markets via speculation or invoicing 

new advisory services

banks asset managers

some conservation ngos and philanthropic foundations also 
support these markets. as an example, The former head of 

the bezos earth fund declared that its funding aimed at
professionalizing ngos and ridding them of their 
anticapitalist legacy, including their opposition to 

carbon markets

carbon markets are key to 
saving capitalism, sorry I mean 

the planet



��

some private actors use well-
known tactics to push back against 
stricter regulations, and promote 

instead these markets with 
policy makers lobbyists 

changing room

Delay tactics include voluntary industry commitments
 to convince governments that regulation is not necessary

 look at our new voluntary commitment 
to destroy nature less and earn less, 

problem solved!
 what happens if you 

don’t respect it?

 well nothing, but why
would we do that?

 Distraction tactics also include pushing false solutions 
that will occupy media and political space and avoid 

discussing the lack of ambition and progress

 do we need stronger environmental
regulations to curb biodiversity

destruction?

 erm, oh look, a
biodiversity credit

market!

 lobbying tactics range from going for drinks 
with lawmakers’ assistants in order to convince 

them to propose changing a paragraph in a 
legislative proposal

 ... to threats of company relocation and mass 
layoffs in case of regulation memos emerge from time to time, offering a glimpse 

of lobbying tactics, such as this one that advised 
its members on what line to follow on 

climate change mitigation 



��

the imbalance in lobbying resources between private actors on 
one hand, and citizens, NGOs and academics on the other is 

problematic from a democratic standpoint

as you are more likely to believe a 
perspective if you hear it 100 times, 

than if you hear it once

 wanna see 
my amendment 

proposal? psst, a little
amendment 
proposal?

 wanna see 
my amendment 

proposal?

there were for example 1261 lobbyists at the COP16 un biodiversity conference in Cali; the sector with the most
representation was banks with 124 lobbyists, which is more than the number of UN delegates for some small 

countries; Bank JP Morgan sent for example 10 lobbyists, whereas Ethiopia, a biodiversity-rich country, only sent 5

 bank 
lobbyists

 ethiopia
representatives

it is estimated that there are currently 40 lobbyists per member of the 
EU parliament, whereas there was only one in the 80s

it is perfectly legal, 
but one might wonder 
whether it should be, 

given the disproportion 
in resources



��

5. the alternatives - what can we do?



��

My little Friedrich, it's 

all well and good to 

criticize, but what are 

the solutions, what 

shall we do?

kisses

granny Odette

Dear granny, the solutions 
are well-known and are about 

addressing the main root causes 
of biodiversity destruction The biggest cause is changes 

in land and sea use, such as 
deforestation for industrial 

agricultural use and 
urbanization.

The global food system is 
the primary driver of 

biodiversity loss, with 
agricultural expansion 

the main cause of 
deforestation

Yet, 77% of all agricultural land 
is used to raise livestock for 

meat and dairy, 

 ...but the food produced on that 
land only contributes 38% of 
the world's protein and 17% of 

the world's calories

 So we know what the solution 
is: cutting food waste and changing 

diets to reduce meat and sugar 
consumption in Europe, usa and canada. 

according to a landmark recent
report from the eat-Lancet 

commission,

 ...This could be incentivized by "shifting
 taxes to make unhealthy food more costly

 and healthy food cheaper, regulating the advertising 
of unhealthy food (...), and the shifting of today’s 

massive agricultural subsidies to healthier and 
more sustainable foods."

total
nonsense

 subsidies for 
high emissions cattle 

production, forest
destruction and pollution

from overuse of 
fertilizers
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the report recommended a diet
comprising lots of fruits, 
vegetables, beans, whole 

grains, and limiting red meat 
to once a week, chicken 

twice a week, and fish twice 
a week. Sounds pretty 

manageable, no?

couldn’t they
just write 
"go vegan"?

 The other root causes of biodiversity loss include the overexploitation of 
natural resources such as overfishing, climate change, which forces many 
species to adapt, migrate or die, invasive alien species, and pollution of our 

oceans, water, soils, and air with pesticides, heavy metals, plastic etc.

 Here again, what needs to be done is pretty 
obvious: it's about changing progressively the 
way we consume, eat, travel, and putting in place 

tighter environmental regulations including cutting 
plastic production



This is not quite the direction we're headed in right now unfortunately; the UK launched its national biodiversity
 offset market in 2024, An international alliance of France, the UK, the UN and the World Economic Forum is 
also hard at work promoting the creation of an international biodiversity market, And the EU Commission is 

working hard as well to launch its nature credits market.

cap
plastic

production

change

diet

shift

harmful

subsidies

pay 

farmers

for good

practices
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 A 2022 study published 
in the journal Nature found for 

example that Americans experience a 
false social reality by underestimating 

popular climate policy support by 
nearly half. while 66–80% of Americans 

support these policies, Americans 
estimate the prevalence to only be 
between 37–43% on average. Thus, 
supporters of climate policies 
outnumber opponents two to 

one, but they think they’re
 a minority.

Granny, you asked me what we could do. the majority of people will understand rather 
easily why markets in nature are not the solution, but it requires first that they hear about it. 

It's thus important to reach a critical mass of informed citizens, in order to not leave this crucial 
topic to a few experts and lobbyists, but instead have an informed public debate

The good news is that many surveys 
show that once informed, the majority 
of people are already onboard; A 2021 
survey  found that 80% of citizens in 
rich countries were willing to make 

changes in the way they live and 
work to help reduce the effects of 

global climate change. another survey
 in 77 countries found that 80% of 
people globally want stronger 
climate action by governments

 (It doesn't seem 
unreasonable to think 

that they would show the 
same level of support for 

biodiversity.) It has however 
been found that people tend 

to underestimate the 
support for such

policies



Reasons for this perception gap include psychology 
biases, a media framing of the issue that is often 

problematic and lobby campaigns. researchers have 
found for example that oil and gas companies were 

active on Twitter during the 2015 negotiations over the 
Paris Agreement, promoting the incorrect notion that 
Americans did not support taking action on climate 

change

once citizens realize that they already are the 
majority, start to unite, and become vocal enough 
so that they can no longer be ignored, they can 

eventually achieve real change

 just buy an suv and 
enjoy life like
everyone else!

 no one wants
to change! 

��

  I know exactly what you're 
going to say: "you're very sweet Federico, 

but we are not exactly in a favourable political 
context." you’re right; however history provides 

useful examples of how social and 
environmental progress occurred 

despite unfavourable political 
contexts

 From the trade union movement 
that emerged in the 19th century
 and won the two-day weekend, 
the eight-hour working day, and 

the establishment of a 
minimum wage,

we want 

8 hours

work 
we shall

fight until

we win

 To the suffragettes who won 
the right to vote for women in 

the United Kingdom,



 of course, it’s
easy to say in

hindsight

 next time we’ll
do very very high
integrity credits!

 at least
we got good

competitiveness

 ...and remind us that 

the future is yet to be written

��

the end

we
demand

end
biaswe 

march
for

integrated
schools

now!

we
demand

equal
rights
now!

we
demand

decent
housing

now!

And the environmental movement that won, among other
 things, the restriction of river pollution, the Convention 

on Endangered Species, drinking water standards, the 
creation of the Environmental Protection Agency in the 

United States, and the Montreal Agreement to ban aerosol 
gases that were causing the hole in the ozone layer

They show the importance of perseverance, of uniting  and 
jiu-jitsu!

 harmful industries

enough!

 stop!

... to The civil rights movement that made racial 
segregation illegal in the United States
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