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The Paris climate talks at the end of 2015 no doubt left some feel-
ing as though global politics might just have turned a little green. 
With a climate agreement aiming to keep the global temperature 
increase to less than 1.5°C, national governments have some heavy 
lifting to do in cutting emissions to ensure a fair and livable world.

 
The green economy – including carbon markets and other payments for eco-
system services – is being championed as the “solution” to meeting this tar-
get, alongside expanding the renewable energy sector. Reducing Emissions 
from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD) and related projects, with 
a strong focus on developing countries, are part of what Naomi Klein (2014) 
refers to as the new “Gaia capitalism.” In this brave new world, making money is 
directly tied to saving the planet.

In this article, we report on research and action that occurred between 2012 
and 2015, focused on the activities of a multinational company operating in 
Uganda and trading in carbon markets. Our story adds weight to the growing 
chorus of voices opposing the rollout of Gaia capitalism as a response to the 
climate crisis and highlights the power of people in forcing global corporations 
to change their practices.

Our research examined one of the largest plantation forestry companies oper-
ating on the African continent, Green Resources. On the basis of nearly eight 
months in the field visiting villages directly affected by the company, we docu-
mented the “carbon violence” on which establishing forestry plantations for car-
bon offset relies. This work was recently published by the Oakland Institute in a 
report called “The Darker Side of Green” ’, (www.oaklandinstitute.org/darker-side-green).

Our work describes the extent to which communities have historically relied on 
the land that is now licensed to Green Resources for vital livelihood activities, 
including grazing animals, cultivating food crops and accessing sites of cultural 

significance. Yet these peasant farming families have now been constrained 
and/or denied access to this land, with acute outcomes for their lives and liveli-
hoods. We met many villagers who described moving their livelihood activities 
onto more marginal (and less productive) land, such as moving grazing animals 
onto wetlands, riparian and other ecologically sensitive zones, and moving 
crop cultivation onto steep and rocky slopes.

Yet in recent months, the failure of Green Resources to live up to its own claims 
of corporate social responsibility has caught up with it. In a win for people and 
the planet, the company’s failure to comply with its own ideas of best practices 
and international standards has been exposed as paltry in terms of regulatory 
usefulness – resulting in the company being locked out of the international 
carbon market, for now at least.

How did this happen?

After mounting pressure over many years of research and advocacy by interna-
tional non-government organizations (NGOs), in September of 2015 a Swedish 
television crew traveled to one of the sites Green Resources operates in Uganda 
to learn more about the company’s social and environmental impacts. Their 
story, “The Forbidden Forest,” ran on Sweden’s Channel 4, reporting on com-
munity members’ loss of access to land vital to grow food, graze animals and 
secure access to safe drinking water.

The response to this story, building upon ongoing research over a number of 
years related to Green Resources, has been significant, showing intolerance to 
companies who cut corners to enter the carbon market. The Swedish Minister 
for Climate and the Environment, Asa Romson, has spoken out strongly against 
Green Resources’ conduct. In response, the Swedish Energy Agency has frozen 
payments until significant changes in corporate practices are made, including 
enabling community members to access land to grow food crops and graze 
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A ‘no grazing’ sign installed by the 
company Green Resources within their 
license area at Bukaleba, indicating 
local communities are unable to access 
company land for vital land use. 



Letters can be sent to Green Resources Board Member Kristoffer Olsen at: kristoffer@jfp.no.
To watch the full version of “The Forbidden Forest,” screened on Channel 4 in Sweden, please visit: www.youtube.com/watch?v=COoPVXlNbqQ.
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“Yet these peasant farming families have now been constrained and/or 
denied access to this land, with acute outcomes for their lives and livelihoods.”

animals, recognizing local peoples’ land rights, and 
introducing improved grievance mechanisms, road 
maintenance and more.

Sweden’s response sends a clear message to the 
world: climate solutions that ignore the rights of lo-
cal peoples are not acceptable. This is a concern that 
organizations, such as the Indigenous Environmental 
Network, Friends of the Earth International, Timber 
Watch and the No REDD in Africa Network, among 
others, have raised for many years.

In championing the financialization of nature through 

carbon markets, the recent global climate agree-
ment ignores the violence on which it is so often 
built. At the same time, it ignores the fact that car-
bon markets fail to address the key challenge of 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. While govern-
ments are distracted by the lure of carbon markets, 
fundamental concerns about the voluntary and 
non-binding nature of the agreement rise. So, too, 
do criticisms of its failure to make compensation 
provisions for the world’s most vulnerable commu-
nities already affected by climate change, as well as 
its sidestepping calls to take a position to end coal 
mining for fear of causing offense.

For now, we are waiting to see what this global plan-
tation forestry company will do in response to be-
ing locked out of the carbon market. With its poor 
practices recently exposed, now is the time to write 
to Green Resources demanding that they take se-
riously the requirements outlined by the Swedish 
government. Add your voice to this campaign; write 
to Green Resources today, and let them know how 
important it is to you that they do so. Poor people in 
Uganda, and in other developing countries, cannot 
be shortchanged in the flurry of excitement around 
carbon trading initiatives.

CHILDREN LIVING 
IN A VILLAGE 

LOCATED WITHIN 
THE AREA 

LICENSED TO 
GREEN RESOURCES. 
CHILDREN COLLECT 
WATER FROM LAKE 

VICTORIA. 
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“I believe the carbon credit market is 
chiefly a scheme to line the pockets 

of those who will buy and sell credits 
like shares, and who do not mind 
the continuation of industrial style 

farming, food processing and package 
production. I doubt mitigation will 

occur as a result of enacting this policy, 
or that those who wish to curb carbon 

emissions, but who lack the deep 
pockets of Wall Street or K Street, will 

benefit in any way.

It is up to us as concerned individuals 
to develop the means to improve the 

air and protect the water, through 
methods such as practicing and teaching 

regenerative agriculture and supporting 
our local universities’ science programs. 

We cannot depend on Washington.”
— MARGARET, CITY WITHHELD

“Carbon credits are the capitalists’ 
answer to the Carbon Tax. Instead of 
just discouraging use of carbon, they 

have created a new basis for speculation 
and trade. If it gets entrenched, so could 
carbon use, like the tax dollars for the 
perpetual ‘Drug War.’ Capitalism is a 

fine tool if kept to a tiny scale, but those 
seeking wealth ruin every environmental 

job they get their paws on.”
— BOB, CITY WITHHELD

“Carbon credits are a good stop-gap 
measure. Sure, they distract from more 
comprehensive solutions to a number 
of problems, but what they do now 

is transfer money from people doing 
irresponsible things to people doing 
responsible things. For example, it is 

better that I responsibly manage a small 
forest while you choke the sky with 

pollutants than to not have any balance 
at all. Sometimes appropriate change 
comes incrementally. Carbon credits 

are like buying indulgences — we still 
enjoy those gorgeous cathedrals that 

were unethically financed.”
— CAROL, CITY WITHHELD

“Carbon credits are a good idea in 
theory. Current practice, however, does 

little to limit carbon emissions, only 
redistributing who gets to emit them. 

The key is to actually lower the defined 
carbon cap and then reduce the cap on 
a step-wise basis as other technologies 

fill the use gap with cleaner alternatives. 
In addition, stronger, more regular 
enforcement of carbon emissions 

standards must be funded and practiced. 
Regulation itself is useless without 
some way of assuring compliance.”

— ROBYN, CITY WITHHELD

In our Fall 2015 issue, we laid out some of the pros and cons of carbon credits, a controversial policy tool through which greenhouse 
gas emitters pay another party to mitigate an equivalent amount of emissions. The goal is to decrease overall carbon emissions, 
while helping agricultural communities increase their resilience to the impacts of climate change. We asked our readers to let us 
know their thoughts on carbon credits. Here are some of the comments we received.

Next Readers Speak Question: What do you think the federal minimum wage should be and why?

Currently, the U.S. federal minimum wage is $7.25 per hour; it has been stuck there for more than six years.  Many cities and states recognize that this is 
not a living wage and have acted on their own to raise local minimum wages to as much as $15 per hour.  What do you think the minimum wage should 
be and why?

Email us with your thoughts at info@fairworldproject.org. Your comments may be published in the Readers Speak section of an upcoming issue of For 
A Better World. Put “Minimum Wage” in the subject line and include your first name, city, state and country. We look forward to hearing from you! 
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