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Executive Summary
■

New InfluenceMap research finds US organisations dominate the list of the most impactful
climate policy opponents, with 7 out of the 10 most negative and influential business associations
globally based in Washington DC. The finding reflects the extent to which US lobbyists have
stoked, harnessed, and guided the Trump Administration's deregulatory agenda to undermine
climate policy progress since 2016. The NY School of Law determined the subsequent rollbacks in
policy will add 200 Mn tons of CO2 equivalent emissions a year by 2025, placing the US on a
pathway consistent with 4°C+ warming globally according to thinktank Carbon Action Tracker.

■

InfluenceMap has analysed the lobbying impact of over 100 key trade associations on the global
climate agenda, drawing from its recognized platform tracking climate lobbying. The groups are
assessed on their climate positions, the intensity of lobbying on these positions, the relative
power of the group in its economy and lastly, the importance of the economy in the global
climate context.

■

The two most powerful and oppositional trade groups are the US Chamber of Commerce and the
National Association of Manufacturers which, following a successful campaigns to get the US to
withdraw from the Paris Agreement, have pursued wide-ranging strategies to undermine climate
leadership and install a deeply pro-fossil legal framework in the country since 2016.

■

Powerful sector-specific groups the American Petroleum Institute, the American Fuels and
Petrochemical Manufacturers and the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers are close behind in
terms of opposition to climate policy progress, having lobbied for and obtained key regulatory
rollbacks on methane emissions and automotive fuel economy standards in 2018-19.

■

Outside the US, the Japanese Business Federation (Keidanren), ranks highly due to its key role in
pushing for a coal-focused energy policy for Japan, the world's 3rd largest economy. The
Minerals Council of Australia and the Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers are also noted
as highly climate-oppositional groups that have had a significant impact in undermining climate
action in key fossil fuel exporting countries.

■

With political concern over climate inaction mounting, evidenced by the focus on climate change
among the US Democratic 2020 Presidential candidates, pressure is building on climate-blocking
lobbyists, as well as the corporations that support them. In September 2019, in a move
associated with Climate Action 100+, 200 major investors with over 6Tn AUM challenged US
corporates to ensure their trade associations’ lobbying aligns with the Paris Agreement.

■

Responding to this pressure, oppositional lobby groups have found it expedient to be nominally
positive on climate in their PR and top line statements. For example, the US Chamber of
Commerce’s April 2019 climate policy position, claimed “inaction is not an option”.
InfluenceMap’s analysis finds these efforts to be attempts to distract the media and politicians
from their recently successful and ongoing lobbying to hold meaningful climate regulations at
bay.
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Background
US Climate Policy Has Stalled Since 2016
Despite stark warnings from the IPCC and climate scientists, very little progress has been made to
implement meaningful climate policy globally since the late twentieth century. Independent analysis
from a consortium of science and policy institutes behind the Carbon Action Tracker (CAT) shows how
major economies globally have so far failed to implement emission reduction plans in-line with the
goals of the Paris Agreement. CAT’s analysis particularly highlights countries including the US, Russia
and Saudi Arabia that have “critically insufficient” climate change policy. By "critically insufficient,"
CAT implies that if every country in the world had equivalent policy, warming would exceed 4oC by
2100. The implications of warming have been thrown sharply into context over the last two years as
erratic weather events have had devastating impacts globally.
The US has historically struggled to implement meaningful and lasting climate policy, particularly at
the federal level. Even prior to Donald Trump’s election in 2016, the Obama Administration's
cornerstone climate regulation, the Clean Power Plan, was faltering under corporate-led lawsuits. In
parallel, the “shale revolution” has vastly accelerated US domestic oil and gas production.
The Trump Administration’s deregulatory agenda has catalyzed the problem further. A report
prepared for the US state attorney's in March 2019 found that rollbacks implemented or planned
during the Trump Administration could add an extra 200 Mn tons CO2e per year by 2025. The US’s
trajectory on climate since 2016 has likely had a significant geopolitical impact and the Trump
Administration’s decision to reject the Paris Agreement has risked a cooling effect on actions from
other leading economies such as Russia, Japan, Indonesia and Saudi Arabia.

The Role of Trade Associations
The role of corporate lobbyists representing the fossil fuel value chain has been recognized by senior
politicians and policymakers, including former President Barack Obama in 2013 1, as a fundamental
blockage to climate policy. However, the Trump Administration’s deregulatory push since 2017 has
seemingly run counter to a growing chorus of US corporations publicly supporting action on climate

1

The Economist interviews Barack Obama: The president on business and inequality, August 2013
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change. This has led many to assume that the political motivations of the Trump Presidency – not
corporate lobbying – is now the main cause of the USA’s current climate policy failings.
InfluenceMap's analysis of corporate lobbying climate policy (summarized within this online
presentation), however, challenges this narrative. This research has found increasingly subtle
messaging by large corporations, with increasingly positive top-line statements accompanied by
oppositional influence through the use of trade groups as lobbyists. Trade associations and business
federations are effective in this manner for two key reasons:
■

They have well-oiled and proven tactical lobbying machines which track and counter all strands of
binding policy which could impact their fossil fuel value chain members. These tactics range from
capture of wider narrative on climate, to legal challenges to specific regulatory strands.

■

They claim to be representative of large parts of the economy and play the "jobs and growth"
argument to counter regulatory threats to their members. In cross sector groups like the US
Chamber and National Association of Manufacturers, there appears to be an unwritten rule
among members to allow companies to push their chosen positions when their sector’s key
regulatory issues arise, often resulting in the adoption of the most regressive stances of the most
active and at-risk members. The US Chamber’s ensuing claims that these positions are
representative of the entire membership presents a powerful lobbying tool for those companies.

Addressing the Lobbying Blockage
Trade groups have, traditionally, operated effectively out of the media limelight. As such, they
provide an important service to corporations that seek to oppose climate regulation without
attracting the associated controversy and reputational risk. However, as concern for climate change
has accelerated, trade groups have been increasingly challenged by investors, the media and
politicians that recognize the role they play in holding back effective action to mitigate greenhouse
gas emissions.
Since 2017, climate-concerned investors in Australia and Europe have been increasingly aware of
corporate membership to trade groups blocking mitigating action. In September 2019 US investors
with a combined $6.5 trillion AUM (including giant Californian pension funds CalPERS and CALSTRS)
took further action, challenging companies they own to ensure their trade associations’ lobbying
aligned with the goals of the Paris Agreement. US lobbyists are also increasingly on the radar of highprofile US politicians, with Senators Bernie Sanders and Elizabeth Warren proposing crackdowns in
the run-up to the Democratic Party presidential primaries.
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Trade Group Lobbying: An Analysis
Background
Since 2015, InfluenceMap has provided the world’s only systematic analysis for assessing corporate
influence on climate-related policy globally. At the core of this is the assessment of powerful industry
groups influence on climate policy and, importantly, the strength of their links with the companies
who fund them. The result is a ranking of companies and trade associations according to their
support for, or opposition to, Paris-aligned climate change policy.
In 2017, InfluenceMap released its first Trade Association Climate Policy Footprint report. This report
added to InfluenceMap’s core analysis by assessing which trade associations are having the biggest
impact on climate change through their policy influencing activities. In evaluating the trade groups,
InfluenceMap's analysis considers and aggregates four factors: (a) their climate positions, (b) the level
of lobbying directed at these positions, (c) the relative power of the group in its economy and lastly,
(d) the importance of the economy in the global climate context. All of these factors feed into a
climate policy footprint score, ranging from negative 100 (highly powerful and oppositional) to + 100
(highly powerful and supportive). A full explanation of the methodology can be found in the Appendix.
The IPCC’s 2018 report on 1.5oC warming reiterated, with increased urgency, the necessity of
stringent regulatory intervention to avert catastrophic effects of climate change. In 2018-19, the
political agenda on climate change has risen dramatically, evidenced by the wave of international
student-led climate protests and the focus on climate change among the US Democratic 2020
Presidential candidates. The 2019-2020 UN timetable also represents a critical moment to a global
pathway on climate change consistent with the Paris Agreement goal, as countries must submit new
National Climate Action Plans to the UNFCCC.

Summary of Findings
A full list of the 30 most influential and negative lobby groups on climate globally may be found in
Appendix B. Full profiles of each group may be found within the links in the Appendix B table, such as
this for the US Chamber of Commerce, which scores an "F" on its climate policy positions.
US trade associations dominate the list of the most negative and influential trade associations globally
on climate policy, with 7out of the 10 most impactful based in Washington DC. Outside the US, the
Japanese Business Federation (Keidanren), ranks highly due to its key role in pushing for a coalfocused energy policy for Japan, the world's 3rd largest economy. The Minerals Council of Australia
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(MCA) and the Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers (CAPP) are also noted as highly climateoppositional groups that have had a significant impact in undermining or weakening climate action in
key fossil fuel exporting countries.
The findings reflect the impact US lobbyists have had in their efforts to stoke, harness, and guide the
Trump Administration’s deregulation agenda to undermine climate policy progress. The following
infographic depicts how the seven most influential groups have influence US climate deregulation,
and the resulting impact on US emission reductions.

US Trade Groups And their Carbon Footprint
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Positive Climate PR & Negative Lobbying
As pressure to act on climate mounts, both corporations and certain oppositional lobby groups have
found it expedient to be nominally positive on climate in their PR and top-line statements. For
example, the American Petroleum Institute launched a major climate-positive advertising campaign in
September 2019 in the run up to the major UN climate conference in New York Sept 21-22.
InfluenceMap determines these efforts to be attempts to distract the media and politicians from their
recently successful and ongoing lobbying to delay, weaken or remove meaningful US climate
regulations. The quotes below demonstrate the narrative these groups are currently promoting in
parallel with their tactical and negative lobbying.

“We believe that there is much common ground on which all sides of this discussion could
come together to address climate change [...] inaction is not an option”
- Our Approach to Climate Change, April 2019
“The U.S. natural gas and oil industry is laser-focused on tackling the dual challenge of
delivering energy for all and protecting our planet”
- API CEO Mike Sommers, September 2019

InfluenceMap’s platform for tracking lobbying places these top-line and PR statements in clear
context. The analysis demonstrates the continuation of forceful anti-climate campaigns throughout
2018-19, details of which can be found in the table below. High-level statements and selective
advocacy for incremental or light-touch policy that appear supportive of climate action should be
understood with this context; as part of complex influencing strategies designed to block and delay
meaningful climate regulations whilst projecting positive, media directed PR. The latter is often used
by corporate members to show their trade groups are reforming on climate and are more aligned
with their own stances.

Sept 2019

September 2019

Climate Issue

Recent and Ongoing Lobbying Activities by Key US Trade Groups

Paris and US
Federal Level
Climate
Leadership

Prior to the announcement that the US would withdraw from the Paris Agreement in
2017, the US Chamber of Commerce (Chamber), the National Association of
Manufacturers (NAM), the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC) , along with
the coal bodies the National Mining Association (NMA) and America’s Power, had
attempted to influence the Trump Administration against US climate leadership. These
groups have since continued a broad influencing strategy against growing calls for
urgent climate action. For example, in 2019, both NAM and the Chamber lobbied US
Senators to reject the Green New Deal. The Chamber has also targeted campaigns and
policy regarding the phase-out of oil and gas production, publishing a December 2018
report opposing the “$91.9 billion” cost of the “Keep it the Ground” movement. NAM,
alternatively, has engaged against climate liability lawsuits, including setting up a
dedicated Legal Action which also lobbied the US SEC in 2018 against shareholder
efforts to hold companies accountable for climate inaction.

The Clean
Power Plan &
prolonging
thermal coal

Having led action against the US Clean Power Plan in the courts in 2014-2017, NAM
and the Chamber – supported by coal-sector groups the NMA and America’s Power –
have lobbied to promote and shape the Trump Administration’s replacement ACE
ruling. In 2019, the Chamber also lobbied for the repeal of an EPA rule that tied the
construction of new coal plants to the use of carbon capture and storage. The NMA
and America’s Power have engaged in further messaging strategies to influence statelevel politicians and the general public in favor of the unabated burning of thermal
coal.

Oil & Gas
Development
& Methane
Regulation

The Chamber, NAM, American Petroleum Institute (API), ALEC and the American Fuel &
Petrochemical Manufactures (AFPM) have actively promoted measures to aid the
expansion of domestic oil and gas production between 2018-19. At the same time, the
API has engaged in an immensely successful 3-year campaign against US methane
regulations, succeeding in rolling back both the Bureau of Land Management's
regulation in 2016, and the EPA’s New Source Performance Standards for oil and gas
sector emissions in 2018-19.

US Clean
Vehicle
Regulations

The Automotive Alliance has executed an aggressive campaign to weaken US fuel
economy standards (CAFE) for vehicles, including the use of climate misinformation to
persuade the Trump Administration to reopen the process to decide the standards in
2017. The AFPM also appears to play a significant role in undermining the regulation,
having run a secretive social-media campaign to get members of the public to file
comments with policymakers in favor of rolling back the regulation in 2018. The
Automotive Alliance, along with the ALEC, further appear to have supported federal
administration’s proposal to undermine California’s authority to set its own, more
rigorous standards through providing legal advice. At the same time, oil-sector groups
API and AFPM have lobbied in 2018-19 against a range of subsidies and incentives for
electric vehicles.
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Appendix A: Methodology
Methodology
InfluenceMap’s methodology for analyzing corporate climate lobbying relies on the UN Guide for
Responsible Engagement with Climate Policy to define the scope of policy influencing activities (which
we call “lobbying” here). We score corporate and industry lobbying against benchmarks based on
legislation that has been proposed or implemented by government agencies mandated to act on
climate change in line with the Paris Agreement. InfluenceMap’s system currently covers over 100
industry groups worldwide, deemed to be both influential in general, and also active in climaterelated regulatory matters. To assess which trade groups from this group are the most influential on
the climate issue, either supportive or oppositional, our method considers the following independent
metrics.
■

The Climate Score expresses how supportive or obstructive the company or industry group is
towards climate policy aligned with the Paris Agreement, based on assessment of numerous
disclosure channels over various climate sub issues, each weighted accordingly for importance.

■

The Engagement Intensity expresses the intensity of this activity, whether positive or negative.

Both of the metrics above are computed by our open source methodology and the results of the
scoring available on our site. To understand which are the most influential from a global climate
change perspective, two additional factors are considered.
■

The Relative Ranking of an industry group is an estimation of the power the group has in its
jurisdiction (e.g. the US, the EU, Japan, international level). This is assessed with reference to the
size of the group and the size and importance of the companies or sectors it is mandated to speak
for. It is arrived at by surveying and aggregating the opinions of hundreds of businesspeople,
policy makers and civil society groups familiar with the jurisdiction and political influence.

■

The Jurisdiction Weighting is a factor included to account for the size of the economy,
contribution to global greenhouse gas emissions and exported fossil fuels of the jurisdiction the
industry group operates in. Using the Climate Action Tracker ratings, this factor also considers
how positive or negative the industry group’s lobbying is relative to the climate ambition of the
jurisdiction in which it operates. For example, a negative trade association operating in a

Sept 2019

September 2019
jurisdiction with weak climate policy may score lower than a similarly negative trade association
operating in a jurisdiction with strong climate policy.
These four metrics are now combined to create a new metric, the Carbon Policy Footprint for industry
groups defined as a measure of the relative impact an industry group is having on climate policy in a
global context.
Carbon Policy
Footprint for

=

Climate Score

industry groups

Engagement
Intensity

Relative Ranking

Jurisdiction
Weighting

This metric is designed to run from -100 (highly and negatively influencing climate policy) to + 100
(highly and positively influencing climate policy).
Further FAQs of our methodology in general can be found at this landing page.
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Appendix B: Table of Results
The Carbon Policy Footprint Scores are designed to run from -100 (highly and negatively influencing
climate policy) to + 100 (highly and positively influencing climate policy). Further FAQs of our
methodology in general can be found at this landing page. Full profiles of each group may be found
within the links in the table such as this for the US Chamber of Commerce.

2019 Carbon Policy Footprint

Industry Group

Region

-90

National Association of Manufacturers (NAM)

United States

-89

US Chamber of Commerce

United States

-78

National Mining Association (NMA)

United States

-78

American Fuel & Petrochemical Manufacturers
(AFPM)

United States

-76

American Petroleum Institute (API)

United States

-75

American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC)

United States

-70

Japan Business Federation (Keidanren)

Japan

-59

Minerals Council of Australia (MCA)

Australia

-54

Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers (Auto
Alliance)

United States

-53

Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers
(CAPP)

Canada

-50

American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity
(ACCCE)

United States

-44

BusinessEurope

Europe

-41

International Air Transport Association (IATA)

Global
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-38

European Automobile Manufacturers
Association (ACEA)

Europe

-35

European Chemical Industry Council (CEFIC)

Europe

-34

Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA)

United States

-34

International Chamber of Shipping (ICS)

Global

-33

Australian Petroleum Production & Exploration
Association (APPEA)

Australia

-32

Global Automakers

United States

-30

Business Council of Australia

Australia

-30

Japan Iron and Steel Federation (JISF)

Japan

-30

German Automotive Association (VDA)

Germany

-30

California Chamber of Commerce (CalChamber) California

-29

FuelsEurope

Europe

-28

Federation of German Industries (BDI)

Germany

-28

American Chemistry Council (ACC)

United States

-27

International Federation of Industrial Energy
Consumers (IFIEC)

Europe

-27

Federation of French Industry (MEDEF)

France

-24

Edison Electric Institute

United States

-22

Australian Industry Group (Ai Group)

Australia
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