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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

n recent years, corporations and their agents
have played an increasing role in the national
conversation on climate change, with com-
panies weighing in not only on policy debates
but also participating in discussions of climate
science. To better understand this growing cor-
porate influence, we analyzed the actions of
many of the most highly engaged companies.

Our analysis reveals that while some American
companies have taken consistent and laudable
actions in support of climate science—and of
consequent policy—others have worked aggres-
sively to undermine the science and block science-
based policy proposals. Still other companies
have taken contradictory actions in different
venues. Such inconsistent corporations create

Data collected by scientists

in the field play a critical role in

informing policies that affect public health and the _.
environment. Since the 1950s, the National Oceanic and Atmo-
spheric Administration’s Mauna Loa Observatory in Hawaii has been
continuously collecting atmospheric data that help scientists
understand how our climate is changing.

“The slight percentage of carbonic acid
in the atmosphere may, by the advances
of industry, be changed to a noticeable

degree in a few centuries.”
— Svante Arrhenius, 1906

confusion by representing the scientific con-
sensus accurately in some venues but not in others,
and by supporting politicians, trade groups, and
think tanks whose positions are in direct conflict
with one another. The resulting defeat or delay
of policy efforts to address climate change has
huge implications for government, the economy,
public well-being, and the planet.

DPIIA/4E3IYed] O



2 UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

Greater transparency in corporate activities can
further illuminate the corporate influence, both
positive and negative, that this report has been
able to document. We thus recommend specific
actions that policy makers, investors, consumers,
and the media can take in order to guide the
nation down a path of greater corporate
accountability.

Overwhelmingly, the world’s climate
scientists today believe that climate

change is occurring and that human
activities are the primary cause.

The tobacco
industry’s fight to
block the regulation
of cigarettes is

one of the most
infamous examples
of corporate inter-
ference in science.
On April 14, 1994,
executives from

the leading tobacco
companies testified

before Congress that

nicotine was not
addictive. Evidence
would later reveal
the industry’s
suppression of
scientific findings,

dating back to 1963,

that smoking harms
public health.

The Study of Climate

From the early work of Joseph Fourier in pro-
posing that the atmosphere traps heat from the
earth’s surface to the research of John Tyndall

in identifying the gases responsible for this,
scientists have studied the greenhouse effect
and its impact since the nineteenth century
(Fourier 1824; Tyndall 1861). The first calculations
predicting the impact that the burning of fossil
fuels would have on global temperatures were
performed in 1896 by Svante Arrhenius (Arrhenius
1896). Using basic mathematical calculations,

he estimated that a doubling of carbon dioxide
in the atmosphere would raise temperatures by
5 to 6°C, a prediction remarkably similar to the
likely range of 2 to 4.5°C estimated by climate
scientists today using far more sophisticated
methods (IPCC 2007).

By the middle of the twentieth century, scientific
evidence demonstrated that levels of carbon
dioxide, the most abundant heat-trapping gas

in the atmosphere, were steadily rising (Keeling
1960). The “Keeling Curve” showed that carbon
dioxide concentrations in the atmosphere not
only were increasing but also that they were
doing so at a much faster rate than Arrhenius
had originally predicted. With the science itself
rapidly advancing, the United Nations Environ-
ment Programme and World Meteorological
Organization in 1988 established the Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)—
a scientific body comprising thousands of scien-
tists from 195 member countries around the
globe, charged with synthesizing the current
scientific understanding of climate change and
the role played by human activities (IPCC 2012).

In the years since its formation, the conclusions
of the IPCC have grown increasingly confident.

Y1|eaH JO sa1nliisuj [euonen ayj o Asa11nod 0joyd
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In its most recent assessment, the panel declared
“unequivocal” the proposition that Earth’s climate
is warming and “very likely” that emissions of
heat-trapping gases from human activities have
caused “most of the observed increase in globally
averaged temperatures since the mid-20th century”
(IPCC 2007). More recently, the National Academy
of Sciences concluded, “it is now beyond a reason-
able doubt that humans are responsible for most
of [the observed] warming, and highly likely we
are responsible for all of it” (NRC 2010). Over-
whelmingly, the world’s climate scientists today
believe that climate change is occurring and

that human activities are the primary cause.

Corporate Interference in

Federal Regulation

Corporations in the United States have always
taken part in national discussions on laws and
regulations that might affect their industry. In
a democracy, this is their right. However, when
new scientific data reveal a threat to public
health, safety, or the environment, factions of
the affected industries often oppose calls for
regulation by attacking the science on which
discussions are being based.

To accomplish this, corporate interests question
the scientific consensus around an issue, and
counter established findings by promoting their
own studies—conducted with flawed methodol-
ogies—that lead to a predetermined outcome.
They pay seemingly independent scientists to
further undermine the original findings (UCS
2012; Michaels 2008; UCS 2008). Moreover,
industry players have been known to intimidate
or openly attack scientific researchers, to skew
analyses of the costs and benefits of proposed
regulations, or to undermine the regulatory
process itself (Mann 2012; McGarity and
Wagner 2008).

This multipronged strategy was first widely
exposed in the now infamous case of the tobacco
industry’s attempts to delay regulation of ciga-
rettes by spreading doubt about the link between
smoking and lung cancer. But these tactics have

Corporate Interference in the
Regulation of Leaded Gasoline

etraethyl lead was introduced as an additive

to gasoline in the 1920s to improve automobiles’

combustion efficiency. Although production
workers were known to have experienced severe lead
poisoning even in the early years of manufacture, the
prevailing consensus was that lead toxicity was a health
concern only at those high levels of exposure (Bridbord
and Hanson 2009). Until the 1960s, most research pub-
lished on lead was conducted by the Kettering Laboratory,
a research institution affiliated with the leaded-gasoline
industry (Needleman 2000). But when independent
research found evidence that linked lead contamination
in the oceans to leaded gasoline, and that background
levels of lead in the environment were not “naturally
occurring,” as Kettering and the American Petroleum
Institute had contended, companies tried to cast doubt
on the researcher (Denworth 2008).

At Senate hearings as late as 1966, an industry
witness testified: “There is no evidence that [leaded
gasoline] has introduced a danger in the field of public
health” It took another decade of legal battles—during
which a pediatrician who pursued groundbreaking
research into the connection between childhood lead
exposure and lower IQ was harassed and accused of
misconduct (McGarity and Wagner 2008)—before the
EPA was able to mandate
reduction of gasoline’s lead
content. Since this enact-
mentin 1976, an 80 per-
cent drop in average
blood lead levels has been
attributed to the phaseout
of leaded gasoline (Pirkle,
Brody, and Matte 1994).

The EPA banned leaded
gasoline in 1976 after decades
of legal battles with industry.
The ban has since resulted in
several public health improve-
ments, including an 80 percent
drop in average blood

lead levels. REGULAR LEADED GASOLINE
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4 UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

also been observed time and time again in de-
bates over other science-based efforts to protect
the American public (Michaels 2008).

For example, despite substantial scientific
evidence that sulfur emissions from coal-fired
power plants were harming lakes and forests in
the eastern United States as a result of acid rain
(NRC 1981), utility companies, the Reagan admin-
istration, and later the business press emphasized
uncertainties in the science and played up the
potential costs of reducing emissions (Brown

Industry players have been known

to intimidate or openly attack scientific
researchers, to skew analyses of the costs
and benefits of proposed regulations,

or to undermine the regulatory

process itself.

1986). These efforts delayed serious action
toward solving the problem until the passage
of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990
(Christopher, Lehmann, and Gay 2011).

In the case of asbestos exposure, companies
fought for decades to deny growing scientific
evidence of the health risks, such as asbestosis
and asbestos-related cancers (Michaels 2008).

As late as 1991, the asbestos industry successfully
challenged a rule that would have resulted in a
partial ban on new asbestos products, convincing
a judge that the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) had “presented insufficient evidence
of the dangers of asbestos (EPA 2010).

7

Similarly, when scientific evidence mounted
that linked DDT and similar pesticides to the
devastation of bird and other wildlife popula-
tions, as widely publicized by biologist Rachel
Carson in her book Silent Spring, chemical com-
panies—including Monsanto, Velsicol Chemical,
and American Cyanamid—attacked Carson as
a"hysterical woman” unqualified to write a
book about pesticides (Matthiessen 1999).

American Petroleum Institute
Advertisement Opposing Climate
Legislation

THURSDAY. GCTORE 34, 2009 FOUTICO 5

In the fourth quarter of 2009, when climate change legisla-
tion was under active discussion in Congress, nine advertise-
ments with messages opposing this legislation appeared

in the Washington Post and 12 appeared on Politico, a political
journalism website (Political Correction 2009). All but one

of these ads were sponsored by the American Petroleum
Institute as part of two public relations campaigns,
“EnergyCitizen.org” and “People of America’s Natural Gas
and Oil Industry,” to oppose climate legislation (Kaplun 2009).

The influence of corporations has become more
visible and pervasive in recent years (UCS 2012).
Industry interference has been observed in a
variety of venues where science is used to inform
federal policy, ranging from interference in the
Food and Drug Administration’s approval of
medical devices (UCS 2009) to the blocking

of a national ground-level ozone standard
proposed by the EPA (Broder 2011).

After attacking the science, many companies warn,
seemingly in the same breath, that regulation of
their products or by-products will severely dam-
age their businesses. Yet political recognition of

0211|104 JO Asa1In0D)
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a health or environmental problem and its sub-
sequent responsible regulation has consistently
proven to mitigate the danger at hand without
devastating economic impact to industry
(Burnett and Hansen 2010; Meyer 1995).

Corporate Engagement on Climate Change
A similar pattern of industry attacks on science
and science-based regulations has occurred with
climate change. Because numerous and wide-
ranging economic sectors have stakes in the out-
come of climate policy debates, diverse industrial
actors have engaged in attacks on climate science
(Levy and Egan 2003). These powerful corporations
have been tremendously influential in dictating
how the public understands climate science and
how the national discussion on climate policy
has progressed—or not progressed.

They have been able to exert this influence
through several time-tested tactics, including:
exaggerating the uncertainty associated with
climate change while ignoring what is known,
funding contrarian scientists and think tanks
engaged in spreading misinformation and block-
ing policy, and contributing to politicians who
proclaim they do not believe in the science of
global warming. This highly orchestrated climate
change denial machine has been well documented
(Dunlap and McCright 2011; Oreskes and
Conway 2010; Begley 2007).

Yet there is another side to the story. Despite

the increased hostility toward climate science
and policy by some corporate players, other com-
panies are choosing a different path. Beginning
in the early 2000s, when international climate
negotiations had significant support and climate
legislation seemed more likely to pass, several
large American companies spoke out in favor of
climate science and science-based policy (Layzer
2007; Kolk and Levy 2001). These companies
called for comprehensive legislation to address
climate change, launched initiatives to lower
their carbon footprints, and publicly dissociated
themselves from groups that undermine climate
science. A poll conducted in 2000 indicated that

75 percent of Fortune 5000 executives believed
global warming to be a serious problem
(Carpenter 2001).

Although these bold expressions of support for
climate action date from more than a decade
ago, and although much stronger scientific evi-
dence now reinforces the need for such support,
much of the corporate concern about climate
change is being drowned out by a resurgence
of attacks on climate science (Mann 2012). Still,

a small contingent of companies remains vocally
supportive of science-based climate policy.

Corporate Support for Climate Legislation

A QUESTION OF AMERICAN LEADERSHIP

How will America take back control of its energy future while enhancing our national security?

When will the U.S. economy regain its competitive edge instead of letting other countries corner the emerging global clean energy market?
How can we get the U.S. back on track by creating American jobs in the new low-carbon economy?

How can we protect our natural resources and future generations from climate change?

and become the worlds leader in a burgeoning clean energy economy.

We are a broad and diverse group of leading businesses, environmental organizations, national security experts, veterans’ organizations,
labor unions and faith-based groups.

We believe it's time for Democrats and Republicans to unite behind bi-partisan, national energy and climate legislation that
increases our security and limits emissions, as it preserves and creates jobs.

It's a question of American leadership.
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A message from the above organizations.

These are the questions we're asking our policy makers as America faces a once-in-a-century opportunity to lower greenhouse gas emissions

A sign-on letter in late 2009 called for national energy and climate legislation.
It was run in the New York Times, Washington Post, and on Politico (Juliani 2010).
Seven of the signatory companies are examined in this report.
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EXAS OIL

Further complicating corporate engagement in
climate change are two phenomena—heightened
consumer demand for environmentally friendly
products and services and consumers’increasing
calls for corporate social responsibility—that to-
gether have led many companies to rethink their
business strategies (Vogel 2005). While in some
cases this has helped create a context in which
companies can advocate for climate action, it
has also opened a door to “greenwashing”—in
which companies use public relations campaigns
to make unsubstantiated claims regarding their
environmental stewardship (Dahl 2010).

Climate change has fallen victim to many such
corporate communications, making it more
difficult for policy makers and the public to deter-
mine who is actually committed to climate action
(earnestly “walking the walk”) and who has simply
learned to speak the language (just “talking the
talk”). The latter strategy allows companies to
maintain a public image of climate consciousness
while, behind the scenes, undermining climate
science and policy in powerful ways.

@
N

Wi

California’s Proposition 23 was a ballot measure that would have prevented
implementation of a pollution control law that required companies to
report their global warming emissions and begin to reduce them. By
donating to campaigns either for or against the proposition, several
companies in our sample attempted to influence the vote.
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A Systematic Approach

In order to make sense of the many, sometimes
contradictory, actions taken by companies, we
explored the roles that major corporate actors
have played during a key time period prior to and
during the discussion of several important climate
change policy proposals in 2009 and 2010.To
obtain a manageable study scope, we scrutinized
a sample of 28 publicly held companies in the
S&P 500, selected because they chose to engage
in climate policy in at least one of two ways:

« They commented publicly on the “EPA Endan-
germent Finding”"—that is, the Environmental
Protection Agency'’s Endangerment and Cause
or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases
under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act
(EPA 2009)

OR

« They contributed to either the pro- or anti-
Proposition 23 campaigns during the 2010
California election.“Prop 23, if approved, would
have suspended “implementation of air pollu-
tion control law (AB 32) requiring major sources
of emissions to report and reduce greenhouse
emissions that cause global warming, until
unemployment drops to 5.5 percent or less for
[a] full year” (California Secretary of State 2010)

Other venues of company engagement scrutinized
in this study included:

« Corporate public relations
- Executives’ statements
- Marketing campaigns
- Website materials
+ Annual reports
- Earnings calls with financial analysts
« Shareholder actions
+ U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission
(SEC) Form 10-K filings
+ Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Form 990
annual report filings
- Congressional engagement
- Political contributions
- Lobbying expenditures
- Congressional testimony
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+ Funding to outside organizations
- Trade groups
— Climate-focused industry groups
— Think tanks
— Other outside organizations

To evaluate the degree to which each company
in our sample helped or hindered the climate
science and policy dialogue during the study
period, we considered the ensemble of corporate
actions (Figure 1) taken by each company and
categorized each one as Consistent, Contradic-
tory, or Obstructionist. A detailed account of the
methodology used for this report is available

in Appendix A.

The 2007 Supreme Court ruling in Massachusetts vs. EPA required the agency to
determine if heat-trapping gases posed a danger to public health and welfare, and
thus needed to be regulated under the Clean Air Act. When the EPA put forward an
“Endangerment Finding” in December 2007, the Bush administration refused to act
on it. The Obama administration has allowed the agency to move forward and fulfill
its obligations under the Clean Air Act.

FIGURE 1. Scope of Research

28 S&P 500 Publicly Traded Corporations

Primary
Audience

The Public Government Investors

Venues of
Corporate

Influence Funding to Outside Groups

« Trade Groups

« Climate-focused Industry Groups
« Think Tanks |

+ Other Outside Organizations Internal Revenue
Service Form 990

Securities and Exchange
Commission Form 10-K

Corporate Public
Relations EPA Endangerment Earnings Calls with
+ Executives’ Statements Finding Comments Financial Analysts
» Website Materials

« Marketing Campaigns
California Proposition 23

Participation Annual Reports

Congressional Shareholder Actions
Engagement

« Political Contributions
+ Lobbying Expenditures
« Congressional Testimony

Corporations utilize a variety of venues, directed at different audiences, to engage in the conversation on climate science and policy.

12114/496U97 1025 6
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Caterpillar Inc. and other companies use direct advertising to promote their
position on climate change and climate-related policies.

CHAPTER 2

How Corporations Engage on Climate Science and Policy

any of the companies in our sample

used multiple venues to engage in

discussions on climate change with

different audiences, including the
government, shareholders, and the public. In this
chapter we describe some of the more interest-
ing findings about corporate actions in each venue,
and in Chapter 3 we assess the overall influence
of each company. For a more extensive account
of climate-change-related actions for each com-
pany in our sample, please see Appendix C:
Company Profiles.

Direct Statements on Climate Change
Companies in our sample made many different,
often divergent, statements about climate
change to different audiences. Both energy pro-
ducers and utility companies have a vested inter-
est in climate policy, as it can significantly affect

CLEAN, CARBON NEUTRAL COAL

P14/ A31qub ©

their businesses, yet some of these companies
take very different positions on climate science
and policy (Figure 2). For example, some utility
companies in our sample—including NRG Energy,

While all companies in our
sample stated they were taking
voluntary internal action to
reduce carbon emissions, half of
them also misrepresented some
element of established climate
science in their public
communications.

Inc., AES Corporation, and NextEra Energy, Inc.—
have taken many actions in support of climate
science and science-based policy, including
endorsements of the EPA Endangerment Finding,
acknowledgments of climate-related risks to
business, and public announcements of their
carbon mitigation efforts. By contrast, some
energy sector companies in our sample, includ-
ing Peabody Energy Corporation, Valero Energy
Corporation, and Marathon Qil Corporation, have
predominantly made statements—through their
marketing campaigns, executives’ public state-
ments, congressional testimony, and EPA Endan-
germent Finding comments—that undermine
established climate science and oppose carbon
emissions standards.

Some companies in non-energy-based sectors
also chose to actively engage in discussions
around climate change. NIKE, Inc., a consumer
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FIGURE 2. Climate Actions for NRG Energy, Inc. and Peabody Energy Corporation

Supporting Climate Science
or Science-Based Policy

“At NRG, we believe that global warming is
one of the most significant challenges facing
humankind—and we want to be part of the
solution.” (NRG website, 2011)

Opposing Climate Science
or Science-Based Policy

“The greatest crisis society confronts is not

a future environmental crisis predicted by
computer models but a human crisis today that
is fully within our power to solve. . . with coal.”
(Peabody website, 2011)

—~
NRG

Has % Relevant Spending
S - Total political contributions:
Nature * $1,377,522

Conservancy

$5,740,000

« Funding ratio of anti-climate to
pro-climate members of Congress:

1to 2.7

ACTION: Declined membership
in U.S. Chamber of Commerce due
to its climate position

ACTION:

Co-signed “Message to Barack Obama”

favoring climate legislation

« California Climate Action Registry

» Carbon Disclosure Project

+ Global Roundtable on Climate Change

« Business Environmental Leadership Council
« U.S. Climate Action Partnership

+ American Wind Energy Association*

< . Total lobbying expenditures:

Relevant Spending

- Total political contributions:
$684,283
- Total lobbying expenditures:
$33,420,000
« Funding ratio of anti-climate to
pro-climate members of Congress:
40to 1 George
C. Marshall
Institute

Has
Supported

ACTION: Peabody
funded the American
Energy Security Study,
which published stories
that undermine estab-
lished climate science

« Alliance for Energy and Economic Growth

« American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity

+ Business Roundtable

- Center for Energy and Economic Development*
« National Association of Manufacturers*

+ National Mining Association*

+ U.S. Chamber of Commerce*

* BOARD MEMBER * BOARD MEMBER

Utility and energy sector companies have a vested interest in the outcome of climate policy debates, yet we observe companies in these sectors
taking divergent positions on climate science and policy. Some utility and energy companies in our sample, such as NRG Energy, Inc., have taken
many actions in support of climate science and science-based policy, while others, including Peabody Energy Corporation, have consistently
tried to undermine climate science and oppose science-based policy. The full methodology for analysis of political contributions and lobbying
expenditures is available in Appendix A. References for figure information can be found in Appendix C.
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FIGURE 3. Climate Actions for NIKE, Inc. and FMC Corporation

Supporting Climate Science
or Science-Based Policy

“We have committed to strategic collaboration
through BICEP to push for U.S. energy and
climate legislation and rule making.”

(NIKE website, 2011)

% Relevant Spending
« Total political contributions:

g -”E $175,601
s - Total lobbying expenditures:

$3,240,000
« Funding ratio of anti-climate to

pro-climate members of Congress:

1to 3.2

ACTION: Resigned from the board
of directors of the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce due to its climate position

ACTION:
Co-signed “Message to Barack Obama”
favoring climate legislation

« Carbon Disclosure Project

+ Ceres Business for Innovative Climate & Energy Policy
(BICEP)

+ U.S. Chamber of Commerce*
(resigned board membership in 2009)

* BOARD MEMBER

Opposing Climate Science
or Science-Based Policy

“CO2 is fundmental to life and not a pollutant
of any kind.” (FMC EPA Endangerment Finding
comments, 2009)

Relevant Spending

- Total political contributions:
$322,855

- Total lobbying expenditures:
$12,430,000

« Funding ratio of anti-climate to
pro-climate members of Congress:
1.2to1

Has
Supported

Competitive
Enterprise

Institute

ACTION: Expressed doubt
about climate science in
EPA Endangerment Finding
comments

« Business Roundtable
« American Chemistry Council*
- National Association of Manufacturers*

* BOARD MEMBER

Some companies in non-energy-based sectors chose to actively engage in climate change discussions. NIKE, Inc., a consumer products manufacturer,
took many actions in support of science-based climate policies, while FMC Corporation, a chemical manufacturer, took steps to spread misinformation
on climate science and oppose policy efforts. The full methodology for analysis of political contributions and lobbying expenditures, including time
frames, is available in Appendix A. References for figure information can be found in Appendix C.
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products manufacturer, and Alcoa Inc., an alumi-
num producer, took many actions in support of
science-based climate policies, while FMC Corpor-
ation, a chemical manufacturer, took steps to spread
misinformation on climate science and oppose
climate policy efforts (Figure 3).

Fourteen companies were inconsistent in regard
to their statements about climate change. While
all companies in our sample stated they were
taking voluntary internal action to reduce carbon
emissions, half of them also misrepresented some
element of established climate science in their
public communications. These companies included
Ameren Corporation, Chesapeake Energy Corpo-

7 47

Vice president of GE Ecomagination Steve Fludder speaks on the company’s
climate change mitigation efforts to European Union leadership in advance
of the 2009 international climate talks in Copenhagen, Denmark.

DPII4/A3MUBID 6

ration, ConocoPhillips, DTE Energy Company, Exxon
Mobil Corporation, FMC Corporation, Marathon
Oil Corporation, Murphy Oil Corporation, Occi-
dental Petroleum Corporation, Peabody Energy
Corporation, Progress Energy, Inc., TECO Energy,
Inc., Valero Energy Corporation, and Waste Man-
agement, Inc. For a description of how we char-
acterized the misrepresentation of science for
this study, see Appendix A; for corporate state-
ments on climate change from each company
in our sample, see Appendix C.

In a time of heightened discussion around climate
policies, all but three of the companies in our
sample made statements about the negative im-
plications that climate-change-related regulation
could have for their business operations. Two

Indirect corporate actions enable
a company to take positions
and push agendas it might not
otherwise do publicly.

companies, NRG Energy, Inc. and General Electric
Company, stated that climate regulations would
have a positive impact on their businesses, and
we found no statement from Boeing Company
on climate regulation impact. Almost half of the
companies (12 of 28) acknowledged, in at least
one public venue, the potential dangers posed

by the impacts of climate change itself (as
opposed to impacts of regulation).

Indirect Actions on Climate Change

In addition to scrutinizing companies’ direct
statements, we also examined indirect actions
they took to influence the climate debate, includ-
ing affiliations with outside organizations, political
contributions, and lobbying expenditures. These
actions are of particular importance in that, be-
ing less conspicuous than direct statements, they
enable a company to take positions and push
agendas it might not otherwise do publicly.

However, important caveats must be consid-
ered when analyzing indirect company actions.
Although it is informative to examine these
actions, we note that we cannot link them to
climate-change-related activities specifically.
Without greater transparency requirements for
corporate affairs and government operations,
we cannot isolate the particular issues on which
companies lobbied or determine motivations
for contributions to politicians and outside
organizations.

For example, although all companies in our sam-
ple reported lobbying on the climate-relevant
category of “Energy and Environment”—with the
exception of Valero Energy Corporation, which
reported on related topics of “Clean Air and Water”
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The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, which purports to represent millions of businesses, has aggressively opposed national

science-based climate policy proposals.

and “Fuel, Gas, and Qil"—public disclosure forms
go no further than this level of detail. Similarly,
corporations donate to trade groups, think tanks,
and other organizations that work on many
public policy issues. Our results thus can only
highlight companies that have supported organi-
zations that work on climate science or policy;
we cannot claim that their corporate contribu-
tions were allocated to climate-related work
specifically.

Given the inconspicuous ways in

which companies can utilize supposedly
independent groups to further their own
agendas, the funding of industry groups
is an important pathway through which
corporations influence the national
climate conversation without
accountability.

Support for Outside Organizations
Corporations take indirect actions related to
climate change through their memberships in,
board seats on, and contributions to industry
trade groups, think tanks, and other outside or-
ganizations that are actively involved in issues of
climate science and policy. The detailed method-
ology for selection of the organizations included
in this analysis, as well as for the determination
of organizations’ positions on climate science
and policy, is outlined in Appendix A.

Industry Groups. Many companies in our sam-
ple have affiliations (i.e., memberships or board
seats) with industry groups that take divergent
stances on climate change (Figure 4). The groups
we scrutinized ranged from industry trade asso-
ciations such as the U.S. Chamber of Commerce,
which serves multiple purposes and takes posi-
tions on a variety of policy issues, to entities
formed specifically to advocate for climate policy,
such as the U.S. Climate Action Partnership (US
CAP), which was formed in 2007 by 14 businesses
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FIGURE 4. Affiliations with Industry Groups That Support or Oppose Climate Science and Science-Based Policy

< Support Oppose >
CDP |USCAP| BELC | EPA | GRCC [WBCSD| Wind | Sol Ge’gera' T NPRA APl USCoC
ompany
CDP CXISD* ARl Caterpillar Inc. USCoC AEEG  ACCCE
LI ETATY USCoC AEEG  ACCCE
Corporation
CDP | USCAP | BELC EPA GRCC | WBCSD | Sol Alcoa Inc. APl USCoC ACCCE*
us .
CDP CAP* Cal | WBCSD [elglelvtelshiTllI]o} APl USCoC WSPA
Exxon Mobil
CDP Corporation API ACC  WSPA
Supporting Climate Science or DTEEner
Science-Based Policy CDP | BELC Compan%/y ACCCE
cDP Carbon Disclosure Project Occidental
US CAP United States Climate Action Partnership ok el Petroleum Corp. Ll
BELC Business Environmental Leadership Marathon Oil
Council (Formerly Pew) CDP Corporation ACC
Cal California Climate Registry Ameren
EPA EPA Climate Leaders Corporation
GRCC  Global Roundtable On Climate Change Murphy Oil Opposing Climate Science or
WBCSD World Business Council for Sustainable Corporation Science-Based Policy
Development NAM  National A e
Wind  American Wind Energy Association FMC Corporation o?;/"c;?]‘z faCS:L?rCeI?Stlon
BICEP  Businesses for Innovative Climate & Energy Policy )
Sol Solar E Industries A iati Chesapeake BR Business Roundtable
° olar Energy Industries Assoclation Energy Corp. CEED Center for Energy and
Tesoro Economic Development
Corporation NPRA National Petrochemical
Valero Energy and Refiners Association
Corporation API American Petroleum Institute
Proar US CoC United States Chamber
CDP Enecr)g elsr?c of Commerce
Color Key by 9y, nc. AEEG Alliance for Energy and
Stock Market Sector: CDP | TECO Energy, Inc. Economic Growth
ACCCE American Coalition for
M Energy COP | Xcel Energy Inc Clean Coal Electricity
[ Utilities ACC American Chemistry Council
cop | uscap | BELC | Wind Sol NextEra WSPA Western States Petroleum
M Industrials Energy, Inc. Association
W Materials cDP BELC 2 Gocing Company NMA  National Mining Association
[l Consumer Discretionary coP | GRce FirstEnergy The numbers of affiliations (i.e.,, memberships
[ Information Technolog Corporation or board seats) in groups that support climate
Y CDP | USCAP | Wind | AESCorporation science or science-based policy (blue) and those
that misrepresent climate science or oppose
* Company left this group science-based policy (brown) are shown for
- - BICEP | CDP NIKE, Inc. - . .
during the study period each company in the time period of 2002 to
of 2002-2010 o o Waste 2010. Companies are ranked from most to
& Management, Inc. least number of memberships in brown groups.
. No relevant industry groups were found for
CDP | USCAP | BELC Cal GRCC | Wind | NRGEnergy, Inc. Denbury Resources Inc. The methodology for
Applied designation of groups’ climate stances is out-
Sol cbp EPA Materials, Inc. lined in Appendix A and data sources for the
above affiliations can be found in Appendix C.
CDP Sempra Energy
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Number of Affiliations with Groups Supporting

Climate Science or Science-Based Policy

Number of Affiliations with Groups Opposing
Climate Science or Science-Based Policy



14 UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

and environmental organizations to call for fed-
eral carbon emissions standards (US CAP 2012).

For example, ConocoPhillips, Caterpillar Inc.,
General Electric Company, and Alcoa Inc. each
had affiliations with at least four industry organi-
zations on each side of the aisle with respect

to the climate debate.

The American Coalition for Clean Coal
Electricity and the American Petroleum
Institute have made efforts to fabricate
larger grassroots backing for their work.

A few companies, however, belonged exclusively
to industry groups with the same position on
climate change. For example, NRG Energy, Inc.

13MO SRILIRWY 6

The American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity, which is funded by

and represents the interests of coal producers, transporters, and utilities,
is affiliated with the America’s Power campaign which launched a 2010
national tour to promote policies that support coal production.

was affiliated only with groups supporting climate
science or science-based policy while Chesapeake
Energy Corporation, FMC Corporation, Murphy
Oil Corporation, and Peabody Energy Corporation
were affiliated only with groups opposing climate
science or science-based policy. In general, compa-
nies in the energy sector were more likely to be
affiliated with industry groups opposing science-
based climate policy.

Several of the industry organizations in Figure 4,
such as the Center for Energy and Economic
Development, conceal the funding and agendas
of the industries behind them. Through these
front groups, companies can push their agendas
more aggressively without public accountability.

Moreover, so-called “astroturf” organizations and
campaigns are designed to appear as spontane-
ous and popular grassroots efforts (Dunlap and
McCright 2011). For example, both the American
Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity and the Amer-
ican Petroleum Institute have made efforts to
fabricate larger grassroots backing for their work
by encouraging employees to show up at rallies
or by launching media advertisements that
imply widespread public support (Dunlap and
McCright 2011; Krauss and Mouawad 2009).

Given these inconspicuous ways in which
companies can utilize supposedly indepen-

dent groups to do their bidding, the funding of
industry groups is an important pathway through
which corporations influence the national climate
conversation without accountability (Mashey
2010; UCS 2007).

It is worth noting, however, that in some cases
companies have chosen to publicly leave such
industry groups because of dissatisfaction with
the groups’ position on climate change. NIKE, Inc.,
for example, vocally resigned from the board of
directors of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce in
2009, citing Chamber actions that were “incon-
sistent with our view that climate changeis an
issue in need of urgent action” (Korosec 2009).
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TABLE 1. Political Contributions and Lobbying Expenditures Ranked by Funding Ratio

Company

Anti-Climate :
Pro-Climate Ratio

Total Political
Contributions

Total Lobbying
(in millions)

Murphy Oil Corporation $30,000 $5.71
ConocoPhillips 154:1 $742,951 $62.71
Marathon QOil Corporation 14.7:1 $762,950 $43.72
Exxon Mobil Corporation 10.1:1 $1,556,961 $131.63
Valero Energy Corporation 93:1 $1,490,472 $4.63
Chesapeake Energy Corporation 53:1 $584,400 $5.33
Caterpillar Inc. 49:1 $990,961 $16.38
Occidental Petroleum Corporation 49:1 $689,250 $28.21
Peabody Energy Corporation 40:1 $684,283 $33.42
Denbury Resources Inc. 2.8:1 $34,450 $1.55
NextEra Energy, Inc. 1.9:1 $1,377,522 $3.20
TECO Energy, Inc. 1.6:1 $311,850 $14.59
DTE Energy Company 1.5:1 $874,678 $12.98
FirstEnergy Corporation 15:1 $828,845 $16.50
Progress Energy, Inc. 14:1 $659,051 $16.67
Xcel Energy Inc. 13:1 $626,925 $17.25
Waste Management, Inc. 1.3:1 $149,020 $5.58
FMC Corporation 1.2:1 $322,855 $12.43
Boeing Company 1:1.3 $4,517,635 $107.29
General Electric Company 1:1.4 $5,076,353 $189.91
Ameren Corporation 1:1.9 $484,900 $19.20
Sempra Energy 1:2.0 $634,975 $14.06
NRG Energy, Inc. 1:2.7 $1,377,522 $5.74
Alcoa Inc. 1:2.7 $30,450 $13.82
NIKE, Inc. 1:3.2 $175,601 $3.24
AES Corporation 1:54 $101,504 $1.32

Color Key by Stock Market Sector:

M Energy [ Utilities [l Industrials

[l Consumer Discretionary [ Information Technology

Total political contributions and lobbying expenditures are shown for all companies, ranked by their ratio of a:b, where

“a” stands for funding to members of Congress with voting records that oppose science-based climate policy (“anti-climate”)
and “b” represents funding to those who support it (“pro-climate”). Lobbying expenditures occurred in the 2002-2010 time
frame; voting and political contribution time frames correspond to 2007-2010 for House members and 2003-2010 for
senators. The full methodology for analysis of political contributions and lobbying expenditures is available in Appendix A.
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Political Contributions and Lobbying

Our investigation of political contributions and
lobbying expenditures shows wide disparities
among companies. Table 1 displays these two
types of information, ranked by the ratio of a:b,
where “a” stands for political contributions to
members of Congress with voting records oppos-
ing science-based climate policy (“anti-climate”)
and “b" represents contributions to members of
Congress with voting records supporting science-
based climate policy (“pro-climate”) (see Appen-
dix A for methodology). Table 2 shows much the
same information, ranked by the total dollar
amount that companies reported spending on
lobbying. Moreover, only those companies with
lobbying expenditures greater than $15 million
between 2002 and 2010 are listed in Table 2.

General Electric Company, Boeing Company, and
Exxon Mobil Corporation spent significantly more
in political contributions and lobbying expendi-
tures than the rest of the companies in our sam-
ple. With the exception of Caterpillar Inc., all the

companies donating most heavily to anti-climate
members of Congress were in the energy sector,
with eight of the 10 energy sector companies in
our sample donating three times more to anti-
climate candidates than to pro-climate candidates.
By contrast, only five companies (AES Corporation,

Most companies in our sample had
lobbying expenditures that dwarfed their
contributions to individual candidates.

Alcoa Inc., NRG Energy, Inc., Sempra Energy,
and NIKE, Inc.) donated at least twice as much
to pro-climate candidates as to anti-climate
candidates, and none of these companies were
in the energy sector.

Most companies in our sample had lobbying
expenditures that dwarfed their contributions
to individual candidates. For instance, Marathon
Oil Corporation spent $43.7 million on federal

TABLE 2. Political Contributions and Lobbying Expenditures Ranked by
Lobbying Totals for Top Lobbying Companies

Anti-Climate :
Pro-Climate Ratio

Company

Total Political
Contributions

Total Lobbying
(in millions)

General Electric Company $5,076,353 $189.91
Exxon Mobil Corporation 10.1:1 $1,556,961 $131.63
Boeing Company 1:13 $4,517,635 $107.29
ConocoPhillips 15.4:1 $742,951 $62.71
Marathon Qil Corporation 14.7 :1 $762,950 $43.72
Peabody Energy Corporation 40:1 $684,283 $33.42
Occidental Petroleum Corporation 49:1 $689,250 $28.21
Ameren Corporation 1:1.9 $484,900 $19.20
Xcel Energy Inc. 13:1 $626,925 $17.25
Progress Energy, Inc. 14:1 $659,051 $16.67
FirstEnergy Corporation 15:1 $828,845 $16.50
Color Key by Stock Market Sector: [l Energy [] Utilities [l Industrials

Total political contributions and lobbying expenditures are shown for companies spending more than $15 million
in lobbying expenditures during the 2002-2010 period. Companies are ranked by total lobbying expenditures.
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Corporate Giving

aking donations to outside organizations is one

way for corporations to influence the conversa-

tion on climate change. Several legal categories
of tax-exempt organizations can accept corporate dona-
tions; four such categories relevant to this report are out-
lined below.

501(c)(3) Groups are commonly referred to as “charitable
organizations” and include all of the organizations listed
in Figure 5 (p. 15).

Political Activity: 501(c)(3) organizations cannot sup-
port or oppose candidates for public office or political
parties, nor can they do more than an “insubstantial”
amount of lobbying. They can only engage in issue ad-
vocacy, such as publishing research about public policy
issues, and in certain permitted election activities, such as
organizing voter registration drives.

Donor Disclosure: Donations generally do not have
to be disclosed to the general public unless a company
donates through a corporate foundation. Independent
estimates suggest that roughly 30 percent of corporate
giving is done through foundations (Giving USA Founda-
tion 2011).

501(c)(4), 501(c)(5), and 501(c)(6) Groups have similar
restrictions. 501(c)(4) groups are known as “social welfare
organizations” and include entities such as the U.S. Cli-
mate Action Partnership. 501(c)(5) groups are largely
labor unions, such as the AFL-CIO, and 501(c)(6) groups
are trade associations and professional organizations,
including, for example, the National Association of Manu-
facturers and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.

rOQ eURIUOW &

Political Activity: These groups can use their treasury
to do an unlimited amount of lobbying that represents
their members’ interests, to engage in issue advocacy,
and to directly intervene in elections by endorsing
specific candidates for office so long as direct political
activity is not their “primary purpose.’ These groups can-
not donate to a campaign or coordinate their activities
with a campaign, but they can set up their own political
action committee (PAC) to contribute directly to can-
didates. Such PACs are subject to contribution and dis-
closure regulations similar to those of Corporate PACs,
discussed below.

Donor Disclosure: Donations do not have to be dis-
closed to the general public unless they are made
through a corporate foundation or earmarked for a spe-
cific political communication.

Corporate PACs are PACs set up by a corporation. They
are technically referred to as “separate segregated funds”
because their finances are kept strictly apart from the
corporate treasury.

Political Activity: Corporate PACs can donate directly
to candidates for office, to the candidates’ PACs, and to
party committees, but they are subject to limits on the
donations they can accept and the expenditures they
can make.

Donor Disclosure: Corporate PACs are required to
disclose information about their donations to the gen-
eral public.

Super PACs, a new type of entity, are sometimes referred
to as “independent expenditure committees” because
their spending must be independent of political cam-
paigns. Super PACs arose in 2010 following the decision
of the U.S. Supreme Court in Citizens United vs. FEC and
the subsequent decision of the D.C. Circuit Court of
Appeals in SpeechNow.org vs. FEC.

Political Activity: Super PACs can directly intervene
in elections—for example, by running ads endorsing
specific candidates for office or praising their stances on
particular issues—but they cannot donate to campaigns
or coordinate their activities with a campaign.

Donor Disclosure: Donations to Super PACs have to
be disclosed to the general public unless the donation is
routed through a 501(c)(4), 501(c)(5), or 501(c)(6) group,
which does not have to disclose its donors.

This information was compiled from IRS 2012, FEC 2011, Garrett 2011a, Garrett 2011b, Lunder 2010, and Bizzel 2004.
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lobbying from 2002 to 2010, but its PAC donated
only $1.2 million to individual candidates in the
four election cycles from 2004 to 2010 (Andoni
and Jaime 2011).

For companies in the energy sector, lobbying
expenditures increased by 92 percent from 2007
to 2009, when climate change bills were being
actively debated in Congress (Figure 6). Although
these results were driven to some extent by com-
panies with the largest lobbying expenditures—
notably Boeing Company and General Electric
Company, which dominated the industrials
sector’s trend—we observe that total lobbying
expenditures for all companies in our sample

increased 160 percent between 2002 and

2010 (during which time inflation was only In 2009 and 201(?, Congress‘held seve‘ral hearings o‘n climate cha.nge, |n)l|t|ng
company executives to testify on the impact that climate regulations might have

21.2 percent). on their businesses.
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FIGURE 6. Total Lobbying Expenditures by Stock Market Sector, 2002-2010
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We observe a 92 percentrise in lobbying by the energy sector companies in our sample between 2007 and 2009, when climate
change bills were being actively debated in Congress. Some sector trends were influenced by individual companies with larger
lobbying expenditures and some sectors included only a single company from our sample. For example, NIKE, Inc. was the
sole representative of the consumer discretionary sector and Applied Materials, Inc. was the one company in the information
technology sector.
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CHAPTER 3

Who Helps and Who Hinders the Climate Conversation

n this chapter, we analyze results on a company-

by-company basis in order to evaluate the degree

to which the companies in our sample have

helped or hindered the dialogue on climate
science and policy.

Where Companies Stand on Climate Change
Our research shows that companies span a wide
range in their representations of climate change.
The public statements of some companies are
consistent with their actions in supporting science-
based climate policy and pro-science policy
makers. At the other end of the spectrum are
companies that have tak