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SUMMARY: The case for ending ExxonMobil sponsorship 
 
 
 

 
 

Since our Feb 22, 2016 letter, co-signed by 
more than 100 geoscientists, calling for the 
American Geophysical Union to reject 
sponsorship from ExxonMobil, over 160 
additional geoscientists from around the world 
have signed on (an updated list of signatories 
is attached and available online). In this 
report, we present our case, given 
ExxonMobil’s past - and notably present - 
involvement in climate misinformation. 
 
AGU’s Organizational Support Policy states “AGU will 
not accept funding from organizational partners that 
promote and/or disseminate misinformation of 
science, or that fund organizations that publicly 
promote misinformation of science,” and that 
Organizational Partners are bodies that “do not harm 
AGU’s brand and reputation, and that share a vested 
interest in and commitment to advancing and 
communicating science and its power to ensure a 
sustainable future” [1]. President Leinen has also 
written to the AGU’s membership to, “assure you that 
if verifiable information becomes available that 
proves ExxonMobil is currently engaging in the 
promotion of misinformation about science or 
adopting positions that are in conflict with AGU’s 
own, or supporting groups that do, we will end the 
relationship, as dictated by our policy – at least until 
the company is able to demonstrate that such actions 
have ceased” [2]. 
 
As this report evidences, ExxonMobil is in clear 
violation of these principles because it has been - and 
still is - a leading sponsor of think tanks, advocacy 
groups, and trade associations that promote climate 
science misinformation. Moreover, ExxonMobil 
financially supports more than 100 climate-denying 
members of Congress and continues to generate its 
own misinformative comments about climate science.  
 
There is overwhelming evidence of ExxonMobil's 
historical complicity in the orchestration, funding, 
and perpetuation of climate science misinformation; 
documented by numerous studies and investigative 
journalists, and acknowledged by President Leinen as 
not “in keeping with [AGU’s] policy” [2]. The burden 
of proof therefore ultimately rests with ExxonMobil to 
satisfactorily demonstrate that it has ended its 
support of climate science misinformation, not with 
scientists such as ourselves.  

We therefore strongly urge the AGU board to look 
beyond ExxonMobil’s public statements on climate 
change. To limit our investigation only to this source 
is to virtually guarantee a proof-texted judgment, 
insensitive to ExxonMobil's diverse and broad spheres 
of influence, and naïve to its shrewd and undeniable 
past efforts to misinform. 
 
To this end, we here present a spectrum of evidence 
derived from multiple lines of inquiry: distribution of 
scientifically false or misleading information by 
ExxonMobil itself; membership in and/or financial 
support of climate-denying organizations; donations 
to climate-denying politicians; and past 
misinformation campaigns. Most of this evidence 
relates to ExxonMobil’s support of climate 
misinformation since 2007, after it publicly pledged to 
end such support [3]. Where possible, we focus on the 
period between 2013-2016, noting that these data 
reflect the most up-to-date information that is 
publicly accessible, and therefore the most 
contemporary evidence of ExxonMobil’s “ongoing” 
support of misinformation. All of this evidence points 
to a singular conclusion: while ExxonMobil does today 
acknowledge the reality of anthropogenic climate 
change in its public statements, it also continues to 
support and perpetuate climate science 
misinformation through a variety of increasingly 
veiled initiatives. We fully acknowledge that our 
investigations are not exhaustive, but as with the 
science of climate change itself, the consilience of 
evidence points only one way.  
 
The AGU leadership must decide whether 
ExxonMobil has truly and effectively reversed its 
position on climate change as a condition for 
accepting the company’s continued sponsorship, 
which ExxonMobil uses to secure its legitimacy in the 
public’s eye. This is not purely cynicism: within the 
past year, ExxonMobil has repeatedly cited its 
affiliations with institutions such as MIT and Stanford 
as an excuse for inaction and as a distraction to avoid 
accountability for its record of misinformation [4,5]. 
As one of the world’s most highly respected 
organizations of Earth scientists, the AGU should 
seriously consider how its ongoing affiliation with 
ExxonMobil contradicts its own standards and 
undermines the scientific integrity of our community. 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1A-BF2xA6ea4V3c6xoKwHs95DX24MGwbKHr0kq52GaHs
https://about.agu.org/files/2015/09/AGU-Organziational-Support-Policy-Final-2015.pdf
https://fromtheprow.agu.org/exxon-agu-and-corporate-support/
https://fromtheprow.agu.org/exxon-agu-and-corporate-support/
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2008/may/28/climatechange.fossilfuels
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/34088/000119312515128602/d855824ddef14a.htm#toc855824_23
http://news.exxonmobil.com/press-release/exxonmobil-says-climate-research-stories-inaccurate-and-deliberately-misleading
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SUMMARY & KEY FINDINGS 
 
AGU’s Organizational Support Pol icy states “AGU wil l  not accept funding from organizational partners that 
promote and/or disseminate misinformation of science, or that fund organizations that publicly promote 
misinformation of science,” and that Organizational Partners are bodies that "do not harm AGU’s brand 
and reputation, and that share a vested interest in and commitment to advancing and communicating 
science and its power to ensure a sustainable future.”  
 
In response to our Feb 22, 2016 letter cal l ing for the AGU to reject sponsorship from ExxonMobil ,  
President Leinen wrote to the AGU membership to,  “assure [us] that i f  verif iable information becomes 
avai lable that proves ExxonMobil  is currently engaging in the promotion of misinformation about science 
or adopting posit ions that are in confl ict with AGU’s own, or supporting groups that do, we wil l  end the 
relationship, as dictated by our pol icy – at least unti l  the company is able to demonstrate that such 
actions have ceased.” 
 
This report demonstrates that ExxonMobil  is in clear violation of these principles because it  continues to 
generate its own misinformative comments, fund groups that promote cl imate science misinformation, 
and f inancial ly  support more than 100 cl imate-denying members of Congress. We highlight some key 
examples below: 
 
• “If  you examine the temperature record of the last decade, i t  real ly hadn’t changed.” -  ExxonMobil  CEO 
Rex Ti l lerson (2013) 
 
• “We don’t real ly know what the cl imate effects of 600 ppm versus 450 ppm wil l  be because the models 
simply are not that good.” -  ExxonMobil  CEO Rex Ti l lerson (2015) 
 
• “. . . the production and consumption of petroleum fuels is not dangerous and does not pose a r isk to 
human health or safety” -  ExxonMobil  aff i l iate, Syncrude (2014) 
 
• “Global Cl imate Change is Inevitable. Cl imate change is a historical phenomenon and the debate wil l  
continue on the signif icance of natural and anthropogenic contributions.” -  ExxonMobil - funded 
organization, ALEC (2016)  
 
• “There is no scientif ic consensus on the human role in cl imate change.” -  ExxonMobil -sponsored Annual 
Meeting of ALEC (2014)  
 
• The International Panel on Cl imate Change ( IPCC) “ is not a credible source of science or economics.” -  
ExxonMobil -sponsored Annual Meeting of ALEC (2014)  
 
• “CO2 is not a pollutant.  I t  is  a benefit .  I t  is  the very el ix ir  of l i fe.” -  ExxonMobil -sponsored Annual 
Meeting of ALEC (2014)  
 
• Cl imate scientists are biased because they are “deeply invested in the whole industry of global 
warming. When al l  of your grants to your university program depend on a state of national and 
international panic. . . i t ’s a natural human tendency to,  as you business guys say, ‘ talk your book’.” -  
ExxonMobil - funded American Enterprise Institute (2014) 
 
• “Take for example this whole ‘97% of scientists agree on global warming.’  That is an utterly fraudulent 
number, and it ’s been looked at,  and it ’s just simply not true.” -  ExxonMobil - funded American Enterprise 
Institute (2014) 
 
• “No other f ield of science repeatedly embraces conclusions or seeks pol icy to be based upon models 
which have repeatedly del ivered inaccurate predictions.” -  ExxonMobil - funded American Enterprise 
Institute (2015) 
 
• "There is no sound science to support the claims of Global Warming."  -  ExxonMobil - funded National 
Black Chamber of Commerce (2016) 
 
 • “We keep hearing that 2014 has been the warmest year on record, I  ask the Chair,  “You know what this 
is?” It ’s a snowball ,  from just outside here, so it ’s very very cold out.”  -  ExxonMobil - funded Chairman of 
the U.S. Senate Environment and Public Works Committee, Senator J im Inhofe (R-OK) (2014)  
 
• Cl imate change is “a pseudo-scientif ic theory”.  I t  is “not science, i t 's  a rel igion.” -  ExxonMobil - funded 
presidential  candidate, Senator Ted Cruz (R-TX) (2015)  
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ExxonMobil’s present (2007-2016) climate misinformation 
 
 
 
In September 2006, the Royal Society wrote to 
ExxonMobil to express “disappointment at the 
inaccurate and misleading view of the science of 
climate change” presented by the company’s own 
publications, and “concerns about the support that 
ExxonMobil has been giving to organizations that 
have been misleading the public about the science of 
climate change” [6]. This letter followed a meeting 
during which the Society raised concerns about 
Exxon's position on climate change and the 
company's funding of lobby groups that 
misrepresented the science. Although at the meeting 
ExxonMobil indicated that it intended to stop funding 
these organizations, the company never followed up 
with an explanation of how and when it would fulfill 
such a pledge, despite further requests from the Royal 
Society. 

Thereafter, ExxonMobil’s 2007 Corporate Citizenship 
Report announced that the company would 
“discontinue contributions to several public policy 
research groups whose position on climate change 
could divert attention from the important discussion 
on how the world will secure the energy required for 
economic growth in an environmentally responsible 
manner” [7]. This public commitment to stop funding 
climate denial has been reaffirmed multiple times. 
“ExxonMobil does not fund climate denial” and “We 
do not fund or support those who deny the reality of 
climate change,” Exxon spokesman Richard Keil said 
on two separate occasions in July 2015 [8,9]. 
However, these claims by ExxonMobil are 
contradicted by publicly available evidence - some of 
which we include in this document for the AGU 
Board’s consideration.  

In this report, we consider “climate (science) 
misinformation” to be the misrepresentation 
or mischaracterization of scientific findings 
about climate change and their degree of 
uncertainty, and the scientific consensus of 
human-caused climate change. 

 
 
1. ExxonMobil’s direct involvement 
 
A. Shareholder communications 
Over the last two decades, ExxonMobil shareholders 
sought meetings, sent letters and wrote 62 resolutions 
asking the company to take action on climate change 

[10]. Exxon has rejected all of the proposals [11], 
often dismissing shareholders’ concerns through 
climate misinformation or offering affiliations with 
academic institutions as an excuse for inaction: 
 
i) ExxonMobil CEO Rex Tillerson, ExxonMobil 
Corporation Annual Shareholder Meeting, May 29, 
2013 [excerpts from transcript; Ref. 12] –  
 
MISINFORMATION (2013): “...notwithstanding 
all the advancements that have been made in 
gathering more data...our ability to project with 
any degree of certainty the future is 
continuing to be very limited.” 
 
MISINFORMATION (2013): “If you examine 
the temperature record of the last decade, it 
really hadn’t changed...last 10 years’ 
temperatures had been relatively flat in a 
period when is [sic] been noted greenhouse 
gas concentrations have been rising.” 
 
FACT CHECK: The first sentence is an 
unambiguous instance of climate science 
misinformation. Contrary to Tillerson's claim, the 
peer-reviewed literature is in unanimous agreement 
that global warming has not stopped. Specifically, 
studies have consistently shown that global mean 
surface temperatures continued to rise over the 
decade to which Tillerson refers [13].  
 
Tillerson's second sentence requires 
contextualization. We readily acknowledge that the 
significant research of warming trends since 
2000 has valuably contributed to the scientific 
community’s understanding of decadal-scale 
variations in the climate. Yet Tillerson’s statement 
lacks any further details or clarifications, and is 
immediately preceded by his observation that “our 
ability to project with any degree of certainty the 
future is continuing to be very limited.” As such, his 
remarks reinforce contrarian narratives by implying 
an unwarranted level of uncertainty in the ability of 
climate models to predict long-term global warming 
and in our understanding of the climate system: a 
textbook example of the long-established strategy, 
epitomized by ExxonMobil, of appealing to doubt to 
confuse society about the realities and seriousness of 
climate change [14]. Indeed, the framing of global 
warming as having “paused” appears to have 
adversely impacted public acceptance of climate 

https://royalsociety.org/topics-policy/publications/2006/royal-society-exxonmobil/
http://www.socialfunds.com/shared/reports/1211896380_ExxonMobil_2007_Corporate_Citizenship_Report.pdf
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/15/exxon-mobil-gave-millions-climate-denying-lawmakers
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/08/exxon-climate-change-1981-climate-denier-funding?CMP=share_btn_fb
http://books.insideclimatenews.org/exxonsclimategamble
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/2094718-shareholderresolutions-data.html
http://finance.yahoo.com/news/exxonmobil-corporation-ceo-hosts-annual-221305776.html
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/syr/AR5_SYR_FINAL_SPM.pdf
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1475-682X.2008.00219.x/abstract;jsessionid=2F1403DD057A8D2AF314A6C75D64164B.f02t02
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change in the United States [15]. It is in this context 
that we present five other instances of 
misinformation from Rex Tillerson, all consistently 
seeking to sow doubt about the reliability of climate 
models. 
 
MISINFORMATION (2013): “I can’t conclude 
there is something magical about 350 [parts of 
million CO2 atmospheric concentration] because that 
suggests these models are very competent, and our 
examination about the models are that they’re 
not competent.” 
 
MISINFORMATION (2013): “...what’s the 
pathway we should be and how do we mitigate and 
prepare for the consequences as they present 
themselves? Because our ability to predict the 
consequence is simply not that good.” 
 
ii) ExxonMobil CEO Rex Tillerson, ExxonMobil 
Corporation Annual Meeting of Shareholders, May 
27, 2015 [extracted from a webcast presentation, 
duration: 1h 43m 50s; Ref. 16] – 
 
MISINFORMATION (2015): “...It’s interesting 
that if you examine the most recent publication of the 
United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change...one of the things we look into carefully every 
year is, ‘What level of progress has been made 
in the competency of those models to predict 
the future?’ And if you look at those reports, 
what you see is an extraordinarily broad 
range of predictive outcomes.”  
 
MISINFORMATION (2015): “We don’t really 
know what the climate effects of 600 ppm 
versus 450 ppm will be because the models 
simply are not that good...they will get better...we 
anticipate, we hope that the competencies of the 
models begin to close and therefore you can 
have a higher confidence around the 
outcome.” 
 
FACT CHECK: Tillerson’s implication that the 
climate effects of 450 ppm versus 600 ppm (taken to 
refer to CO2-equivalent concentrations in 2100) are 
essentially unknown, and therefore that these two 
scenarios and their impacts could be similar, 
substantially underplays the insights of the 
international climate science community (and its 
careful account of model uncertainties). According to 
the IPCC’s latest assessment [17], 450 ppm and 600 
ppm CO2-eq concentrations in 2100 correspond to 
entirely different Representative Concentration 
Pathways (RCPs), corresponding to substantially 

different likelihoods of staying below 2°C over the 
twenty first century (Figure 1).  
 

B. Materials on ExxonMobil’s website  
In response to news coverage about the fact that 
ExxonMobil, informed by their in-house scientists, 
has known about the devastating global warming 
effects of fossil fuel burning since the late 1970s, 
ExxonMobil Vice President Ken Cohen countered 
with yet more climate misinformation on Oct 15, 2015 
(Figure 2) [18]. 
 
MISINFORMATION (2015): “As you can see, 
the scientific community that contributes to 
the IPCC report is, even today, still projecting 
a broad range of potential outcomes.” 
 
Cohen is misrepresenting the facts conveyed in this 
graph taken from IPCC AR5 Working Group I’s 
Technical Summary (Figure TS.14, p. 55) [19]. The 
graph shows the projection of 2005-2050 global 
surface temperature anomalies, relative to 1986-
2005, as simulated by the CMIP5 climate models 
under the full range of Representative Concentration 
Pathways (RCPs) scenarios. Each RCP defines a 
specific greenhouse gas emissions trajectory and 
associated radiative forcing by 2100. However, Cohen 
does not provide any other context or technical 
background in his blog post. In particular, by 
comparing these IPCC projections “even today, still” 
against his posited lack of consensus about climate 
change “back in the 1970s and ‘80s”, Cohen implies 
that the graph’s “broad” range of future outcomes is 
mainly (or entirely) due to scientific (geophysical) 
uncertainty. He neglects to explain that the RCP 
scenarios constitute different future greenhouse gas 
emissions tied to different economic and socio-
political choices. 
 
MISINFORMATION (2015): “This should 
refute the claim, central to activists’ conspiracy 
theories, that anyone had reached a firm 
conclusion about catastrophic impacts of 
climate change back in the 1970’s and 80’s.” 
 
In the late 1970s, as detailed by the InsideClimate 
News and LA Times investigative news reports 
[20,21], Exxon’s own in-house scientists informed its 
CEOs of the emerging scientific consensus on the 
devastating impacts of fossil fuel burning. For 
example, in July 1977, senior ExxonMobil scientist 
James F. Black said the following during his 
presentation to ExxonMobil’s Management 
Committee, according to a written version he 
recorded later: "In the first place, there is general 

http://www.motherjones.com/blue-marble/2014/01/global-warming-pause-climate-denial-public-opinion
http://ir.exxonmobil.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=115024&p=irol-EventDetails&EventId=5193041
http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/wg3/
http://www.exxonmobilperspectives.com/2015/10/15/exxonmobils-commitment-to-climate-science/
https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/wg1/WG1AR5_TS_FINAL.pdf
http://insideclimatenews.org/news/15092015/Exxons-own-research-confirmed-fossil-fuels-role-in-global-warming
http://graphics.latimes.com/exxon-arctic/
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scientific agreement that the most likely manner in 
which mankind is influencing the global climate is 
through carbon dioxide release from the burning of 
fossil fuels.” Likewise, head of theoretical sciences at 
Exxon Corporate Research Laboratories, Roger 
Cohen, wrote in September 1982, reporting on 
Exxon's own analysis of climate models: "Over the 
past several years a clear scientific consensus has 
emerged...There is unanimous agreement in the 
scientific community that a temperature increase of 
this magnitude would bring about significant changes 
in the earth's climate." 
 
It was also in the 1980s that then NASA climate chief 
Dr. James Hansen testified before the United States 
Congress that “global warming is now large enough 
that we can ascribe with a high degree of confidence a 
cause and effect relationship to the greenhouse 
effect...the greenhouse effect has been detected, and it 
is changing our climate now” [22]. 
 

 

C. Statements by ExxonMobil’s affiliates  
In 2014, ExxonMobil affiliate, Syncrude, challenged 
the right of the Canadian federal government [23] to 
adopt a regulation designed to substitute fossil fuels 
with renewable energy technologies by arguing during 
court proceedings that “that the production and 
consumption of petroleum fuels is not dangerous and 
does not pose a risk to human health or safety” [24].  
 
MISINFORMATION (2014): “...the production 
and consumption of petroleum fuels is not 
dangerous and does not pose a risk to human 
health or safety.” 
 
Syncrude’s statement is grossly misinformative. For 
example, the U.S. Department of Defense has 
assessed that “climate change is an urgent and 
growing threat to our national security” [25] and 
medical experts have concluded that “climate change 
is the biggest global health threat of the 21st century” 
[26]. 

 
 
 

 
 
FIGURE 1. Table SPM.1 reproduced from IPCC AR5 Summary for Policymakers. See report for full details of this figure [Ref. 13]. 
Red boxes have been added to the table to highlight pathways corresponding to 450 ppm and 600 ppm CO2-eq.  

http://climatechange.procon.org/sourcefiles/1988_Hansen_Senate_Testimony.pdf
http://ipolitics.ca/2016/03/14/big-oils-scorched-earth-legal-approach-to-climate-change/
http://ablawg.ca/2014/09/15/federal-court-to-syncrude-climate-change-is-a-real-measured-evil-whose-harm-has-been-well-documented/
http://archive.defense.gov/pubs/150724-congressional-report-on-national-implications-of-climate-change.pdf?source=govdelivery
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/global-health/project-pages/lancet1/ucl-lancet-climate-change.pdf
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/syr/AR5_SYR_FINAL_SPM.pdf
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FIGURE 2. Excerpt of blog post by ExxonMobil Vice President Ken Cohen. Posted on Oct 15, 2015. Accessed on Mar 21, 2016. 
[http://www.exxonmobilperspectives.com/2015/10/15/exxonmobils-commitment-to-climate-science/] 

 
 
2. ExxonMobil’s funding of and/or 
membership in climate-denying 
organizations 
 
For decades, ExxonMobil has played a significant role 
in funding and directing a coordinated strategy of 
climate misinformation and policy obstruction 
through a collection of think-tanks, advocacy groups, 
and trade organizations [27]. As Brulle et al. (2014) 
concluded, these organizations have “not only played 
a major role in confounding public understanding of 
climate science, but also successfully delayed 
meaningful government policy actions to address the 
issue.”  
 
According to recent publicly available records, some 
of which are outlined below, ExxonMobil continues to 
fund organizations that promote climate denial. A full 
list of climate-denying organizations funded by 
ExxonMobil between 1998-2014, compiled by 
Greenpeace and the Union of Concerned Scientists, 
can be found in Appendix A. 
 

A. American Legislative Exchange Council 
(ALEC)  
The American Legislative Exchange Council, or 
“ALEC”, is an organization of legislators and 
corporations that continues to serve as an important 

conduit for climate misinformation and policy 
proposals designed to block climate action today. Like 
other industry groups, ALEC provides a means for 
major fossil fuel companies to pay lip service to the 
realities of climate science in their public-facing 
materials while their behind-the-scenes memberships 
and sponsorships support misinformation and block 
climate mitigation policies.  
 
According to ExxonMobil’s corporate giving 
records, ExxonMobil has funded ALEC since 
at least 1981 and continues to do so today. 
Between 1998 and 2014, ExxonMobil has 
given at least $1,730,200 to ALEC, although 
the actual total is likely higher [Appendices A-
B]. In addition, ExxonMobil is currently 
represented on the ALEC corporate board by 
its U.S. Government Affairs Manager, Cynthia 
Bergman [28]. Records of ExxonMobil’s 
involvement in ALEC’s governing corporate 
board go back to at least 2002 [29]. 
 
With ExxonMobil’s financial support and leadership, 
ALEC has adopted resolutions denying the science 
behind the causes of climate change, promoted 
legislation to undermine policies aimed at addressing 
climate change, such as efforts to promote renewable 
energy or limit carbon emissions, and held workshops 
for state legislators promoting climate change denial. 

http://www.exxonmobilperspectives.com/2015/10/15/exxonmobils-commitment-to-climate-science/
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10584-013-1018-7
https://www.alec.org/person/cynthia-bergman/
http://www.alecexposed.org/w/images/2/29/2002_ALEC_990.pdf
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i) ALEC’s current official position on climate change 
(one of its “Energy Principles”), which is publicly 
available on its website, is that [30]:  
 
MISINFORMATION (2016): “Global Climate 
Change is Inevitable. Climate change is a 
historical phenomenon and the debate will 
continue on the significance of natural and 
anthropogenic contributions.” 
 
ii) In 2015, ExxonMobil spent at least $25,000 to 
sponsor ALEC’s Annual conference (Figure 3; Table 1; 
Ref. 31). During a session of that conference that was 
open to select reporters, Stephen Moore, a member of 
ALEC’s Private Enterprise Advisory Board, asserted 
that [32, 33]: 
 
MISINFORMATION (2015): “The biggest scam 
of the last 100 years is global warming...It’s no 
surprise that when you give these professors 
$10 billion, they’re going to find a problem.” 
 
iii) ALEC frequently schedules prominent climate 
change deniers to speak at its conferences [34], which 
it has described as providing the “motivation” for 
legislators to promote the ALEC agenda. ExxonMobil 
funding for ALEC has coincided with the advance of 
the climate change denial agenda to powerful 
legislators across the country, arming them with 
climate misinformation from the ALEC national 
meetings. For example, in 2014, ExxonMobil 
disclosed that it gave $61,500 to ALEC, which 
included $25,000 to sponsor ALEC’s Annual 
Conference, $25,000 to join the 501(c)(4) 
“Jeffersonian Project,” and $11,500 in “other 
contributions” [Table 1; Appendix B].  At ALEC’s 
ExxonMobil-sponsored Annual Meeting that year, 
Heartland Institute President Joseph Bast led an 
ALEC workshop for state legislators from across the 
country featuring a presentation claiming [Figure 4]: 
 
MISINFORMATION (2014): “There is no 
scientific consensus on the human role in 
climate change.” 
 
MISINFORMATION (2014): “There is no need 
to reduce carbon dioxide emissions and no 
point in attempting to do so.” 
 
MISINFORMATION (2014): “Carbon dioxide 
has not caused weather to become more 
extreme, polar ice and sea ice to melt, or sea 
level rise to accelerate. These were all false 
alarms.” 

MISINFORMATION (2014): The International 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) “is not a 
credible source of science or economics.” 
 
MISINFORMATION (2014): “The likely 
benefits of manmade global warming exceed 
the likely costs.” 
 
Additionally, at that same ExxonMobil-funded 
meeting, the Committee for a Constructive Tomorrow 
(CFACT) handed legislators a worksheet called 
“Climate change talking points 2014” that coached 
ALEC legislative members on how to talk about 
“manmade climate fears.” In that worksheet, 
legislators were told to respond to the question “how 
can you deny global warming?” by stating:  
 
MISINFORMATION (2014): “We inhale 
oxygen and exhale CO2” and that “higher 
atmospheric CO2 levels cannot possibly 
supplant the numerous complex and 
interconnected forces that have always 
determined Earth’s climate.”  
 
These arguments were echoed at ALEC’s December 
2014 meeting, when Craig Idso of the Center for the 
Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change led a 
workshop telling state legislators that:  
 
MISINFORMATION (2014): “CO2 is not a 
pollutant. It is a benefit. It is the very elixir of 
life.” 
 
iv) ExxonMobil has publicly indicated that it supports 
a carbon tax [35]. However, in 2013, the ALEC 
“Energy, Environment and Agriculture Task Force” 
and the “Tax and Fiscal Policy Task Force” jointly 
adopted a resolution at ALEC’s Annual Meeting 
declaring the organization “opposes all Federal and 
state efforts to establish a carbon tax on fuels for 
electricity and transportation” [36]. That same year, 
ExxonMobil disclosed that it gave $49,000 to ALEC, 
which included $15,000 to sponsor the 2013 Annual 
Meeting and $34,000 towards the ALEC “Energy, 
Environment and Agriculture Task Force” and the 
“Tax and Fiscal Policy Task Force” [Table 1; Appendix 
B]. Companies that fund ALEC task forces become 
members of that task force and are given a vote on 
bills and resolutions. In other words, the ALEC 
“Resolution in Opposition to a Carbon Tax” was 
adopted by the same ALEC task forces funded by 
ExxonMobil, and at the same Annual Meeting 
sponsored by ExxonMobil, even as Exxon Mobil told 
its shareholders and the public that it supports a  

https://www.alec.org/model-policy/alec-energy-principles/
http://www.prwatch.org/news/2015/07/12891/alec-conference-funding-dominated-big-polluters
http://capitalandmain.com/latest-news/issues/society/alec-confidential-tales-from-the-supply-side-0724/
http://blog.ucsusa.org/jeff-deyette/alecs-annual-meeting-to-feature-more-attacks-on-successful-clean-energy-policies-813?#update
http://alecclimatechangedenial.org/climate-denier-speakers-1
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/12/05/business/energy-environment/large-companies-prepared-to-pay-price-on-carbon.html
http://www.alec.org/model-legislation/resolution-opposition-carbon-tax/
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carbon tax. During this same period an ExxonMobil 
representative was also on the ALEC corporate board. 
 
v) ALEC has also aimed to promote climate 
change denial among school children. ALEC’s 
“Environmental Literacy Improvement Act” requires 
that all environmental education programs and 
activities “provide a range of perspectives presented 
in a balanced manner” and “provide instruction in 
critical thinking so that students will be able to fairly 
and objectively evaluate scientific and economic 
controversies.” Yet because there is a strong scientific 
consensus that anthropogenic global warming 
presents significant risk, mandating a “balanced” 
approach to educating children about the issue has 
the effect of misleading students about the extent and 
reality of the problem. ALEC adopted this bill in 
2000, the same year that Exxon Mobil reported 
giving $70,000 to ALEC and the ExxonMobil 
Education Foundation reported giving $10,000. 
ALEC re-approved the bill in 2013, the same year that 
ExxonMobil disclosed that it gave $49,000 to the 
organization [Appendix B]. 
 
 
Given ExxonMobil’s stated acknowledgement of 
anthropogenic climate change and its support for a 
carbon tax, its ongoing financial support for 
influential misinforming groups such as ALEC 
demonstrates that such statements are extremely 
disingenuous. For example, ExxonMobil asserts that it 
“engage[s] with policymakers directly and through 
trade associations around the world to encourage sound 
policy solutions for addressing the risks of climate 
change” [37]. Do such associations include ALEC? 

ExxonMobil’s funding of ALEC and leadership role 
within ALEC suggest that the company may be 
working behind-the-scenes to oppose policies that it 
tells the public and its shareholders that it supports —
namely, the science behind climate change and 
policies aimed at addressing it, such as regulation of 
carbon emissions or a carbon tax. Moreover, the 
company has directly funded ALEC’s work on climate 
change, and at times has concealed this information 
from shareholders. 
 
We note that there exist other organizations 
providing equivalent services to ALEC in terms of 
access to lawmakers, business networking, and 
lobbying etc., but whose activities do not include 
spreading climate misinformation. The National 
Conference of State Legislatures is one such example. 
 
Finally, we also note that another sponsor of the AGU 
2015 Fall Meeting, Chevron, is also known to be a 
current member of ALEC [31]. As of December 2015, 
at least 108 companies – including Shell, BP and 
Google – discontinued their ALEC membership [38], 
and many have cited ALEC’s climate change denial as 
the primary reason; Shell explained that ALEC’s 
“stance on climate change is clearly inconsistent with 
our own,” [39] and Google’s Eric Schmidt reflected, 
“Everyone understands climate change is occurring 
and the people who oppose it are really hurting our 
children and our grandchildren and making the world 
a much worse place. And so we should not be aligned 
with such people – they’re just, they’re just literally 
lying” [38].

  
 

 
 
FIGURE 3. Left – AGU 2015 Fall Meeting sponsors; Right – ALEC 2015 Annual Conference sponsors (original photo accessed 
from http://www.prwatch.org/files/alec_am_2015_sponsors.jpg). 

http://cdn.exxonmobil.com/~/media/global/files/energy-and-environment/2014-cdp-response.pdf
http://www.prwatch.org/news/2015/07/12891/alec-conference-funding-dominated-big-polluters
http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/Corporations_that_Have_Cut_Ties_to_ALEC
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2015/08/07/shell-oil-will-drop-its-membership-in-alec-citing-differences-over-climate-change/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2015/08/07/shell-oil-will-drop-its-membership-in-alec-citing-differences-over-climate-change/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2015/08/07/shell-oil-will-drop-its-membership-in-alec-citing-differences-over-climate-change/
http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/Corporations_that_Have_Cut_Ties_to_ALEC
http://www.prwatch.org/files/alec_am_2015_sponsors.jpg
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TABLE 1. ExxonMobil’s Funding of ALEC between 2007-2015 and the stated purpose, if disclosed [see Appendix B for details]. 
 

Year Amount Stated purpose Source 

2015 At least $25,000 “Annual Conference” - $25,000 Surgey 2015 [Ref. 31] 

2014 $61,500 “Annual Conference” - $25,000; 
“Private Sector-Jefferson Club Membership” -$25,000; 
“Other Contributions” - each under $5,000 - $11,500 

2014 Worldwide Giving Report 

2013 $49,000 “2013 Annual Conference” - $15,000;  
“Private Sector, Energy and Tax Task Forces” - $34,000 

2013 Worldwide Giving Report 

2012 $59,000 “2012 Annual Conference” - $25,000; 
“Private Sector and Energy and Tax Task Force" - 
$34,000 

2012 Worldwide Giving Report 

2011 $86,500 (Undisclosed) 2011 Worldwide Giving Report 

2010 $64,000 “General Support” - $39,000;  
“National Chairman's Reception” - $25,000 

2010 Worldwide Giving Report 

2009 $47,500 "Annual Conference” - $15,000; 
“General Support” -$31,000; Other - $1,500 

2009 Worldwide Giving Report 

2008 $56,000 (Undisclosed) 2008 Worldwide Giving Report 

2007 $31,000 (Undisclosed) 2007 Worldwide Giving Report 

 
 
B. American Enterprise Institute (AEI)  
From 1998-2014 (the latest year for which public 
records are available), ExxonMobil provided a total of 
$3.77M to the American Enterprise Institute, 
including $310,000 in 2014 [Ref. 40; Appendix A]. 
AEI has consistently contributed to climate 
misinformation, undermining the science and 
impugning the motives of scientists. In 2007, AEI 
offered payments of $10,000 to scientists and other 
experts in exchange for articles critical of the IPCC’s 
fourth assessment report [41]. In the solicitation, AEI 
asserted that [42]:  
 
MISINFORMATION (2007): “The IPCC is 
susceptible to self-selection bias in its 
personnel, resistant to reasonable criticism 
and dissent, and prone to summary 
conclusions that are poorly supported by the 
analytical work of the complete Working 
Group reports.” 
 
More recently, in 2014, AEI Fellow Jonah Goldberg 
argued [43] that: 
 
MISINFORMATION (2014): Climate scientists 
are biased because they are “deeply invested 
in the whole industry of global warming. 
When all of your grants to your university 
program depend on a state of national and 

international panic...it’s a natural human 
tendency to, as you business guys say, ‘talk 
your book’.”  
 
MISINFORMATION (2014): “Take for example 
this whole ‘97% of scientists agree on global 
warming.’ That is an utterly fraudulent 
number, and it’s been looked at, and it’s just 
simply not true...The whole point of this is to 
get one side to simply shut up, and that’s what 
is so disgusting about this notion of settled 
science. Science by definition cannot be 
settled...To say that settled science [sic]; that 
is basically a subsidy for a certain group of 
rent-seeking group of people who are looking 
to profit off of government action.” 
 
The Fox news report where Goldberg made those 
arguments did not disclose ExxonMobil’s support for 
the organization, so ExxonMobil was able to maintain 
the illusion of support for climate science while AEI 
undermined the reputation of scientists and 
misrepresented the state of science. As if these 
examples of attacks on science and scientists were not 
sufficiently direct, in 2015 AEI maligned the validity 
of climate models by stating [44]:  
 
MISINFORMATION (2015): “No other field of 
science repeatedly embraces conclusions or 

http://www.prwatch.org/news/2015/07/12891/alec-conference-funding-dominated-big-polluters
http://cdn.exxonmobil.com/~/media/global/files/worldwide-giving/2014-worldwide-contributions-public-policy.pdf
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2007/feb/02/frontpagenews.climatechange
http://www.aei.org/publication/climate-controversy-and-aei-facts-and-fictions/
http://mediamatters.org/blog/2014/11/18/on-fox-pundit-from-oil-funded-group-says-climat/201624
https://www.aei.org/publication/5-questions-every-presidential-candidate-should-answer-global-warming-and-energy-policy-edition/
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seeks policy to be based upon models which 
have repeatedly delivered inaccurate 
predictions.” 
 

C. National Black Chamber of Commerce 
(NBCC)  
The NBCC is a small organization that holds 
conferences and produces reports purporting to 
represent the interests of African Americans, though 
it is primarily run by founder Harry Alford and his 
partner, Kay Debow Alford [45]. It has received 
upwards of $1 million in support from ExxonMobil 
since 1998, including $75,000 in 2014 [40,46]. The 
group publicly portrays climate change as a purely 
political issue, declaring on its website that [47]:  
 
MISINFORMATION (2016): “There is no 
sound science to support the claims of Global 
Warming.”  
 
MISINFORMATION (2016): “Certainly the 
climate changes as time goes on - sometimes 
for the better and sometimes for the worse. So 

far, there is no pattern that seems to be very 
detrimental to our earth.” 
 
 
While recent “dark money” channels have made it 
increasingly difficult to trace monetary contributions, 
in the past, it can be seen that ExxonMobil has 
specified that their funding be used explicitly to 
address climate issues. For example, in 2005 it 
specified that the George Marshall Institute, a well-
chronicled climate-denying organization, should use 
$90,000 for “Climate Change” (as noted on the IRS 
Form 990; Ref. 48). At the same time, it masked this 
condition in its published 2005 Worldwide Giving 
report [49], which lists the $90,000 as “General 
Operating Support” [Figure 5]. 
 
In addition, even when ExxonMobil does not 
necessarily specify how its monetary contributions 
should be directed, recent research has shown that 
funding from fossil fuel companies impacts the 
content of information that these recipient 
organizations produce, and that the new ideas 
become more prevalent in the public discourse [50]. 

 
 

 

 
 
FIGURE 5. Top - excerpt from ExxonMobil’s 2005 IRS Form 990 showing funds targeted for “Climate Change”. Bottom - 
excerpt from ExxonMobil’s 2005 Worldwide Giving report, which lists the $90,000 donation simply as “General Operating 
Support.” 
 

 

http://www.nationalbcc.org/images/Management_Bios_3.pdf
http://cdn.exxonmobil.com/~/media/global/files/worldwide-giving/2014-worldwide-contributions-public-policy.pdf
http://www.exxonsecrets.org/html/orgfactsheet.php?id=113
http://www.nationalbcc.org/news/beyond-the-rhetoric/1623-environmental-racism-global-warming-and-climate-change
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1019882-2005-exxonmobil-foundation-form-990.html
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1019881-2005-exxon-giving-report.html#document/p3/a258101
http://www.pnas.org/content/113/1/92.abstract
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FIGURE 6. A leaked slide from a 2014 presentation by the President of the WSPA reveals the group’s strategy, on behalf of its 
member fossil fuel companies - including ExxonMobil - to create “astroturf” organizations whose purpose is to derail climate 
and energy legislation (reproduced from UCS, 2015; Ref. 52).  

 
 
3. ExxonMobil’s funding of and/or 
membership in organizations that 
block climate legislation 
 
As previously mentioned, President Leinen has 
stated, in response to our open letter, that “if 
verifiable information becomes available that proves 
ExxonMobil is currently…adopting positions that 
are in conflict with AGU’s own, or supporting 
groups that do, we will end the relationship, as 
dictated by our policy – at least until the company is 
able to demonstrate that such actions have ceased” 
[2].  
 
AGU’s Organizational Support Policy also states that 
Organizational Partners are bodies that "share a 
vested interest in and commitment to advancing and 
communicating science and its power to ensure a 
sustainable future" [1]. Yet while science informs, in 
the words of AGU’s Position Statement on Climate 
Change, a clear imperative for “urgent action” on 
climate change [51], ExxonMobil is moving in the 
opposite direction through its political spending and 
lobbying efforts to derail legislation for climate 

mitigation commensurate with the scientific 
consensus of human-caused climate change. 
 
For example, internal documents show that a key 
component of the major fossil fuel companies’ climate 
deception campaigns, including that of ExxonMobil, 
is the cultivation of so-called “astroturf” 
organizations; groups created to falsely represent 
grassroots opposition to forward-looking policy on 
climate change and renewable energy [52].  
 
ExxonMobil is a member of the Western States 
Petroleum Association (WSPA) [53], one of the most 
powerful oil and gas lobbies in the United States. 
Publicly available lobbying disclosure reports 
indicate that WSPA has spent $59.4 million on 
lobbying in California between 2005-2015. In 
2015 alone, WSPA spent $9.2 million [54]. In 
November 2014, a leaked presentation by the 
President of WSPA revealed a stealth campaign to 
block climate mitigation policies through the 
construction of astroturf groups (with names such as 
“Oregon Climate Change Campaign” and “AB 32 
Implementation Group”) [Figure 6; Ref. 55]. The 
presentation details a plan to throttle California’s 

http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/07/The-Climate-Deception-Dossiers.pdf
https://fromtheprow.agu.org/exxon-agu-and-corporate-support/
https://about.agu.org/files/2015/09/AGU-Organziational-Support-Policy-Final-2015.pdf
http://sciencepolicy.agu.org/files/2013/07/AGU-Climate-Change-Position-Statement_August-2013.pdf
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/07/The-Climate-Deception-Dossiers.pdf
https://www.wspa.org/member-list
http://www.ceres.org/files/exxon-industry-lobbying-letter-december-2015
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2014-11-25/leaked-the-oil-lobbys-conspiracy-to-kill-off-californias-climate-law
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Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32, also known as the California 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, requiring a 
statewide reduction in greenhouse gas emissions to 
1990 levels by 2020) and low-carbon fuel standards 
in California, Oregon, and Washington State.  
 
We note that other sponsors of the AGU Fall 
Meetings, Shell and Chevron, are also members of the 
WSPA [53]. 
 
Such activities conflict with ExxonMobil’s public 
position that “Because the risks to society and 
ecosystems [of climate change] could prove to be 
significant, ExxonMobil believes that it is prudent 
now to develop and implement global strategies that 
address the risks, keeping in mind the central 
importance of energy to the economies of the world. 
This includes putting policies in place that start us on 
a path to reduce emissions…” [56]. We encourage the 
AGU to also consider whether ExxonMobil's support 
of organizations working to derail climate legislation 
is in violation of the broader expectations of AGU's 
policies. 
 
 

4. ExxonMobil’s funding of  
climate-denying politicians 
 
From 2013 to 2014, ExxonMobil contributed 
$724,500 to 110 members of the United States 
Congress who deny the basic realities of 
anthropogenic climate change. Indeed, Exxon’s 
support of climate-denying members of Congress has 
risen dramatically even since its 2008 pledge to end 
support of climate denial: between 2007-08 and 
2013-14, both Exxon’s total monetary contributions to 
climate-denying Congresspersons and the number of 
funded climate-denying Congresspersons more than 
doubled (Figure 7). Although only a small portion of 
data for 2015-2016 is currently available, continued 
funding confirms that Exxon is still donating to 
climate-denying members of Congress through the 
present day. 
 
In total, since 2007, ExxonMobil has given at least 
$1.88 million to climate-denying members of 
Congress. We conservatively estimate that since 1999, 
ExxonMobil has given at least $3.45 million to at least 
208 individual climate-denying members of 
Congress. That is, a large portion - on the order of one 
half - of ExxonMobil’s donations to climate-denying 
Congresspersons has occurred after it publicly 
pledged to end support for climate denial.  
 

Among those members of Congress who ExxonMobil 
continues to support with its donations are several 
dozen who refuse to even accept that Earth is 
warming, according to their public statements. 
 
For example, Chairman of the U.S. Senate 
Environment and Public Works Committee, Jim 
Inhofe (R-OK), has repeatedly described [57,58] 
global warming as “the greatest hoax ever 
perpetrated on the American people” [59], 
compared environmentalists to Nazis [60], 
and insisted that climate change is impossible 
because “God’s still up there” [61]. Inhofe has 
received at least $35,000 from ExxonMobil, including 
in 2015; the same year that he attempted to refute 
2014’s then-record global temperature anomaly by 
producing a snowball on the Senate floor [62]. As of 
2015, ExxonMobil evidently continues to financially 
support those perpetuating climate science 
misinformation.  
 
Likewise, current prospective presidential candidate 
Senator Ted Cruz (R-TX) has taken at least $24,050 
from ExxonMobil, including within the last six 
months. Over the same time period, Cruz has 
called climate change “a pseudo-scientific 
theory” [63] and dismissed it as “not science, 
it's a religion” [64]. He has previously attested 
that for “the last 15 years, there has been no 
recorded warming” [65]. 
 
ExxonMobil has donated at least $123,050 in support 
of Senator John Cornyn (R-TX), including $34,400 in 
2013-2014. According to Cornyn, “Taxpayer funded 
research by NASA and the Goddard Institute for 
Space Studies (GISS) concerning the warmest years 
on record has been the subject of dispute and after 
challenges, has been changed and re-released. What 
is less known is why the changes were made and what 
inherent flaws existed in the original data, if any. It is 
important to understand the reasons behind these 
alterations and further to avoid suspicion that data 
was massaged to fit the prescribed theory that 
global warming is attributable to man-made 
greenhouse gas emissions” [66]. 
 
Correlation does not prove causation, and we do not 
presume to know or guess the motivations behind 
ExxonMobil’s donations to any/all politicians. 
However, it appears indisputable that ExxonMobil 
continues to lend its financial support and social 
license to individuals who continue to spread climate 
science misinformation, and therefore, irrespective of 
the motivation or extent of this support, violates 

https://www.wspa.org/member-list
http://exxonmobil.com/Benelux-English/news_releases_en_20070202.aspx
http://ecowatch.com/2015/03/23/worst-climate-denier-congress-inhofe/
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-lanham/james-inhofe-climate-change_b_6142170.html
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/03/09/441515/inhofe-god-says-global-warming-is-a-hoax/
http://thinkprogress.org/politics/2006/07/24/6477/inhofe-third-reich/
http://www.nationalmemo.com/senator-climate-change-impossible-because-gods-still-there/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-fix/wp/2015/02/26/jim-inhofes-snowball-has-disproven-climate-change-once-and-for-all/
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/planet-oz/2016/feb/11/checking-ted-cruzs-climate-science-denial-clangers
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2015/10/30/3717795/ted-cruz-doesnt-know-the-difference-between-science-and-religion/
https://newrepublic.com/article/120180/climate-denier-ted-cruz-may-lead-senate-science-subcommittee
http://thinkprogress.org/climate-denier-caucus-114th-congress/
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AGU’s policy of not accepting funding from those who 
“publicly promote misinformation of science”. 
 
Note: ExxonMobil’s donations to members of 
Congress were compiled by the Dirty Energy Money 
campaign [67] and are based on publicly available 
data from the Federal Election Commission. Our 
determination that a member of Congress denies the 
basic realities of anthropogenic climate change is 
based on the latest analysis by the Center for 
American Progress Action Fund [68]. The researchers 
classify as climate-deniers any lawmakers who have: 
questioned or denied the scientific consensus behind 
human-caused climate change; answered questions 
about climate change with the refrain, “I’m not a 

scientist”; claimed that the climate is always 
changing; or questioned the extent to which human 
beings contribute to global climate change [66,69]. 
We note that our updated analysis of funding from 
2007-present deviates almost negligibly from the 
recent analysis conducted by Oil Change 
International in collaboration with The Guardian [8]. 
Our estimates of earlier donations to climate denying 
Congresspersons (since 1999) are conservative, since 
the names of politicians funded by ExxonMobil since 
1999 have only been cross-referenced against the 
Center for American Progress Action Fund’s database 
of climate deniers in the 114th Congress (2015-2017). 
We take full responsibility for any errors contained 
herein. 

 
 

 
FIGURE 7. (a) Total donations ($) from ExxonMobil to climate-denying members of Congress each year have more than 
doubled from 2007 to present. (b) The number of climate-denying members of Congress who have received financial support 
from ExxonMobil each year has more than doubled from 2007 to present.  
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

http://dirtyenergymoney.com/about
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2016/03/08/3757435/climate-denier-caucus-114th-new-research/
http://thinkprogress.org/climate-denier-caucus-114th-congress/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1Q1ED8sFS7Y7IYKKCmi1HNR6odiSvv_mDIZ82hd-jHQU/pubhtml
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/15/exxon-mobil-gave-millions-climate-denying-lawmakers
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Why ExxonMobil’s past climate misinformation  
should not be overlooked 
 
 
 
The question of ExxonMobil's recent and ongoing 
activities in scientific misinformation is the focus of 
this report, and AGU has stated that this, as opposed 
to past activities, will determine whether our society 
should continue to accept sponsorship from the 
company [2]. Identifying these ongoing activities is 
vital, for it shows that, despite official ExxonMobil 
statements declaring the validity of anthropogenic 
climate change and the necessity for political 
solutions [70,71], Exxon continues to actively work 
against the public understanding of climate science 
and political efforts to mitigate the threats of rising 
greenhouse gas levels in the atmosphere. 
 
However, ExxonMobil's past activities are more than 
just cause for skepticism of the sincerity of their more 
recent statements. The actions taken by 
ExxonMobil over the last three decades - to 
sow doubt in the public's eye about the reality 
and gravity of climate change, to frame 
attempts to change the energy system as 
futile, and to encourage politicians to do 
likewise - have done irreparable harm to the 
Earth system which supports human society. 
As geoscientists are well aware, barring colossal 
development and deployment of carbon capture and 
sequestration technologies, historical carbon 
emissions have “locked in” substantial and 
unavoidable warming, and therefore climate change 
consequences, for centuries and millennia to come 
[72]. Given the tremendous resources ExxonMobil 
has devoted to promoting an inaccurate view of 
climate science, it should at a minimum now be 
expected to correct this view among policymakers and 
politicians in line with the company’s stated 
acceptance of anthropogenic climate change. We see 
no evidence of advertising or lobbying on 
ExxonMobil’s part promoting sound climate science 
to mitigate the harm caused by their past 
misinforming advertising and lobbying campaigns. 
That ExxonMobil engaged in such obstructive tactics 
for so long, despite being aware of the risks of 
unabated carbon pollution from the international 
scientific community and the work of their own 
scientists, is ethically reprehensible. It warrants 
censure by scientific organizations, especially by 
AGU, one of the world’s largest and most respected 
societies of Earth scientists. 
 

The scientifically insupportable actions of 
ExxonMobil over the past decades have been 
extensively documented (e.g. 27, 52, 55, 73, 74, 75-
77). When scientific opinion began to converge in the 
late 1980s on a significant and growing human 
impact on the global carbon budget, and the serious 
consequences to the Earth system that would result, 
ExxonMobil and its industry peers created the Global 
Climate Coalition (GCC; Ref. 78). The GCC’s own 
internal documents make clear that its goal was to 
sow doubt and confusion about the science of climate 
change, despite the fact that a 1995 internal GCC 
memo (Figure 8; Ref. 79) from Mobil Oil (which 
merged with Exxon in 1998) stated that “The 
scientific basis for the Greenhouse Effect and 
the potential impact of human emissions of 
greenhouse gases such as CO2 on climate is 
well established and cannot be denied.” From 
1989-2002, the GCC employed advertising and 
political lobbying, as well as public attacks on 
individual scientists, to generate doubt among the 
public and policymakers about the validity of climate 
science. 
 
Among the early members of the now-defunct GCC 
was the American Petroleum Institute (API), an active 
trade organization of the oil and gas industry, of 
which ExxonMobil is a member [80]. In 1998, the 
API circulated a Global Climate Science 
Communications Plan, outlining an extensive media 
and lobbying strategy for promoting an emphasis on 
the uncertainty of climate science (Ref. 52; full 
document available here). Randy Randol of 
ExxonMobil is acknowledged as a contributor to the 
document. The Plan states, “In fact, it [sic] not 
known for sure whether (a) climate change 
actually is occurring, or (b) if it is, whether 
humans really have any influence on it.” 
Describing the strategy to promote doubt, the Plan 
states, “A majority of the American public, including 
industry leadership, recognizes that significant 
uncertainties exist in climate science, and therefore 
raises questions among those (e.g. Congress) who 
chart the future U.S. course on global climate 
change.” 
 
 

https://fromtheprow.agu.org/exxon-agu-and-corporate-support/
http://corporate.exxonmobil.com/en/current-issues/climate-policy/climate-perspectives/our-position
http://www.latimes.com/opinion/opinion-la/la-le-0314-exxonmobil-climate-change-divestment-blowback-20160314-story.html
http://www.nature.com/nclimate/journal/v6/n4/full/nclimate2923.html
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/07/The-Climate-Deception-Dossiers.pdf
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2014-11-25/leaked-the-oil-lobbys-conspiracy-to-kill-off-californias-climate-law
https://royalsociety.org/~/media/Royal_Society_Content/policy/publications/2006/8257.pdf
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/legacy/assets/documents/global_warming/exxon_report.pdf
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/07/Climate-Deception-Dossier-7_GCC-Climate-Primer.pdf
http://www.api.org/globalitems/globalheaderpages/membership/api-member-companies
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/07/The-Climate-Deception-Dossiers.pdf
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/07/Climate-Deception-Dossier-2_API-Climate-Science-Communications-Plan.pdf
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FIGURE 8. Excerpt from a Global Climate Coalition (GCC) internal memo stating that the link between anthropogenic CO2 
emissions and warming “cannot be denied.” 

 
 

 
 
FIGURE 9. A 2005 Competitive Enterprise Institute (CEI) press release denies a scientific consensus on global warming. 
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This document represents intentional climate 
disinformation, because it was released three 
years after the GCC memo described above 
acknowledging the fact of anthropogenic 
global warming. The API document is focused on 
averting the ratification of the Kyoto Protocol, but it 
also acknowledges that unless “there are no further 
initiatives to thwart the threat of climate change, 
there may be no moment when we can declare victory 
for our efforts.” Targets of the campaign include 
members of Congress, major media outlets, science 
writers, schoolteachers, and students. The API 
continues to work to thwart climate mitigation. For 
example, in 2011, API led a lawsuit against the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency contesting the 
agency's authority to regulate greenhouse gases as 
pollutants. API likewise opposed EPA rules to 
regulate carbon emissions from power plants in 2014 
[81] and rules to regulate methane emissions from oil 
and gas production in 2015 [82]. We note that most 
oil and gas companies, including other sponsors of 
AGU, are also current members of API. 
 
In addition to funding third party organizations, 
ExxonMobil has attempted to directly influence the 
public, and even the scientific process. In 2000, 
ExxonMobil placed an advertisement in the 
Washington Post criticizing the draft 2001 National 
Climate Assessment of the US Global Change 
Research Program [83] as insufficiently peer-
reviewed and based on unreliable models. In 2001, 
ExxonMobil sent a fax to the White House asking 
explicitly for changes to the personnel representing 
the United States in the IPCC Third Assessment 
Report [84]. The fax implied that the current 
representatives were appointed with a political 
agenda by the previous administration and 
recommended specific replacements, who had either 
non-scientific backgrounds or held skeptical views of 
the human influence on climate. In less than two 
years, all four of the persons recommended by Exxon 
for removal were no longer in their posts. One of the 
targeted scientists, Michael MacCracken, directly 
criticized ExxonMobil: “to be in opposition to the key 
scientific findings is rather appalling for such an 
established and scientific organization” [85]. 
 
ExxonMobil gave $676,500 to the Heartland Institute 
between 1998 and 2006. In 1998, Heartland released 
an “Instant Expert Guide” to global warming [86], 
which stated that, “Most scientists do not believe 
human activities threaten to disrupt the Earth’s 
climate.” The Heartland Institute’s 
“Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate 
Change” [87] purports to offer a “second opinion” on 

the scientific and economic aspects of climate change, 
but is described by actual climate scientists as 
“dishonest” [88]. The Union of Concerned Scientists 
found that nearly 40% of ExxonMobil’s 
donations to Heartland were specifically 
designated for climate-related work [74]. 
 
From 1998-2005, ExxonMobil provided over $2 
million in funding to the Competitive Enterprise 
Institute (CEI), which in 1999 decried AGU’s new 
position statement on climate change, saying that, “It 
is nothing more than an underhanded attempt by 
some to use the AGU as a vehicle to promote their 
personal political views” [89]. To be clear: AGU 
defines its Organizational Partners from whom it 
accepts funding as bodies that “do not harm AGU’s 
brand and reputation,” [1] yet ExxonMobil, an 
Organizational Partner of AGU, has 
financially supported CEI while CEI publicly 
attacked AGU. In 2000, CEI released a report 
stating that, “If there is one thing certain about global 
warming, it is that the nature and extent of 
humanity’s impact on the global climate system is not 
yet known” [90]. In reviewing the conclusions of the 
1995 IPCC report, the CEI report exclusively 
highlights statements describing scientific 
uncertainty, and remarks that “Since the [IPCC] 
report was issued, numerous studies have appeared in 
the peer-reviewed literature that further demonstrate 
the uncertainty of climate forecasts and the 
unlikelihood that human activity poses a serious 
threat of inducing a climate catastrophe.” In 2005, 
CEI published a press release stating that “There is 
no ‘scientific consensus’ that global warming 
will cause damaging climate change” (Figure 9; 
Ref. 91). 
 
In 2005, ExxonMobil’s then-CEO Lee Raymond told 
attendees of the Asia Oil & Gas conference that “We 
in ExxonMobil do not believe that the science 
required to establish this linkage between 
fossil fuels and warming has been demonstrated 
- and many scientists agree” [92]. 
 
In short, while Earth scientists were becoming 
increasingly certain of the role of fossil fuel burning in 
climate change, ExxonMobil was leading the energy 
industry towards willful misinformation of this 
science. Acknowledging this is not simply a matter of 
pointing a finger at the company for bad behavior. In 
part because of their concerted efforts together with 
trade groups, industry peers, and obliging politicians, 
political action to mitigate climate change has been 
delayed by decades, during which time CO2 from 
fossil fuel combustion has relentlessly accumulated in 

https://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/12.1.14-_comments_to_epa_on_proposed_carbon_emission_standards_for_existing_power_plants_clean_power_plan.pdf
http://www.api.org/News-and-Media/News/NewsItems/2015/August-2015/API-Additional-oil-and-gas-regulations-unnecessary-for-reducing-emissions
http://www.globalchange.gov/what-we-do/assessment/previous-assessments
http://www.nrdc.org/media/docs/020403.pdf
http://www.climatesciencewatch.org/file-uploads/MacCracken-Exxon.pdf
https://www.heartland.org/policy-documents/instant-expert-guide-global-warming
http://climatechangereconsidered.org/about-nipcc/
http://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2008/11/not-the-ipcc-nipcc-report/
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/legacy/assets/documents/global_warming/exxon_report.pdf
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1349664-competenterpri00536.html
https://about.agu.org/files/2015/09/AGU-Organziational-Support-Policy-Final-2015.pdf
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1693504-competetive-enterprise-institute-freemarket.html
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1693514-competetive-enterprise-institute-the-sky-isnt.html
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the atmosphere and ocean. Over half of industrial 
fossil fuel emissions have occurred since 
1988, when NASA scientist James Hansen 
first brought anthropogenic climate change to 
the attention of the U.S. Senate (Figure 10; Ref. 77). 
 

 
FIGURE 10. Cumulative global carbon emissions have doubled 
since 1988, when anthropogenic climate change was introduced 
to the US Senate (reproduced from UCS 2015). 
 
 
Like other major fossil fuel companies, ExxonMobil 
has employed many highly capable scientists 
throughout its existence. Over the years, these 
scientists have contributed to important advances in a 
variety of fields, including climate science. Indeed, 
the company is currently under investigation from the 
Attorneys General of New York and California for 
allegedly having ignored the conclusions of their own 
scientists forewarning the dangers of unabated 
carbon emissions. Regardless of what is revealed by 
these investigations, as scientists, it is 
incomprehensible that the leaders of a company such 
as ExxonMobil, whose business activities are linked 
so tightly to scientific knowledge of the Earth system, 
would be sincerely ignorant of the scientific 
consensus on anthropogenic climate change, to the 
point of promoting contradictory claims. The fact 
that they engaged in scientific misinformation 
about climate change for such a long period of 
time while the scientific community clearly 
refuted their public messaging is patently 
incompatible with the principle of scientific 
integrity. 
 
AGU has acknowledged that ExxonMobil's past 
activities have not been consistent with the scientific 
consensus on climate science, stating that, “It cannot 
be said that Exxon’s past positions and actions 
regarding climate change were in keeping with our 
policy or with the company’s current public positions” 
[1]. We believe that by granting ExxonMobil a “clean 
slate” and ignoring all of the damage they have 
knowingly contributed to but never remedied, AGU is 
failing to honor its values of “integrity in everything 

we do” and the “benefit of science for a sustainable 
future” [93], or conveying to the public the 
significance of the ecological harm, human suffering, 
and expense that so much delay has ensured. AGU 
acknowledges the consequences of such inaction in its 
statement on climate change, noting that “our past, 
present, and future emissions will influence the 
climate system for millennia” [51]. In the words of 
Frumhoff et al. (2015), “We should make clear that 
[fossil fuel] companies operate with a social license, 
and consider ways to revoke that license for carbon 
producers who fail to act on their social 
responsibility” [77]. 
 
Examining ExxonMobil's history of climate science 
misinformation provides an opportunity for AGU to 
take an honest look at its own past complicity with 
organizational partners. The official grounds for 
terminating a sponsor partnership are only recently 
available through AGU's Organization Support Policy, 
adopted in 2015 [1]. Why are we only now seriously 
taking stock of our association, as scientists, with a 
company such as ExxonMobil, which has engaged in 
unethical behavior contributing to society's collective 
failure to adequately respond to climate change? 
Given that since 2008, funding for organizations that 
spread climate science misinformation has largely 
evolved into “dark money” contributions through 
untraceable foundations such as Donors Trust [27], 
discovering the financial links between companies 
like ExxonMobil and groups promoting 
misinformation is now more difficult. Had 
organizations such as AGU taken a more active stance 
in pushing back against ExxonMobil for its 
misinformation in the past, we may have been able to 
encourage more significant political progress towards 
climate mitigation. The past cannot be changed; 
however, we should consider the consequences of our 
own past actions, or inactions, to inform how we act 
today and in the future. 
 
Whatever the specific motivations for ExxonMobil's 
recent statements in support of legitimate science and 
policy solutions, their concerted efforts over the 
course of decades have polluted their scientific 
reputation. Continuing to associate with such an 
entity tarnishes the public image of the AGU. 
ExxonMobil must bear responsibility for its 
knowingly harmful actions in the past, and AGU must 
acknowledge its past failure to compel ExxonMobil to 
end such behavior. Disassociating from 
ExxonMobil now will help restore integrity to 
our society and signal to the public that 
scientifically and ethically pernicious actions 
are not welcome in the scientific community.

https://fromtheprow.agu.org/exxon-agu-and-corporate-support/
https://about.agu.org/mission/
http://sciencepolicy.agu.org/files/2013/07/AGU-Climate-Change-Position-Statement_August-2013.pdf
https://fromtheprow.agu.org/exxon-agu-and-corporate-support/
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CONCLUSION 
 
 
 
The evidence presented in this report demonstrates 
that, despite stating publicly in 2008 that it would no 
longer support climate science misinformation, 
ExxonMobil has continued to make public statements 
disparaging the validity of climate science and to 
financially support others who do the same. In 
contrast to its industry peers, ExxonMobil continues 
to support groups such as the American Legislative 
Exchange Council (ALEC), which promote doubt and 
skepticism of accepted climate science. Recent 
examples include: 

! At the 2013 ExxonMobil shareholders meeting, 
CEO Rex Tillerson claimed that the temperature 
record of the past 10 years “had been relatively 
flat” despite rising greenhouse gas concentrations, 
and described climate models as “not competent”. 
He reiterated his dismissal of climate models at 
the 2015 shareholders meeting, saying, “We don’t 
really know what the climate effects of 600 ppm 
versus 450 ppm will be because the models simply 
are not that good.” 

 
! In 2014, ExxonMobil affiliate Syncrude stated that 

“...the production and consumption of petroleum 
fuels is not dangerous and does not pose a risk to 
human health or safety.” 

! ExxonMobil continues to be a member, with 
company representation on the Board, of ALEC, 
whose official position on climate change states, 
“Global Climate Change is Inevitable. Climate 
change is a historical phenomenon and the debate 
will continue on the significance of natural and 
anthropogenic contributions.” ExxonMobil-
sponsored ALEC conferences in recent years have 
featured workshops and literature for 
policymakers on denying the reality of 
anthropogenic climate change. ALEC also opposes 
a carbon tax, which ExxonMobil states it supports. 

! ExxonMobil continues to support the American 
Enterprise Institute, whose fellow Jonah Goldberg 
in 2014 described scientists accepting the 
consensus on anthropogenic global warming as a 
“rent-seeking group of people who are looking to 
profit off of government action.” 

! ExxonMobil supports the National Black Chamber 
of Commerce, whose official position on climate 
change states “There is no sound science to 
support the claims of Global Warming.” 

When pressed to defend such actions, the company 
has pointed to its associations with scientific 
institutions as evidence of their sincere commitment 
to addressing the climate crisis. In short, the scientific 
community is being exploited: by providing funding 
for research and scientific meetings, ExxonMobil 
insulates itself against criticism from the public and 
scientists for its actions that perpetuate doubt and 
confusion about climate science and thereby promote 
global inaction in the face of the climate threat. 
 
In addition to the evidence presented here of recent 
inconsistencies between ExxonMobil’s official 
statements on climate change and the company’s 
actions, we argue that past misinformation activities 
should also be considered when evaluating AGU’s 
partnership with Exxon. AGU has already 
acknowledged that ExxonMobil's past activities have 
not been consistent with the scientific consensus on 
climate science or AGU’s policy. Documentation from 
groups of which Exxon was a member show that 
ExxonMobil was aware of the “undeniable” scientific 
consensus on anthropogenic global warming by the 
early 1990s, at the very latest. And yet the company 
continued to support misinforming think tanks such 
as the Competitive Enterprise Institute and the 
Heartland Institute for many years thereafter. 
 
As the scientific consensus around climate change 
grows ever more robust, these positions have become 
public liabilities, and the company has changed its 
official posturing and ceased direct financial support 
to some of these groups over the past few years. 
However, as demonstrated in this report, the 
company still engages in willful misinformation of 
climate science, which constitutes a violation of 
AGU’s Organizational Support Policy. The onus lies 
on ExxonMobil to refute its engagement in such 
activity, and for AGU to assert that it will not accept 
sponsorship from the company until it has 
satisfactorily done so. 
 
We further contend that it is not enough for 
ExxonMobil to simply cease casting doubt on 
legitimate science. The company bears a significant 
responsibility for the damage that has already been 
done and will continue to unfold as a result of their 
past actions. The misinformation tactics of 
ExxonMobil encouraged widespread political inaction 
on climate mitigation that continues today, and will 
not stop tomorrow if ExxonMobil quietly walks away 
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from groups such as ALEC. We urge AGU to exercise 
maximum diligence in acting on its Position 
Statement on Climate Change, by pressing 
ExxonMobil, and all organizational partners involved 
in fossil fuel production, to mobilize their tremendous 
resources towards correcting the public 
understanding of climate change. Actions such as this 
are necessary to mitigate the impacts of ExxonMobil’s 
past misinformation activities and promote real 
progress towards a sustainable climate future. 
 
We wholeheartedly share the desires of President 
Leinen and AGU’s board to approach this matter 
thoughtfully, collaboratively, and with the integrity 
befitting our society and the ideals of the scientific 
process. In this vein, President Leinen has described 
the importance of “ensur(ing) that our discussions be 
representative of all sides of AGU’s community” and 
that the AGU Council’s “discussions and concerns” on 
this matter have reflected “pro(s) and con(s).” To this 
point, we respectfully note that AGU must be aware of 
the risk of status quo bias that might predispose a 
decision against cutting ties with ExxonMobil. In fact, 
the determination called for by President Leinen as to 
whether “ExxonMobil is currently engaging in the 
promotion of misinformation about science or 
adopting positions that are in conflict with AGU’s 
own, or supporting groups that do” is essentially a 
factual one. It is our assessment that there should be 
no confusion: ExxonMobil evidently continues to 
engage in the promotion of climate science 
misinformation - both itself and through its support 
of groups and individuals - and is therefore in breach 
of AGU policy. 
 
We urge the AGU Board to consider the 
following questions: 

! Why have ExxonMobil CEO Rex Tillerson 
and Vice President Ken Cohen continued to 
promote climate misinformation? 
 

! Why has ExxonMobil continued to fund the 
American Legislative Exchange Council, 
the American Enterprise Institute, and the 
National Black Chamber of Commerce, 
(and in the case of ALEC, to help lead it, 
too): organizations that promote climate 
change denial and obstruction of climate 
mitigation policies? 

! Why has ExxonMobil funded and 
participated in the ALEC task forces that 
promote climate change denial and 
undermine climate action? 

! Why does ExxonMobil fail to notify its 
shareholders of the risks of climate change 
and climate policies to its business 
activities, as instructed by the SEC? 

! Why does ExxonMobil only lobby to oppose 
climate mitigation policies without 
proposing any alternatives? 

! What actions has ExxonMobil taken to 
correct the understanding of climate 
science among the public and policymakers 
to take accountability for its past 
misinformation activities? 

 
Finally, we reiterate that this work constitutes the 
efforts of a handful of scientists and should not be 
considered the complete story. Rather, we believe that 
the burden of proof lies with ExxonMobil to 
demonstrate that it is no longer supporting climate 
science misinformation, and with the AGU to leverage 
its influence and connections to access any 
information that may not be publicly available. As 
early career Earth scientists and AGU members who 
are deeply concerned about the climate crisis and our 
society’s scientific integrity, we thank the AGU 
leadership for taking this matter into serious 
consideration.

 
 
 
  



! 20 

REFERENCES 
 
 
1. American Geophysical Union (AGU). 2015. 
Organizational Support Policy. Online at 
https://about.agu.org/files/2015/09/AGU-
Organizational-Support-Policy-Final-2015.pdf, accessed 
March 23, 2016. 
 
2. Leinen, M. 2016. Exxon, AGU, and Corporate support. 
February 21. Online at 
https://fromtheprow.agu.org/exxon-agu-and-corporate-
support/, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
3. Adam, D. 2008. Exxon to cut funding to climate change 
denial groups. The Guardian, May 28. Online at 
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2008/may/2
8/climatechange.fossilfuels, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
4. ExxonMobil. 2015a. Notice of 2015 Annual Meeting and 
Proxy Statement. Online at 
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/34088/000119
312515128602/d855824ddef14a.htm#toc855824_23, 
accessed March 23, 2016. 

 
5. ExxonMobil. 2015b. ExxonMobil says Climate Research 
Stories Inaccurate and Deliberately Misleading. Online at 
http://news.exxonmobil.com/press-release/exxonmobil-
says-climate-research-stories-inaccurate-and-deliberately-
misleading, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
6. The Royal Society. 2006. Royal Society and 
ExxonMobil. September 4. Online at 
https://royalsociety.org/topics-
policy/publications/2006/royal-society-exxonmobil/, 
accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
7. ExxonMobil. 2007. 2007 Corporate Citizenship Report. 
Online at 
http://www.socialfunds.com/shared/reports/1211896380
_ExxonMobil_2007_Corporate_Citizenship_Report.pdf, 
accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
8. Goldenberg, S. 2015. ExxonMobil gave millions to 
climate-denying lawmakers despite pledge. The Guardian, 
July 15. Online at 
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/15/e
xxon-mobil-gave-millions-climate-denying-lawmakers, 
accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
9. Goldenberg, S. 2015. Exxon knew of climate change in 
1981, email says – but it funded deniers for 27 more years. 
The Guardian, July 8. Online at 
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/08/
exxon-climate-change-1981-climate-denier-funding, 
accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
10. Douglass, E. 2015. 25 Years of Rejecting Shareholder 
Concerns on Climate Change. InsideClimate News. Online 
at 
http://books.insideclimatenews.org/exxonsclimategamble
, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
11. InsideClimate News. 2015. Spreadsheet: 25 Years of 
Rejecting Shareholders Concerns on Climate Change. 
Online at 
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/2094718-
shareholderresolutions-data.html, accessed March 23, 
2016. 

12. ExxonMobil. 2013. ExxonMobil Corporation CEO 
Hosts Annual Shareholder Meeting (Transcript). May 29. 
Online at http://finance.yahoo.com/news/exxonmobil-
corporation-ceo-hosts-annual-221305776.html, accessed 
March 23, 2016. 
 
13. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 
2014. Summary for Policymakers. In Climate Change 
2014: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups 
I, II and III to the Fifth Assessment Report of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, edited by R. 
K. Pachauri and L. A. Meyer. IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland, 
151 pp. Online at http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-
report/ar5/syr/AR5_SYR_FINAL_SPM.pdf, accessed 
March 23, 2016.  
 
14. Freudenburg, W. R., et al. 2008. Scientific Certainty 
Argumentation Methods (SCAMs): Science and the 
Politics of Doubt. Sociological Inquiry 78: 2-38. 
 
15. Mooney, C. 2014. Global-Warming Denial Hits a 6-
Year High. Mother Jones, January 17. Online at 
http://www.motherjones.com/blue-
marble/2014/01/global-warming-pause-climate-denial-
public-opinion, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
16. ExxonMobil. 2015c. Exxon Mobil Corporation Annual 
Meeting of Shareholders Webcast Presentation. May 27. 
Online at 
http://ir.exxonmobil.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=115024&p=ir
ol-EventDetails&EventId=5193041, accessed March 21, 
2016. 
 
17. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 
2014. Climate Change 2014: Mitigation of Climate 
Change. Contribution of Working Group III to the Fifth 
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change, edited by O. Edenhofer, R. Pichs-
Madruga, Y. Sokona, E. Farahani, S. Kadner, K. Seyboth, 
A. Adler, I. Baum, S. Brunner, P. Eickemeier, B. Kriemann, 
J. Savolainen, S. Schlömer, C. von Stechow, T. Zwickel and 
J.C. Minx. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 
United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA. 
 
18. Cohen, K. 2015. ExxonMobil’s commitment to climate 
science. ExxonMobil Perspectives, October 15. Online at 
http://www.exxonmobilperspectives.com/2015/10/15/exx
onmobils-commitment-to-climate-science/, accessed 
March 23, 2016. 
 
19. Stocker, T. F. et al. 2013. Technical Summary. In 
Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. 
Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment 
Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, edited by T. F. Stocker, D. Qin, G.-K. Plattner, M. 
Tignor, S.K. Allen, J. Boschung, A. Nauels, Y. Xia, V. Bex 
and P.M. Midgley. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA. 
 
20. Banerjee, N. et al. 2015. Exxon’s Own Research 
Confirmed Fossil Fuels’ Role in Global Warming Decades 
Ago. InsideClimate News, September 16. Online at 
http://insideclimatenews.org/news/15092015/Exxons-
own-research-confirmed-fossil-fuels-role-in-global-
warming, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 

https://about.agu.org/files/2015/09/AGU-Organizational-Support-Policy-Final-2015.pdf
https://about.agu.org/files/2015/09/AGU-Organizational-Support-Policy-Final-2015.pdf
https://fromtheprow.agu.org/exxon-agu-and-corporate-support/
https://fromtheprow.agu.org/exxon-agu-and-corporate-support/
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2008/may/28/climatechange.fossilfuels
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2008/may/28/climatechange.fossilfuels
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/34088/000119312515128602/d855824ddef14a.htm#toc855824_23
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/34088/000119312515128602/d855824ddef14a.htm#toc855824_23
http://news.exxonmobil.com/press-release/exxonmobil-says-climate-research-stories-inaccurate-and-deliberately-misleading
http://news.exxonmobil.com/press-release/exxonmobil-says-climate-research-stories-inaccurate-and-deliberately-misleading
http://news.exxonmobil.com/press-release/exxonmobil-says-climate-research-stories-inaccurate-and-deliberately-misleading
https://royalsociety.org/topics-policy/publications/2006/royal-society-exxonmobil/
https://royalsociety.org/topics-policy/publications/2006/royal-society-exxonmobil/
http://www.socialfunds.com/shared/reports/1211896380_ExxonMobil_2007_Corporate_Citizenship_Report.pdf
http://www.socialfunds.com/shared/reports/1211896380_ExxonMobil_2007_Corporate_Citizenship_Report.pdf
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/15/exxon-mobil-gave-millions-climate-denying-lawmakers
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/15/exxon-mobil-gave-millions-climate-denying-lawmakers
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/08/exxon-climate-change-1981-climate-denier-funding
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/08/exxon-climate-change-1981-climate-denier-funding
http://books.insideclimatenews.org/exxonsclimategamble
http://books.insideclimatenews.org/exxonsclimategamble
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/2094718-shareholderresolutions-data.html
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/2094718-shareholderresolutions-data.html
http://finance.yahoo.com/news/exxonmobil-corporation-ceo-hosts-annual-221305776.html
http://finance.yahoo.com/news/exxonmobil-corporation-ceo-hosts-annual-221305776.html
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/syr/AR5_SYR_FINAL_SPM.pdf
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/syr/AR5_SYR_FINAL_SPM.pdf
http://www.motherjones.com/blue-marble/2014/01/global-warming-pause-climate-denial-public-opinion
http://www.motherjones.com/blue-marble/2014/01/global-warming-pause-climate-denial-public-opinion
http://www.motherjones.com/blue-marble/2014/01/global-warming-pause-climate-denial-public-opinion
http://ir.exxonmobil.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=115024&p=irol-EventDetails&EventId=5193041
http://ir.exxonmobil.com/phoenix.zhtml?c=115024&p=irol-EventDetails&EventId=5193041
http://www.exxonmobilperspectives.com/2015/10/15/exxonmobils-commitment-to-climate-science/
http://www.exxonmobilperspectives.com/2015/10/15/exxonmobils-commitment-to-climate-science/
http://insideclimatenews.org/news/15092015/Exxons-own-research-confirmed-fossil-fuels-role-in-global-warming
http://insideclimatenews.org/news/15092015/Exxons-own-research-confirmed-fossil-fuels-role-in-global-warming
http://insideclimatenews.org/news/15092015/Exxons-own-research-confirmed-fossil-fuels-role-in-global-warming


! 21 

21. Jerving, S. et al. 2015. What Exxon knew about the 
Earth’s melting Arctic. LA Times, October 9. Online at 
http://graphics.latimes.com/exxon-arctic/, accessed 
March 23, 2016. 
 
22. Hansen, J. 1988. Online at 
http://climatechange.procon.org/sourcefiles/1988_Hanse
n_Senate_Testimony.pdf, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
23. Stewart, K. 2016. Big Oil’s scorched-earth legal 
approach to climate change. iPolitics, March 14. Online at 
http://ipolitics.ca/2016/03/14/big-oils-scorched-earth-
legal-approach-to-climate-change/, accessed March 23, 
2016. 
 
24. Olszynski, M. 2014. Federal Court to Syncrude: 
Climate Change is a Real, Measured Evil, Whose Harm has 
been Well Documented. ABlawg, September 15. Online at 
http://ablawg.ca/2014/09/15/federal-court-to-syncrude-
climate-change-is-a-real-measured-evil-whose-harm-has-
been-well-documented/, accessed March 23, 2016.  
 
25. The Department of Defense. 2015. National Security 
Implications of Climate-related Risks and a Changing 
Climate. July 23. Online at 
http://archive.defense.gov/pubs/150724-congressional-
report-on-national-implications-of-climate-
change.pdf?source=govdelivery, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
26. Costello, A. et al. 2009. Managing the health effects of 
climate change. The Lancet Commissions, 373: 1693-733. 
Online at http://www.ucl.ac.uk/global-health/project-
pages/lancet1/ucl-lancet-climate-change.pdf. 
 
27. Brulle, R. 2014. Institutionalizing delay: foundation 
funding and the creation of U.S. climate change counter-
movement organizations. Climatic Change, 122: 681-694.  
 
28. https://www.alec.org/person/cynthia-bergman/, 
accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
29. 
http://www.alecexposed.org/w/images/2/29/2002_ALE
C_990.pdf, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
30. American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC). 2011. 
ALEC Energy Principles. Online at 
https://www.alec.org/model-policy/alec-energy-
principles/, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
31. Surgey, N. 2015. ALEC Conference Funding Dominated 
by Big Polluters. The Center for Media and Democracy’s 
PR watch, July 23. Online at 
http://www.prwatch.org/news/2015/07/12891/alec-
conference-funding-dominated-big-polluters, accessed 
March 23, 2016. 
 
32. Raden, B. 2015. ALEC Confidentail: Tales from the 
Supply-Side. Capital & Main, July 24. Online at 
http://capitalandmain.com/latest-
news/issues/society/alec-confidential-tales-from-the-
supply-side-0724/, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
33. Deyette, J. 2015. ALEC’s Annual Meeting to Feature 
More Attacks on Successful Clean Energy Policies. Union 
of Concerned Scientists, July 21. Online at 
http://blog.ucsusa.org/jeff-deyette/alecs-annual-meeting-
to-feature-more-attacks-on-successful-clean-energy-
policies-813#update, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 

34. http://alecclimatechangedenial.org/climate-denier-
speakers-1, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
35. Davenport, C. 2013. Large Companies Prepared to Pay 
Price on Carbon. The New York Times, December 5. 
Online at 
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/12/05/business/energy-
environment/large-companies-prepared-to-pay-price-on-
carbon.html, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
36. American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC). 2013. 
Resolution in opposition to a carbon tax. Online at 
https://www.alec.org/model-policy/resolution-
opposition-carbon-tax/, accessed March 23, 2016. 
  
37. ExxonMobil. 2014. Investor CDP 2014 Information 
Request. Online at 
http://cdn.exxonmobil.com/~/media/global/files/energy-
and-environment/2014-cdp-response.pdf, accessed March 
23, 2016. 
 
38. SourceWatch. 2016. Corporations that Have Cut Ties 
to ALEC. Online at 
http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/Corporations_th
at_Have_Cut_Ties_to_ALEC, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
39.  Mufson, S. 2015. Shell Oil will drop its membership in 
ALEC, citing differences over climate change. The 
Washington Post, August 7. Online at 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-
politics/wp/2015/08/07/shell-oil-will-drop-its-
membership-in-alec-citing-differences-over-climate-
change/, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
40. ExxonMobil. 2014. 2014 Worldwide Contributions and 
Community Investments. Online at 
http://cdn.exxonmobil.com/~/media/global/files/worldw
ide-giving/2014-worldwide-contributions-public-
policy.pdf, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
41. Sample, I. 2007. Scientists offered cash to dispute 
climate study. The Guardian, February 2. Online at 
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2007/feb/02/
frontpagenews.climatechange, accessed March 21, 2016. 
 
42. American Enterprise Institute (AEI). 2007. Climate 
Controversy and AEI: Facts and Fictions. Online at 
http://www.aei.org/publication/climate-controversy-and-
aei-facts-and-fictions/, accessed March 21, 2016. 
 
43. Watson, L. 2014. On Fox, Pundit From Oil-Funded 
Group Says Climate Scientists Are The Profiteers. Media 
Matters, November 18. Online at 
http://mediamatters.org/blog/2014/11/18/on-fox-pundit-
from-oil-funded-group-says-climat/201624, accessed 
March 21, 2016. 
 
44. Rubin, M. 2015. 5 questions every presidential 
candidate should answer on global warming and energy 
policy. American Enterprise Institute (AEI), July 29. 
Online at https://www.aei.org/publication/5-questions-
every-presidential-candidate-should-answer-global-
warming-and-energy-policy-edition/, accessed March 21, 
2016. 
 
45. National Black Chamber of Commerce (NBCC). 2016. 
Online at 
http://www.nationalbcc.org/images/Management_Bios_
3.pdf, accessed March 21, 2016. 
 

http://graphics.latimes.com/exxon-arctic/
http://climatechange.procon.org/sourcefiles/1988_Hansen_Senate_Testimony.pdf
http://climatechange.procon.org/sourcefiles/1988_Hansen_Senate_Testimony.pdf
http://ipolitics.ca/2016/03/14/big-oils-scorched-earth-legal-approach-to-climate-change/
http://ipolitics.ca/2016/03/14/big-oils-scorched-earth-legal-approach-to-climate-change/
http://ablawg.ca/2014/09/15/federal-court-to-syncrude-climate-change-is-a-real-measured-evil-whose-harm-has-been-well-documented/
http://ablawg.ca/2014/09/15/federal-court-to-syncrude-climate-change-is-a-real-measured-evil-whose-harm-has-been-well-documented/
http://ablawg.ca/2014/09/15/federal-court-to-syncrude-climate-change-is-a-real-measured-evil-whose-harm-has-been-well-documented/
http://archive.defense.gov/pubs/150724-congressional-report-on-national-implications-of-climate-change.pdf?source=govdelivery
http://archive.defense.gov/pubs/150724-congressional-report-on-national-implications-of-climate-change.pdf?source=govdelivery
http://archive.defense.gov/pubs/150724-congressional-report-on-national-implications-of-climate-change.pdf?source=govdelivery
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/global-health/project-pages/lancet1/ucl-lancet-climate-change.pdf
http://www.ucl.ac.uk/global-health/project-pages/lancet1/ucl-lancet-climate-change.pdf
https://www.alec.org/person/cynthia-bergman/
http://www.alecexposed.org/w/images/2/29/2002_ALEC_990.pdf
http://www.alecexposed.org/w/images/2/29/2002_ALEC_990.pdf
https://www.alec.org/model-policy/alec-energy-principles/
https://www.alec.org/model-policy/alec-energy-principles/
http://www.prwatch.org/news/2015/07/12891/alec-conference-funding-dominated-big-polluters
http://www.prwatch.org/news/2015/07/12891/alec-conference-funding-dominated-big-polluters
http://capitalandmain.com/latest-news/issues/society/alec-confidential-tales-from-the-supply-side-0724/
http://capitalandmain.com/latest-news/issues/society/alec-confidential-tales-from-the-supply-side-0724/
http://capitalandmain.com/latest-news/issues/society/alec-confidential-tales-from-the-supply-side-0724/
http://blog.ucsusa.org/jeff-deyette/alecs-annual-meeting-to-feature-more-attacks-on-successful-clean-energy-policies-813#update
http://blog.ucsusa.org/jeff-deyette/alecs-annual-meeting-to-feature-more-attacks-on-successful-clean-energy-policies-813#update
http://blog.ucsusa.org/jeff-deyette/alecs-annual-meeting-to-feature-more-attacks-on-successful-clean-energy-policies-813#update
http://alecclimatechangedenial.org/climate-denier-speakers-1
http://alecclimatechangedenial.org/climate-denier-speakers-1
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/12/05/business/energy-environment/large-companies-prepared-to-pay-price-on-carbon.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/12/05/business/energy-environment/large-companies-prepared-to-pay-price-on-carbon.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/12/05/business/energy-environment/large-companies-prepared-to-pay-price-on-carbon.html
https://www.alec.org/model-policy/resolution-opposition-carbon-tax/
https://www.alec.org/model-policy/resolution-opposition-carbon-tax/
http://cdn.exxonmobil.com/~/media/global/files/energy-and-environment/2014-cdp-response.pdf
http://cdn.exxonmobil.com/~/media/global/files/energy-and-environment/2014-cdp-response.pdf
http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/Corporations_that_Have_Cut_Ties_to_ALEC
http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/Corporations_that_Have_Cut_Ties_to_ALEC
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2015/08/07/shell-oil-will-drop-its-membership-in-alec-citing-differences-over-climate-change/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2015/08/07/shell-oil-will-drop-its-membership-in-alec-citing-differences-over-climate-change/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2015/08/07/shell-oil-will-drop-its-membership-in-alec-citing-differences-over-climate-change/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2015/08/07/shell-oil-will-drop-its-membership-in-alec-citing-differences-over-climate-change/
http://cdn.exxonmobil.com/~/media/global/files/worldwide-giving/2014-worldwide-contributions-public-policy.pdf
http://cdn.exxonmobil.com/~/media/global/files/worldwide-giving/2014-worldwide-contributions-public-policy.pdf
http://cdn.exxonmobil.com/~/media/global/files/worldwide-giving/2014-worldwide-contributions-public-policy.pdf
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2007/feb/02/frontpagenews.climatechange
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2007/feb/02/frontpagenews.climatechange
http://www.aei.org/publication/climate-controversy-and-aei-facts-and-fictions/
http://www.aei.org/publication/climate-controversy-and-aei-facts-and-fictions/
http://mediamatters.org/blog/2014/11/18/on-fox-pundit-from-oil-funded-group-says-climat/201624
http://mediamatters.org/blog/2014/11/18/on-fox-pundit-from-oil-funded-group-says-climat/201624
https://www.aei.org/publication/5-questions-every-presidential-candidate-should-answer-global-warming-and-energy-policy-edition/
https://www.aei.org/publication/5-questions-every-presidential-candidate-should-answer-global-warming-and-energy-policy-edition/
https://www.aei.org/publication/5-questions-every-presidential-candidate-should-answer-global-warming-and-energy-policy-edition/
http://www.nationalbcc.org/images/Management_Bios_3.pdf
http://www.nationalbcc.org/images/Management_Bios_3.pdf


! 22 

46. ExxonSecrets.org. 2014. FACTSHEET: National Black 
Chamber of Commerce, NBCC. Online at 
http://www.exxonsecrets.org/html/orgfactsheet.php?id=1
13, accessed March 21, 2016. 
 
47. National Black Chamber of Commerce (NBCC). 2016. 
Online at http://www.nationalbcc.org/news/beyond-the-
rhetoric/1623-environmental-racism-global-warming-
and-climate-change, accessed March 21, 2016. 
 
48. ExxonMobil’s 2005 IRS Form 990-PF. Online at 
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1019882-
2005-exxonmobil-foundation-form-990.html, accessed 
March 21, 2016. 
 
49. ExxonMobil. 2005. 2005 Worldwide Giving Report. 
Online at 
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1019881-
2005-exxon-giving-report.html#document/p3/a258101, 
accessed March 21, 2016. 
 
50. Farrell, J. 2016. Corporate funding and ideological 
polarization about climate change. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of 
America (PNAS), 113: 92-97. 
 
51. American Geophysical Union (AGU). 2013. Position 
Statement on Climate Change. Online at 
http://sciencepolicy.agu.org/files/2013/07/AGU-Climate-
Change-Position-Statement_August-2013.pdf, accessed 
March 23, 2016. 
 
52. Union of Concerned Scientists. 2015. The Climate 
Deception Dossiers. Online at 
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/0
7/The-Climate-Deception-Dossiers.pdf, accessed March 
23, 2016. 
 
53. https://www.wspa.org/member-list, accessed March 
23, 2016. 
 
54. Ceres letter to ExxonMobil CEO Rex Tillerson. 2015. 
Online at http://www.ceres.org/files/exxon-industry-
lobbying-letter-december-2015, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
55. Wieners, B. 2014. Leaked: The Oil Lobby’s Conspiracy 
to Kill Off California’s Climate Law. Bloomberg, November 
25. Online at 
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2014-11-
25/leaked-the-oil-lobbys-conspiracy-to-kill-off-
californias-climate-law, accessed March 23, 2016. 
 
56. ExxonMobil. 2007. ExxonMobil's response to 
publication of the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report 
Climate Change 2007: Climate Change Impacts, 
Adaptation and Vulnerability. Online at 
http://exxonmobil.com/Benelux-
English/news_releases_en_20070202.aspx, accessed 
March 23, 2016. 
 
57. Pantsios, A. 2015. It’s Official … the Winner of the 
Worst Climate Denier in Congress Is … EcoWatch, March 
23. Online at http://ecowatch.com/2015/03/23/worst-
climate-denier-congress-inhofe/, accessed March 19, 
2016. 
 
58. Lanham, R. 2015. Inhofe’s Greatest Climate Change 
Denial Hits. Huffington Post, January 12. Online at 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-lanham/james-

inhofe-climate-change_b_6142170.html, accessed March 
19, 2016. 
 
59. Johnson, B. 2012. Inhofe: God Says Global Warming Is 
A Hoax. ThinkProgress, March 9. Online at 
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/03/09/441515/in
hofe-god-says-global-warming-is-a-hoax/, accessed March 
19, 2016. 
 
60. Legum, J. 2006. Sen. Inhofe Compares People Who 
Believe In Global Warming To ‘The Third Reich’. 
ThinkProgress, July 24. Online at 
http://thinkprogress.org/politics/2006/07/24/6477/inho
fe-third-reich/, accessed March 19, 2016. 
 
61. Decker, H. 2012. Senator: Climate Change Is 
Impossible, Because ‘God’s Still Up There’. The National 
Memo, March 8. Online at 
http://www.nationalmemo.com/senator-climate-change-
impossible-because-gods-still-there/, accessed March 19, 
2016. 
 
62. Bump, P. 2015. Jim Inhofe’s snowball has disproven 
climate change once and for all. Washington Post, 
February 26. Online at 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-
fix/wp/2015/02/26/jim-inhofes-snowball-has-disproven-
climate-change-once-and-for-all/, accessed March 19, 
2016. 
 
63. Readfern, G. 2016. Cruz: Climate change issue is 'about 
government power'. The Guardian, February 10. Online at 
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/planet-
oz/2016/feb/11/checking-ted-cruzs-climate-science-
denial-clangers, accessed March 19, 2016. 
 
64. Page, S. 2015. Ted Cruz: ‘Climate Change Is Not 
Science. It’s Religion’. ThinkProgress, October 30. Online 
at 
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2015/10/30/3717795/te
d-cruz-doesnt-know-the-difference-between-science-and-
religion/, accessed March 19, 2016. 
 
65. Leber, R. 2014. Climate Denier Ted Cruz Is Poised to 
Become a Lead Senator on Science. New Republic, 
November 6. Online at 
https://newrepublic.com/article/120180/climate-denier-
ted-cruz-may-lead-senate-science-subcommittee, accessed 
March 19, 2016. 
 
66. Germain, T. 2013. The Anti-Science Climate Denier 
Caucus. ThinkProgress, June 26. Online at 
http://thinkprogress.org/climate-denier-caucus-114th-
congress/, accessed March 19, 2016. 
 
67. Dirty Energy Money database. Online at 
http://dirtyenergymoney.com/about, accessed March 19, 
2016. 
 
68. Ellingboe, K. 2016. Most Americans Disagree With 
Their Congressional Representative On Climate Change. 
ThinkProgress, March 8. Online at 
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2016/03/08/3757435/c
limate-denier-caucus-114th-new-research/, accessed 
March 19, 2016. 
 
69. Center for American Progress Action Fund. 2016. 
Database of Congressional climate deniers. Online at 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1Q1ED8sFS7Y7I

http://www.exxonsecrets.org/html/orgfactsheet.php?id=113
http://www.exxonsecrets.org/html/orgfactsheet.php?id=113
http://www.nationalbcc.org/news/beyond-the-rhetoric/1623-environmental-racism-global-warming-and-climate-change
http://www.nationalbcc.org/news/beyond-the-rhetoric/1623-environmental-racism-global-warming-and-climate-change
http://www.nationalbcc.org/news/beyond-the-rhetoric/1623-environmental-racism-global-warming-and-climate-change
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1019882-2005-exxonmobil-foundation-form-990.html
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1019882-2005-exxonmobil-foundation-form-990.html
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1019881-2005-exxon-giving-report.html#document/p3/a258101
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1019881-2005-exxon-giving-report.html#document/p3/a258101
http://sciencepolicy.agu.org/files/2013/07/AGU-Climate-Change-Position-Statement_August-2013.pdf
http://sciencepolicy.agu.org/files/2013/07/AGU-Climate-Change-Position-Statement_August-2013.pdf
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/07/The-Climate-Deception-Dossiers.pdf
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/07/The-Climate-Deception-Dossiers.pdf
https://www.wspa.org/member-list
http://www.ceres.org/files/exxon-industry-lobbying-letter-december-2015
http://www.ceres.org/files/exxon-industry-lobbying-letter-december-2015
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2014-11-25/leaked-the-oil-lobbys-conspiracy-to-kill-off-californias-climate-law
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2014-11-25/leaked-the-oil-lobbys-conspiracy-to-kill-off-californias-climate-law
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2014-11-25/leaked-the-oil-lobbys-conspiracy-to-kill-off-californias-climate-law
http://exxonmobil.com/Benelux-English/news_releases_en_20070202.aspx
http://exxonmobil.com/Benelux-English/news_releases_en_20070202.aspx
http://ecowatch.com/2015/03/23/worst-climate-denier-congress-inhofe/
http://ecowatch.com/2015/03/23/worst-climate-denier-congress-inhofe/
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-lanham/james-inhofe-climate-change_b_6142170.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-lanham/james-inhofe-climate-change_b_6142170.html
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/03/09/441515/inhofe-god-says-global-warming-is-a-hoax/
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/03/09/441515/inhofe-god-says-global-warming-is-a-hoax/
http://thinkprogress.org/politics/2006/07/24/6477/inhofe-third-reich/
http://thinkprogress.org/politics/2006/07/24/6477/inhofe-third-reich/
http://www.nationalmemo.com/senator-climate-change-impossible-because-gods-still-there/
http://www.nationalmemo.com/senator-climate-change-impossible-because-gods-still-there/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-fix/wp/2015/02/26/jim-inhofes-snowball-has-disproven-climate-change-once-and-for-all/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-fix/wp/2015/02/26/jim-inhofes-snowball-has-disproven-climate-change-once-and-for-all/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-fix/wp/2015/02/26/jim-inhofes-snowball-has-disproven-climate-change-once-and-for-all/
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/planet-oz/2016/feb/11/checking-ted-cruzs-climate-science-denial-clangers
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/planet-oz/2016/feb/11/checking-ted-cruzs-climate-science-denial-clangers
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/planet-oz/2016/feb/11/checking-ted-cruzs-climate-science-denial-clangers
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2015/10/30/3717795/ted-cruz-doesnt-know-the-difference-between-science-and-religion/
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2015/10/30/3717795/ted-cruz-doesnt-know-the-difference-between-science-and-religion/
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2015/10/30/3717795/ted-cruz-doesnt-know-the-difference-between-science-and-religion/
https://newrepublic.com/article/120180/climate-denier-ted-cruz-may-lead-senate-science-subcommittee
https://newrepublic.com/article/120180/climate-denier-ted-cruz-may-lead-senate-science-subcommittee
http://dirtyenergymoney.com/about
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2016/03/08/3757435/climate-denier-caucus-114th-new-research/
http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2016/03/08/3757435/climate-denier-caucus-114th-new-research/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1Q1ED8sFS7Y7IYKKCmi1HNR6odiSvv_mDIZ82hd-jHQU/pubhtml


! 23 

YKKCmi1HNR6odiSvv_mDIZ82hd-jHQU/pubhtml, 
accessed March 19, 2016. 
 
70. ExxonMobil. 2016. Our position on climate change. 
Online at http://corporate.exxonmobil.com/en/current-
issues/climate-policy/climate-perspectives/our-position, 
accessed March 22, 2016. 
 
71. McCarron, S. 2016. Despite what divestment activists 
say, ExxonMobil is searching for climate solutions. LA 
Times, March 14. Online at 
http://www.latimes.com/opinion/opinion-la/la-le-0314-
exxonmobil-climate-change-divestment-blowback-
20160314-story.html, accessed March 22, 2016. 
 
72. Clark, P. U. et al. 2016. Consequences of twenty-first-
century policy for multi-millennial climate and sea-level 
change. Nature Climate Change, 6: 360-369, 
doi:10.1038/nclimate2923. 
 
73. Ward, R. 2006. Letter from the Royal Society to 
ExxonMobil. Online at 
https://royalsociety.org/~/media/Royal_Society_Content
/policy/publications/2006/8257.pdf, accessed March 22, 
2016. 
 
74. Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS). 2007. Smoke, 
Mirrors & Hot Air: How ExxonMobil Uses Big Tobacco’s 
Tactics to Manufacture Uncertainty on Climate Science. 
Online at 
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/legacy/assets/d
ocuments/global_warming/exxon_report.pdf, accessed 
March 22, 2016. 
 
75. Gelbspan, R. 2005. Boiling point: how politicians, big 
oil and coal, journalists, and activists have fueled the 
climate crisis-and what we can do to avert disaster. Basic 
Books, New York. 
 
76. Oreskes N. and Conway E. M. 2010. Merchants of 
doubt: how a handful of scientists obscured the truth on 
issues from tobacco smoke to global warming. 
Bloomsbury Press, New York. 
 
77. Frumhoff, P. C. et al. 2015. The climate responsibilities 
of industrial carbon producers. Climatic Change, 132: 157-
151, doi:10.1007/s10584-015-1472-5. 
 
78. Jacques, P. et al. 2008. The organisation of denial: 
Conservative think tanks and environmental scepticism. 
Environmental Politics, 17: 349-385. 
 
79. American Petroleum Institute (API). 2016. API 
Member Companies. Online at 
http://www.api.org/globalitems/globalheaderpages/m
embership/api-member-companies, accessed March 22, 
2016. 
 
80. Global Climate Coalition (GCC). 1996. Primer on 
Climate Change Science. Online at 
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/0
7/Climate-Deception-Dossier-7_GCC-Climate-Primer.pdf, 
accessed March 22, 2016. 
 
81. Letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
2014. Online at 
https://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/12.1.14-
_comments_to_epa_on_proposed_carbon_emission_sta
ndards_for_existing_power_plants_clean_power_plan.p
df, accessed March 22, 2016. 

82. Carroll, C. 2016. API: Additional oil and gas 
regulations unnecessary for reducing emissions. Online at 
http://www.api.org/News-and-
Media/News/NewsItems/2015/August-2015/API-
Additional-oil-and-gas-regulations-unnecessary-for-
reducing-emissions, accessed March 22, 2016. 
 
83. U.S. Global Change Research Program. Online at 
http://www.globalchange.gov/what-we-
do/assessment/previous-assessments, accessed March 22, 
2016. 
 
84. ExxonMobil. 2001. Press release re: Bush Team for 
IPCC Negotiations. Online at 
http://www.nrdc.org/media/docs/020403.pdf, accessed 
March 22, 2016. 
 
85. MacCracken, M. 2002. Letter to Lee R. Raymond. 
Online at http://www.climatesciencewatch.org/file-
uploads/MacCracken-Exxon.pdf, accessed March 22, 
2016. 
 
86. Bast, J. 1998. Instant Expert Guide: Global Warming. 
The Heartland Institute. Online at 
https://www.heartland.org/policy-documents/instant-
expert-guide-global-warming, accessed March 22, 2016. 
 
87. Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate 
Change. http://climatechangereconsidered.org/about-
nipcc/, accessed March 22, 2016.  
 
88. Mann, M. and Schmidt, G. 2008. Not the IPCC 
(“NIPCC”) Report. RealClimate.org, November 28. Online 
at 
http://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2008/11/
not-the-ipcc-nipcc-report/, accessed March 22, 2016. 
 
89. Competitive Enterprise Institute (CEI). 1999. 
Geophysical Union Succumbs to Political Correctness 
(Global Warming Statement Not Based on Sound Science). 
Online at 
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1349664-
competenterpri00536.html, accessed March 22, 2016. 
 
90. Competitive Enterprise Institute (CEI). 2000. 
Greenhouse Policy Without Regrets (A Free Market 
Approach to the Uncertain Risks of Climate Change). 
Online at 
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1693504-
competetive-enterprise-institute-freemarket.html, 
accessed March 22, 2016. 
 
91. Competitive Enterprise Institute (CEI). 2005. The Sky 
Isn’t Falling (Despite decades of dire predictions by 
“environmentalists,” Earth’s future is greener than ever, 
reports the Competitive Enterprise Institute). Online at 
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1693514-
competetive-enterprise-institute-the-sky-isnt.html, 
accessed March 22, 2016. 
 
92. Layzer, J. A. 2007. Deep freeze: How business has 
shaped the global warming debate in Congress. In 
Business and Environmental Policy: Corporate Interests 
in the American Political System, 93-125, edited by M. E. 
Kraft and S. Kamieniecki. MIT Press, Cambridge. 
 
93. American Geophysical Union (AGU). 2016. Our 
Mission. Online at https://about.agu.org/mission/, 
accessed March 22, 2016. 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1Q1ED8sFS7Y7IYKKCmi1HNR6odiSvv_mDIZ82hd-jHQU/pubhtml
http://corporate.exxonmobil.com/en/current-issues/climate-policy/climate-perspectives/our-position
http://corporate.exxonmobil.com/en/current-issues/climate-policy/climate-perspectives/our-position
http://www.latimes.com/opinion/opinion-la/la-le-0314-exxonmobil-climate-change-divestment-blowback-20160314-story.html
http://www.latimes.com/opinion/opinion-la/la-le-0314-exxonmobil-climate-change-divestment-blowback-20160314-story.html
http://www.latimes.com/opinion/opinion-la/la-le-0314-exxonmobil-climate-change-divestment-blowback-20160314-story.html
https://royalsociety.org/~/media/Royal_Society_Content/policy/publications/2006/8257.pdf
https://royalsociety.org/~/media/Royal_Society_Content/policy/publications/2006/8257.pdf
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/legacy/assets/documents/global_warming/exxon_report.pdf
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/legacy/assets/documents/global_warming/exxon_report.pdf
http://www.api.org/globalitems/globalheaderpages/membership/api-member-companies
http://www.api.org/globalitems/globalheaderpages/membership/api-member-companies
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/07/Climate-Deception-Dossier-7_GCC-Climate-Primer.pdf
http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/07/Climate-Deception-Dossier-7_GCC-Climate-Primer.pdf
https://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/12.1.14-_comments_to_epa_on_proposed_carbon_emission_standards_for_existing_power_plants_clean_power_plan.pdf
https://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/12.1.14-_comments_to_epa_on_proposed_carbon_emission_standards_for_existing_power_plants_clean_power_plan.pdf
https://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/12.1.14-_comments_to_epa_on_proposed_carbon_emission_standards_for_existing_power_plants_clean_power_plan.pdf
https://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/12.1.14-_comments_to_epa_on_proposed_carbon_emission_standards_for_existing_power_plants_clean_power_plan.pdf
http://www.api.org/News-and-Media/News/NewsItems/2015/August-2015/API-Additional-oil-and-gas-regulations-unnecessary-for-reducing-emissions
http://www.api.org/News-and-Media/News/NewsItems/2015/August-2015/API-Additional-oil-and-gas-regulations-unnecessary-for-reducing-emissions
http://www.api.org/News-and-Media/News/NewsItems/2015/August-2015/API-Additional-oil-and-gas-regulations-unnecessary-for-reducing-emissions
http://www.api.org/News-and-Media/News/NewsItems/2015/August-2015/API-Additional-oil-and-gas-regulations-unnecessary-for-reducing-emissions
http://www.globalchange.gov/what-we-do/assessment/previous-assessments
http://www.globalchange.gov/what-we-do/assessment/previous-assessments
http://www.nrdc.org/media/docs/020403.pdf
http://www.climatesciencewatch.org/file-uploads/MacCracken-Exxon.pdf
http://www.climatesciencewatch.org/file-uploads/MacCracken-Exxon.pdf
https://www.heartland.org/policy-documents/instant-expert-guide-global-warming
https://www.heartland.org/policy-documents/instant-expert-guide-global-warming
http://climatechangereconsidered.org/about-nipcc/
http://climatechangereconsidered.org/about-nipcc/
http://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2008/11/not-the-ipcc-nipcc-report/
http://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2008/11/not-the-ipcc-nipcc-report/
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1349664-competenterpri00536.html
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1349664-competenterpri00536.html
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1693504-competetive-enterprise-institute-freemarket.html
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1693504-competetive-enterprise-institute-freemarket.html
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1693514-competetive-enterprise-institute-the-sky-isnt.html
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/1693514-competetive-enterprise-institute-the-sky-isnt.html
https://about.agu.org/mission/


!

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX A 
 

Copy of the Union of Concerned Scientists’ record of 

ExxonMobil’s funding of climate-denying organizations (1998-2014) 

  



!""#$%#&'()*#+$,-.'#$)/)0#12#1-.3)4'5'$6).#)0('7-.3)08-$63)93$'31)/):&;.1+<.'#$';.):16-$'=-.'#$;)

:16-$'=-.'#$) >?@A) >??BC>?@A) @DDEC>??F) @DDEC>?@A)
!"#$%&'%(#)#*#+& &,& -./0///&& -12.0///&& -13.0///&&

!456%"+7+%#&$8&9$*%4&9")+%"+&:+%#+;& &,& &,& -./0///&& -./0///&&

!7+;)"6%&:$%(+;56#)5+&<%)$%&=$*%46#)$%& &,& ->/0///&& -./0///&& -?/0///&&

!7+;)"6%&:$*%")@&8$;&:6A)#6@&=$;76#)$%& -..0///&& -21.0///&& -2032?0.B1&& -20C.>0.B1&&

!7+;)"6%&:$*%")@&$%&9")+%"+&6%4&D+6@#E& &,& ->/0///&& -2B.0///&& -23.0///&&

!7+;)"6%&F%#+;A;)(+&'%(#)#*#+&G!F'H& -12/0///&& -20?2/0///&& -20I3/0///&& -10CC/0///&&

!7+;)"6%&J+K)(@6#)5+&FL"E6%K+&:$*%")@&G!JF:H& -320.//&& ->.>0.//&& -20BC.0C//&& -20C1/0B//&&

!7+;)"6%&9A+"#6#$;&=$*%46#)$%& &,& -C.0///&& ->/0///&& -22.0///&&

!%%6A$@)(&:+%#+;& &,& -BI.0///&& -I3I0.//&& -202.10.//&&

!#@6(&F"$%$7)"&M+(+6;"E&=$*%46#)$%& &,& -1/B0.//&& -CI/0///&& -20/IB0.//&&

:6A)#6@&M+(+6;"E&:+%#+;NO;++%P6#"E& &,& -./0///&& -B2.0///&& -B3.0///&&

:6#$&'%(#)#*#+& &,& &,& -2B.0///&& -2B.0///&&

:+%#+;&8$;&6&Q+P&F*;$A+,<9!& &,& &,& -2C/0///&& -2C/0///&&

:+%#+;&8$;&!7+;)"6%&6%4&'%#+;%6#)$%6@&J6P& &->B0///& -BBC03//&& -BB>0../&& ->.B02./&&

:+%#+;&8$;&R+8+%(+&$8&=;++&F%#+;A;)(+& ,& &,& -B1/0///&& -B1/0///&&

:+%#+;&8$;&#E+&9#*4S&$8&:TB&6%4&O@$U6@&:E6%K+& &,& &,& -2//0///&& -2//0///&&

:E+7)"6@&F4*"6#)$%&=$*%46#)$%& &,& -B.0///&& -21/0///&& -2..0///&&

:$77)##++&8$;&6&:$%(#;*"#)5+&V$7$;;$P&G:=!:VH& &,& ->/0///&& -.>B0///&& -.IB0///&&

:$77*%)"6#)$%(&'%(#)#*#+& &,& -12.0///&& -B//0///&& -.2.0///&&

:$7A+#)#)5+&F%#+;A;)(+&'%(#)#*#+&G:F'H& &,& &,& -B0//.0///&& -B0//.0///&&

:$%K;+((&$8&M6")6@&FW*6@)#S& &,& -./0///&& -BC.0///&& -1B.0///&&

:$%(*7+;&!@+;#& &,& &,& -C/0///&& -C/0///&&

F%5);$%7+%#6@&J)#+;6"S&:$*%")@& &,& -./0///&& -./0///&& -2//0///&&

=+4+;6@&=$"*(& &,& &,& -2B.0///&& -2B.0///&&

=+4+;6@)(#&9$")+#S& &-2.0///& -2B/0///&& -2/.0///&& -BB.0///&&

=$*%46#)$%&8$;&M+(+6;"E&$%&F"$%$7)"(&6%4&#E+&F%5);$%7+%#&G=MFFH& ,& -B2/0///&& -B>/0///&& ->./0///&&

=;6(+;&'%(#)#*#+& &,& &,& -2B/0///&& -2B/0///&&

=;++&F%#+;A;)(+&!"#)$%&'%(#)#*#+& &,& &,& -./0///&& -./0///&&

=;++&F%#+;A;)(+&F4*"6#)$%&'%(#)#*#+& &,& &,& -I/0///&& -I/0///&&

=;++4$7X$;Y(& &,& &,& -1I/0B./&& -1I/0B./&&

=;$%#)+;(&$8&=;++4$7& &,& -?/0///&& -202IB0///&& -20BCB0///&&

O+$;K+&:Z&[6;(E6@@&'%(#)#*#+& &,& -2./0///&& -C2.0///&& -I3.0///&&

O+$;K+&[6($%&<%)5+;()#S&J6P&6%4&F"$%$7)"(&:+%#+;& -1/0///&& -B1/0///&& -B2.0///&& ->>.0///&&

D6;56;4,97)#E($%)6%&:+%#+;&8$;&!(#;$AES()"(& &,& -B/C0B2B&& -B2/0///&& ->2C0B2B&&

D+6;#@6%4&'%(#)#*#+& &,& &,& -3C30.//&& -3C30.//&&

D+;)#6K+&=$*%46#)$%& &,& -1>/0///&& ->?/0///&& -I1/0///&&

D$$5+;&'%(#)#*#)$%& -./0///&& -./0///&& -B?.0///&& -1>.0///&&

'%4+A+%4+%#&'%(#)#*#+& &,& -2.0///&& -C/0///&& -I.0///&&

'%4+A+%4+%#&X$7+%\(&=$;*7& &,& -2.0///&& -./0///&& -3.0///&&

'%(#)#*#+&8$;&F%+;KS&M+(+6;"EN!7+;)"6%&F%+;KS&!@@)6%"+& &,& -?.0///&& -B>B0///&& -11C0///&&

'%(#)#*#+&8$;&9+%)$;&9#*4)+(& &,& &,& -1/0///&& -1/0///&&

'%(#)#*#+&8$;&9#*4S&$8&F6;#E&6%4&[6%& &,& &,& -C30.//&& -C30.//&&

'%#+;%6#)$%6@&]$@)"S&Q+#P$;Y,Q$;#E&!7+;)"6& &,& &,& -1?/0///&& -1?/0///&&

'%#+;%6#)$%6@&M+A*U@)"6%&'%(#)#*#+& &,& &,& -22.0///&& -22.0///&&

J6%476;Y&J+K6@&=$*%46#)$%& &,& ->/0///&& -./0///&& -?/0///&&

J+L)%K#$%&'%(#)#*#+& &,& ,& -2/0///&& -2/0///&&

J)%4+%P$$4&<%)5+;()#S& &,& -B/0///&& -B/0///&& ->/0///&&

[6%E6##6%&'%(#)#*#+& -2//0///& ->C.0///&& -1B.0///&& -I//0///&&



!

!

!

"#$%&!'()*%*+*#! !,! ,! -./01000!! -./01000!!
"#$%&!2#)#&345!6#(*#37689#34&)*!:#;)!<#3=%4#! ,! -.>01000!! -/0/1?00!! -@>/1?00!!
"#34&*+)!6#(*#31!A#B3C#!"&)B(!D(%=#3)%*8! -/?1000!! -/>01000!! -./01000!! -@E01000!!
"B+(*&%(!<*&*#)!F#C&G!HB+($&*%B(! -.01000!! ->01000!! ,! ->01000!!
:&*%B(&G!I))B4%&*%B(!BJ!:#%C59B35BB$)! ,! -.001000!! -./?1000!! -//?1000!!
:&*%B(&G!KG&4L!65&M9#3!BJ!6BMM#34#! -N?1000!! -E001000!! -//?1000!! -.10/?1000!!
:&*%B(&G!6#(*#3!JB3!OBG%48!I(&G8)%)! !,! -.?01000!! -PQ?1Q00!! ->P?1Q00!!
:&*%B(&G!6#(*#3!JB3!O+9G%4!OBG%48!2#)#&345! !,! -..01000!! -@@?1000!! -PP?1000!!
:&*%B(&G!F#C&G!6#(*#3!JB3!*5#!O+9G%4!'(*#3#)*! ,! ,! -/.>1?00!! -/.>1?00!!
:&*%B(&G!R&ST&8#3)!D(%B(!HB+($&*%B(! -N?1000!! ->@01000!! -N01000!! -N001000!!
O&4%J%4!F#C&G!HB+($&*%B(! -.01000!! -.??1000!! -./01000!! -/N?1000!!
O&4%J%4!2#)#&345!'()*%*+*#!JB3!O+9G%4!OBG%48! !,! -/@?1000!! -P@01000!! ->>?1000!!
O3BT#3*8!&($!U(=%3B(M#(*!2#)#&345!6#(*#3! !,! -/01000!! -.@?1000!! -.??1000!!
2#&)B(!HB+($&*%B(72#&)B(!O+9G%4!OBG%48!'()*%*+*#! !,! ,! -@/.1000!! -@/.1000!!
2#C+G&*B38!65#4L9BBL! !,! ,! -?01000!! -?01000!!
<4%#(4#!&($!U(=%3B(M#(*&G!OBG%48!O3BV#4*! !,! ,! -/01000!! -/01000!!
R#45!6#(*3&G!<4%#(4#!HB+($&*%B(7R#45!6#(*3&G!<*&*%B(! !,! ,! -Q?1000!! -Q?1000!!
R#S&)!O+9G%4!OBG%48!HB+($&*%B(! !,! -?01000!! -@01000!! -E01000!!
DW<W!65&M9#3!BJ!6BMM#34#! -.10001000!! -.10001000!! ,! !,!
X&)5%(C*B(!F#C&G!HB+($&*%B(! -P01000!! -/P01000!! -/.?1000!! -P??1000!!
!"#$%&' ()*+,+*-..' ().*./0*+)1' (1.*,.+*213' (3.*,+-*13-'

'
4"5678&Y!USSB("B9%G!XB3G$;%$#!6B(*3%9+*%B()!&($!6BMM+(%*8!'(=#)*M#(*)!3#TB3*)!&($!USSB("B9%G!HB+($&*%B(!QQ0!*&S!JB3M)!
4BMT%G#$!98!A3##(T#&4#!Z;;;W#SSB()#43#*)WB3C[!&($!*5#!D(%B(!BJ!6B(4#3(#$!<4%#(*%)*)W'

http://www.exxonsecrets.org/


!

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B 
 

Copy of the Center for Media and Democracy’s letter to  

the California Attorney General (dated January 21, 2016) 



The Center for Media and Democracy  
 

122 W. Washington Ave., Ste. 555 
Madison, Wisconsin 53703  

Phone: 608-260-9713 

!

 

January 21, 2016 

 
Attorney General Kamala Harris 
Office of the Attorney General 
California Department of Justice 
P.O. Box 944255 
Sacramento, CA 94244-2550 
 
 
Dear Attorney General Harris,  

 

We write to bring additional information to your attention that may be relevant to your office’s 

investigation into whether Exxon Mobil deceived its shareholders and the public about the 

impact that burning fossil fuels has on climate change. In our view, the evidence strongly 

suggests it did. 

 

Our organization, the Center for Media and Democracy, submitted a similar letter to New York 

Attorney General Eric Schneiderman.   

 

Introduction 

 

Since at least 1981, Exxon Mobil has funded the American Legislative Exchange Council, or 

“ALEC,” a national lobbying organization that acts as a conduit for corporate interests to 

advance their legislative agenda with state legislators. An Exxon Mobil lobbyist sits on ALEC’s 

corporate board.  

 

With Exxon’s financial support and leadership, ALEC has adopted resolutions denying the 

science behind the causes of climate change, promoted legislation to undermine policies aimed at 

addressing climate change, such as efforts to promote renewable energy or limit carbon 

emissions, and held workshops for state legislators promoting climate change denial.  

 



 

!" !"

By funding ALEC for decades Exxon has promoted numerous aspects of climate change denial 

and blocked legislative efforts to address climate change—while Exxon knew from its own 

scientific research that burning carbon was fueling climate change, a fact that it only belatedly 

admitted publicly.   

 

Our organization, the Center for Media and Democracy, has conducted extensive research on 

ALEC via our “ALECexposed.org” project, and we are available to provide additional 

information that may assist you in conducting your investigation. Some of the information below 

is based on CMD’s in-depth investigation of ALEC including ALEC’s central role in climate 

change denial in the states, and some of the information below is based on investigative work by 

Kert Davies of the Climate Investigations Center. 

 

Background on ALEC 

 

ALEC describes itself as a “membership organization,” with members from the “public sector” 

(an estimated 2,000 state legislators from all 50 states) and the “private sector.” CMD has 

calculated that nearly 98 percent of its funding comes from private sources other than state 

legislators. In other words, ALEC’s core operations are made possible by funding from global 

corporations like Exxon Mobil.  

 

Corporate and special interests pay between 50 and 500 times as much as a lawmaker to be part 

of the organization. Legislators pay just $50 per year to join ALEC, whereas corporations pay 

between $7,000 and $25,000 for membership, plus additional fees to fund ALEC Task Forces or 

sponsor legislative workshops for lawmakers or meetings where corporate lobbyists push bills 

and resolutions that helped set the legislative agenda in state capitols across the country.  

 

ALEC is quintessentially a pay-to-play operation that helps lobbyists obtain access to lawmakers 

and promote the agenda of the corporations for which they work. 

 

For decades, corporate interests have paid to join an ALEC “Task Force” and get an equal vote 

with legislators on the adoption of bills and resolutions that are often introduced in state 
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legislatures at the behest of the state legislative leaders of ALEC, who are tasked with a duty to 

push the ALEC agenda into law. Until recently, ALEC’s corporate task force members could 

also directly propose bills to be voted on with legislators behind closed doors at ALEC meetings. 

For example, Exxon Mobil was behind an ALEC model bill from 2012 to hide the chemicals 

used in fracking.1 (ALEC has claimed that only legislators can introduce bills, but CMD has 

debunked that by showing how that is largely a nominal process where legislators introduce bills 

at ALEC sought by corporate lobbyists.2) 

 

Corporate interests also pay to sponsor workshops at ALEC meetings and can dictate the content 

of those workshops. Private interests also underwrite the reports presented by ALEC, such as the 

“EPA Regulatory Train Wreck,” which outlined 15 bills for state legislators to use to thwart the 

power of the EPA to regulate carbon emissions. Corporate interests also fund ALEC’s meetings 

of state legislators and lobbyists and have their logos prominently presented on the agenda.  

 

ALEC is registered in California with the Attorney General’s Office as a charitable organization, 

and it has federal tax-exempt status under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. 

However, ALEC’s tax-exempt status has been challenged in a series of complaints filed with the 

IRS alleging that ALEC operates primarily as a lobbying organization operating for the private 

benefit of its funders. CMD has submitted extensive evidence to the IRS in support of the filings 

of Common Cause.  

 

Exxon Mobil’s Funding of ALEC and Leadership in ALEC Contradicts Its Public 

Positions on Climate Change 

 

Exxon Mobil has cumulatively given at least $1,730,200 to ALEC between 1998 and 2014, 

according to publicly-available information, although the actual total is likely higher. CMD has 
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identified records showing that Exxon has funded ALEC as far back as 1981,3 and that it 

sponsored ALEC’s meetings of legislators and lobbyists at least as early as 1984.4 Because 

ALEC has often sought to keep the public in the dark about the identities of the corporations 

driving its legislative agenda, records of it corporate membership each year are not complete, but 

CMD has also identified materials showing both Exxon and Mobil as corporate members of 

ALEC in 19925 and 1994, as well as in the past seventeen years.6 

 

Additionally, we know that between 2003 and 2005 Exxon Mobil earmarked $428,000 of its 

funding to ALEC for “climate change” as ALEC peddled climate change denial and aimed to 

thwart regulation and legislation to address climate change. And Exxon’s continued funding in 

recent years, although not expressly earmarked for climate change on documents produced by 

the corporation or its foundation,, has nonetheless continued to help ALEC advance its climate 

denial policies, contradicting Exxon’s public statements on the issue.  

 

Based on Exxon Mobil’s corporate disclosure reports and the Exxon Mobil Foundation’s IRS 

filings, the company’s known funding to ALEC in recent years includes: 

 

Year Amount ExxonMobil 
funding entity Stated purpose Source 

1998 $15,000 Corporate “Conference for freshman 
legislators” 

1998 Exxon 
Education 
Foundation 
Dimensions report 

2000 $70,000 Foundation “General Support” 2000 IRS Form 990 

2001 $70,000 Corporate 
“Annual Conference” -
$50,000 
“Annual Summit” - $20,000 

2001 Worldwide 
Giving Report 

2001 $10,000 Foundation “General Support” 2001 Worldwide 
Giving Report 
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2002 $163,200 Corporate 

“Annual Conference” - 
$50,000;  
“General operating Support” 
- $80,000 
“Membership” - $5,000 
“Project support” - $25,000 
“other” - $3,200 

2002 Worldwide 
Giving Report 

2002 $30,000 Foundation “General Operating Support” 2002 Worldwide 
Giving Report 

2003 $78,000 Corporate “Annual Conference” 2003 Worldwide 
Giving Report 

2003 $290,000 Foundation 

”Energy and climate 
change”- $50,000 
“General Operatiing 
Support” - $100,000 
“Global Climate Change” - 
$140,000 

2003 Worldwide 
Giving Report 

2004 $55,000 Corporate “Annual Conference” 2004 Worldwide 
Giving Report 

2004 $167,000 Foundation 

“Energy and Climate 
Change”- $62,000 
“Climate Change”- $75,000 
“General Operating 
Support”-$30,000 

2004 Worldwide 
Giving Report 

2005 $90,000 Corporate “Annual Conference” 2005 Worldwide 
Giving Report 

2005 $151,500 Foundation 

“Energy sustainability 
project (climate change)” - 
$80,000  
“Climate change 
environmental outreach” -
$21,500  
“General operating support” 
- $30,000 
“Project Support” - $20,000 

2005 IRS Form 990 

2006 $56,000 Corporate 

 “Annual meeting host 
committee sponsorship” - 
$15,000 
 “Annual meetings 
sponsorship” - $31,000 
”General Support” - $10,000  

2006 Worldwide 
Giving Report  

2006 $30,000 Foundation None 2006 Worldwide 
Giving Report  

2007 $31,000 Corporate None 2007 Worldwide 
Giving Report  

2008 $56,000 Corporate None 2008 Worldwide 
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Giving Report  

2009 $47,500 Corporate 

"Annual Conference - 
$15,000 
General Support -$31,000 
other -$1,500 

2009 Worldwide 
Giving Report  

2010 $64,000 Corporate 
"General Support -$39,000; 
"National Chairman's 
Reception" - $25,000 

2010 Worldwide 
Giving Report  

2011 $86,500 Corporate None 2011 Worldwide 
Giving Report  

2012 $59,000 Corporate 

"2012 Annual Conference" 
$25,000; 
"Private Sector and Energy 
and Tax Task Force" 
$34,000 

2012 Worldwide 
Giving Report  

2013  $49,000 Corporate 

 “2013 Annual Conference” 
$15,000; “Private Sector, 
Energy and Tax Task 
Forces” $34,000 

2013 Worldwide 
Giving Report 

2014  $61,500 Corporate 

 “Annual Conference” -
$25,000;  
“Private Sector-Jefferson 
Club Membership” -$25,000;  
“Other Contributions, each 
under $5,000” - $11,500 

2014 Worldwide 
Giving Report 

  $1,730,200 = 

Total Funding 
Exxon to 
ALEC, 1998-
2014 

    

  $428,000 = 
Total Funding 
Earmarked for 
Climate Change 

    

     
 

This funding makes Exxon Mobil one of ALEC’s top financial supporters, even though it is only 

a small amount of the global corporation’s total profits. 

 

In addition to directly funding ALEC, Exxon Mobil plays an important leadership role within the 

organization. Exxon Mobil has long had a representative on ALEC’s corporate board, which 

ALEC previously called its “Private Enterprise Board” and has recently rebranded as its “Private 

Enterprise Advisory Council.” The ALEC corporate board meets jointly with ALEC’s Board of 
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Directors (made up of a rotating cycle of legislators) to make decisions for the organization’s 

operations. The Board of Directors ultimately approves ALEC model legislation.  

 

Exxon Mobil is currently represented on the ALEC corporate board by its U.S. Government 

Affairs Manager Cynthia Bergman. Records of Exxon Mobil’s involvement in ALEC’s 

governing corporate board go back to at least 2002.7  

 

Exxon Mobil has also long funded and been a voting member of ALEC’s Energy, Environment, 

and Agriculture Task Force, the committee of legislators and lobbyists responsible for the 

majority of ALEC’s climate denial resolutions and projects. Records additionally show that 

Mobil chaired the committee in 1995, when it was known as the Energy, Environment, and 

Natural Resources Task Force.8   

 

Exxon Mobil’s funding of ALEC and leadership role within ALEC suggests that the company 

may be working behind-the-scenes to oppose policies that it tells the public and its shareholders 

that it supports—namely, the science behind climate change and policies aimed at addressing it, 

such as regulation of carbon emissions or a carbon tax.  

 

Moreover, the company has directly funded ALEC’s work on climate change, and at times has 

sought to conceal this work from shareholders. In 2005, for example, Exxon Mobil gave ALEC a 

total of $241,500 from its corporate and foundation arms. In its corporate “Worldwide Giving 

Report” published for shareholders, Exxon listed an $80,000 grant for an “Energy Sustainability 

Project” and $71,500 for “General Operating Support.” From the 2005 Exxon Worldwide Giving 

Report:  
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Yet in documents submitted to the IRS from the Exxon Mobil Foundation, Exxon described the 

$80,000 grant more specifically as “Energy Sustainability Project (Climate Change)” and also 

described a $21,500 grant earmarked for “Climate Change Environmental Outreach." From the 

Exxon Mobil Foundation 2005 Form 990: 

 
 

As described in more detail below, that same year, ALEC issued a publication titled “10 Myths 

About Global Warming,” ALEC’s director stated in an op-ed that “the science was uncertain” 

around global warming, and ALEC’s website suggested that concern about climate change was 

driven by “junk science.”  ALEC issued no publications that year or in nearby years supporting 

efforts to address climate change. 

 

ALEC Has Been Described as a Component of the Exxon-Backed Plan to Promote Climate 

Change Doubt 

 

The role of ALEC in peddling Exxon-funded climate denial is evidenced by a 1998 document 

called the “Global Climate Communications Action Plan,” which was developed by Exxon and 
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other fossil fuel interests to reframe climate science as “uncertain” following the December 1997 

Kyoto Protocol to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.9  

 

The plan notes that economic arguments about the impact of the Kyoto Protocol had failed to 

derail the treaty or undermine its public support, and that “those who oppose the treaty have done 

little to build a case against precipitous action on climate change based on the scientific 

uncertainty.”    

 

“Upon this tableau, the Global Climate Science Communications Team (GCSCT) developed an 

action plan to inform the American public that science does not support the precipitous actions 

Kyoto would dictate, thereby providing a climate for the right policy decisions to be made,” the 

plan states.  

 

Exxon was part of the “Global Climate Science Communications Team” that developed this plan 

to mislead the public about climate science, despite the company having identified the impact of 

carbon emissions on climate change more than twenty years earlier.  

 

ALEC was described as one of five “potential fund allocators” for implementing the plan, along 

with the Committee for a Constructive Tomorrow (CFACT) and the Competitive Enterprise 

Institute, both of which continue to regularly participate in ALEC meetings. It is not known how 

much money Exxon or other companies provided to ALEC or any other group as part of this 

climate denial plan.  

 

In 1998, the same year that the Exxon-backed “Global Climate Communications Action Plan” 

was developed with ALEC as a “potential fund allocator,” ALEC adopted at least four bills and 

resolutions for state legislators aimed at opposing Kyoto, claiming there is “scientific 

uncertainty” around the causes of climate change, and otherwise undermining greenhouse gas 

regulation. Those bills include:  
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- “State Responses to Kyoto Climate Change Protocol” 10  

- “Ozone Attainment State Implementation Plan Act” 11  

-  “Resolution on Environmental Justice”12  

-  “Interstate Research Commission Act on Climatic Change Act.” 13 

 
The “State Responses to Kyoto Climate Change Protocol” expressed opposition to the treaty and 

prohibited a state from adopting regulations on greenhouse gas prior to the treaty’s ratification by 

the U.S. Congress.14  

 

The “Interstate Research Commission Act on Climatic Change Act” declared that human activity 

“may lead to deleterious, neutral, or possibly beneficial climatic changes” and that “a great deal 

of scientific uncertainty surrounds the nature of these prospective changes.”15 (ALEC re-

approved the “Interstate Research Commission Act on Climatic Change Act” in 2013, the same 

year that Exxon Mobil disclosed that it gave $49,000 to the organization, and well after Exxon 

Mobil had stated publicly that it acknowledged the science around climate change.) 

 

In the following years, with the Kyoto treaty stalled in Congress and ultimately rejected by the 

George W. Bush administration, states increasingly began taking steps to regulate carbon 

emissions. ALEC framed these state regulatory efforts as “Son of Kyoto” bills and continued to 

deny that carbon emissions caused climate change. Ultimately, ALEC urged the repeal of 

Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiatives that states adopted to help address climate changes.  
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In 2003, the New York Times reported:  

The rising level of state activity is causing concern among those who oppose carbon 
dioxide regulation. 

''I believe the states are being used to force a federal mandate,'' said Sandy Liddy Bourne, 
who does research on global warming for the American Legislative Exchange Council, a 
group contending that carbon dioxide should not be regulated because it is not a 
pollutant. ''Rarely do you see so many bills in one subject area introduced across the 
country.'' 

The council started tracking state legislation, which they call son-of-Kyoto bills, weekly 
after they noticed a significant rise in greenhouse-gas-related legislation two years ago. 
This year, the council says, 24 states have introduced 90 bills that would build 
frameworks for regulating carbon dioxide. Sixty-six such bills were introduced in all of 
2001 and 2002.16 

The following year, ALEC released a report titled “Sons of Kyoto: Greenhouse Gas Regulation 

in the States,” claiming the Kyoto treaty did “not have a scientific standing nor did it reflect 

economic realities” and warning about the spread of state climate regulation:17 

“Regardless of the scientific uncertainty and the economic costs, there is an orchestrated 
movement to force the federal government and the American public to implement Kyoto-
like regulation and develop a cap and trade carbon emission system,” the report stated. 

 

Based on public disclosures, the peak years of Exxon Mobil’s funding for ALEC came during 

this same period, 2003 to 2005, at the height of state efforts to regulate carbon emissions. During 

those years Exxon Mobil earmarked $428,500 in funding to ALEC for work on “climate 

change.”   

 

Throughout this period ALEC promoted efforts to thwart greenhouse gas regulation at the state 

level, in part by claiming there was “scientific uncertainty” about the role of CO2 emissions in 

climate change—the same role described for ALEC a few years earlier in the Exxon-backed 

“Global Climate Communications Action Plan.” 
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Evidence of Exxon Mobil funding ALEC as it advanced climate change denial during these years 

include:  

 

2003:  

 

$368,000 total from Exxon to ALEC, $190,000 earmarked for “climate change.” In 2003, 

Exxon disclosed a $50,000 contribution to ALEC for “energy and climate change” and another 

contribution in the amount of $140,000 for “global climate change.”18 

 

ALEC held “Energy Sustainability Academy” for state legislators featuring climate 

deniers. 

In January 2003, ALEC organized a two-day “Energy Sustainability Academy” for state 

legislators at the Westin Hotel in Denver, Colorado, featuring known climate deniers such as 

James Taylor of the Heartland Institute and Marlo Lewis and Christopher Horner, who were then 

with the Competitive Enterprise Institute (another group described in the “Global Climate 

Communications Action Plan”).19 

 

ALEC issues publication claiming “the science is uncertain” on climate change and 

warning against state CO2 regulation. 

 

The foreword to a 2003 ALEC publication titled “Energy, Environment, and Economics” 

describes Kyoto as an “ill-founded international agreement” that “reflected neither scientific 

uncertainties nor economic reality” and warning that an “effort is underway in some states to 

promote legislation and regulation with Kyoto-like goals.”  
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The publication repeats the mantra that “the science is uncertain” regarding the causes of climate 

change and provides state legislators with resources to push back on the “global warming scare” 

and model bills to thwart CO2 regulation and litigation.20 

 

ALEC’s executive director pushed climate denial in opinion piece.   

In a 2003 Washington Times opinion piece, ALEC’s executive director stated the claim that 

carbon dioxide contributes to global warming was “no means agreed upon the scientific 

community.” From the op-ed:  

“The claim that carbon dioxide contributes to global warming is highly controversial, and 
is by no means agreed upon in the scientific community. Plenty of evidence suggests 
global temperature changes during the last century have stemmed from natural causes, 
not man-made ones. The U.S. government, even after spending $45 billion in global 
warming research over the last decade, still concedes the science is inconclusive.”21 

 
ALEC published a summary of greenhouse gas regulations. 

In 2003, ALEC published a summary of greenhouse gas legislation that sought to regulate 

carbon dioxide from 2001 to 2002 legislative sessions. The tracking document included bills 

passed and rejected as well as agency regulations.22 ALEC has used such lists to assess where it 

can try to stop or repeal standards or where it can promote legislation to advance its corporate 

funders agenda. 

 

ALEC declared EPA cannot regulate carbon emissions. 

In 2003, ALEC issued a press release opposing a state lawsuit urging the EPA to regulate carbon 

dioxide, claiming, “the suit is based on inconclusive logic and faulty science.” ALEC’s Energy, 

Environment, Natural Resources and Agriculture task force director stated in a quote: “If you 
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begin to regulate carbon dioxide, who will prevent the government from regulating water vapor 

and oxygen – the two largest greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere.”23 

 

Task force heard negative presentations on economic impact of climate policies. 

In 2003, ALEC’s Energy, Environment, Natural Resources and Agriculture Task Force held a 

workshop on the “economic impact of climate change policies” and heard presentations from 

climate change deniers like Joe Bast of the Heartland Institute.24 

 

2004:  

 

$219,000 total from Exxon to ALEC, $137,000 earmarked for “climate change.”  

In 2004, Exxon disclosed a $62,000 contribution to ALEC for “energy and climate change” and 

another contribution in the amount of $75,000 for “climate change.”25 

 

ALEC “Sons of Kyoto” report claimed Kyoto Protocol did not have scientific standing. 

In a 2004 publication titled “Sons of Kyoto: Greenhouse Gas Regulation in the States,” ALEC 

claimed the Kyoto Protocol to limit greenhouse gas emissions “was conceived under the auspices 

of concern about increased temperatures due to global warming” but “did not have a scientific 

standing nor did it reflect economic realities.”26 

 

2005:  

 

$241,500 from Exxon to ALEC, $101,500 earmarked for “climate change.”  
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In 2005, Exxon disclosed a $80,000 contribution to ALEC for “energy sustainability project 

(climate change)” and a $21,500 contribution to ALEC for “climate change environmental 

outreach.”27 

 

ALEC publication addresses “10 myths about global warming.” 

In 2005, ALEC issued a publication titled “Top 10 Myths About Global Warming” authored by 

the Director of ALEC’s Natural Resources Task Force, Kelli Kay. From the publication:  

• MYTH 1: “Scientists have conclusively proven that human activity is causing the 
earth to warm” 
• MYTH 2: “Earth’s temperature has risen to an unnatural level over the last 
century  
• MYTH 3: “The ice caps are melting and sea levels are rising” 
• MYTH 4: “Extreme weather phenomena are increasing due to global warming” 
• MYTH 5: “Global warming threatens fragile ecosystems and may cause 
threatened and endangered species to become extinct” 
• MYTH 6: “The U.S. Government believes the theory of global warming has been 
proven and supports capping greenhouse gas emissions” 
• MYTH 7: “Adhering to the Kyoto Protocol and other carbon dioxide reduction 
schemes will decrease earth’s temperatures” 
• MYTH 8: “Adhering to the Kyoto Protocol and other carbon dioxide reduction 
schemes will be relatively inexpensive” 
• MYTH 9: “Multi-pollutant regulation, which includes both EPA criteria 
pollutants and greenhouse gases, is an inexpensive,’no-regrets’ method for improving air 
quality” 
• MYTH 10: Renewable energy technology can immediately replace all fossil 
fuels”28 

 
ALEC’s website claimed science supporting the idea of climate change was “junk science”  

In 2005, ALEC’s website stated:  

“In Our Environmental Policy: Increasingly, ‘junk science’ has dictated the direction in 
which environmental policy is headed. Current regulations, restrictions, and government 
intervention are so pervasive that if no action is taken to counter this trend, economic 
progress and prosperity face near paralysis. The danger to our economic progress that the 
‘precautionary principle’ presents far outweighs the perceived potential dangers to our 
environment.”29 
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These are just a few examples of the numerous ways in which ALEC has been deployed to teach 

climate change denial to thousands of state legislators and block political action during a period 

that Exxon contributed substantial funding to ALEC’s “climate change” efforts.  

 

More recent examples show that Exxon Mobil’s ongoing support for ALEC has continued to 

undermine the company’s stated policy positions. 

 

For example, Exxon Mobil has publicly indicated that it supports a carbon tax.30 However, in 

2013, the ALEC “Energy, Environment and Agriculture Task Force” and the “Tax and Fiscal 

Policy Task Force” jointly adopted a resolution at ALEC’s Annual Meeting declaring the 

organization “opposes all Federal and state efforts to establish a carbon tax on fuels for 

electricity and transportation” (see ALEC “Resolution in Opposition to a Carbon Tax” available 

at http://www.alec.org/model-legislation/resolution-opposition-carbon-tax/).  

 

That same year, Exxon Mobil disclosed that it gave $49,000 to ALEC, which included $15,000 

to sponsor the 2013 Annual Meeting and $34,000 towards the ALEC “Energy, Environment and 

Agriculture Task Force” and the “Tax and Fiscal Policy Task Force.” Companies that fund 

ALEC task forces become members of that task force and are given a vote on bills and 

resolutions.    

 

In other words, the ALEC “Resolution in Opposition to a Carbon Tax” was adopted by the same 

ALEC task forces funded by Exxon Mobil, and at the same Annual Meeting sponsored by Exxon 

Mobil, even as Exxon Mobil told its shareholders and the public that it supports a carbon tax. 

During this same period an Exxon Mobil representative was also on the ALEC corporate board. 

 

In 2014, Exxon Mobil disclosed that it gave $61,500 to ALEC, which included $25,000 to 

sponsor ALEC’s Annual Conference, $25,000 to join the 501(c)(4) “Jeffersonian Project,” and 
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$11,500 in “other contributions.” At ALEC’s Exxon Mobil-sponsored Annual Meeting that year, 

Heartland Institute President Joseph Bast led an ALEC workshop for state legislators from across 

the country featuring a presentation claiming that:  

• “There is no scientific consensus on the human role in climate change.” 

• “There is no need to reduce carbon dioxide emissions and no point in attempting 

to do so.”  

• “Carbon dioxide has not caused weather to become more extreme, polar ice and 

sea ice to melt, or sea level rise to accelerate. These were all false alarms.”  

• The International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) “is not a credible source of 

science or economics.”  

• “The likely benefits of manmade global warming exceed the likely costs.” 

 

Additionally, at that same Exxon Mobil-funded meeting, the Committee for a Constructive 

Tomorrow (CFACT) handed legislators a worksheet called “Climate change talking points 2014” 

that coached ALEC legislative members on how to talk about “manmade climate fears.” CFACT 

was one of the other organizations listed in the 1998 Exxon-backed “Global Climate Science 

Communications Plan,” along with ALEC. 

 

In that worksheet, legislators were told to respond to the question “how can you deny global 

warming?” by stating “we inhale oxygen and exhale CO2” and that “higher atmospheric CO2 

levels cannot possibly supplant the numerous complex and interconnected forces that have 

always determined Earth's climate.”  

 

These arguments were echoed at ALEC’s December 2014 meeting, when Craig Idso of the 

Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change led a workshop telling state 

legislators that “CO2 is not a pollutant. It is a benefit. It is the very elixir of life.”   

 

Notably, there is no indication of any workshop ever held by ALEC where Exxon promoted the 

reality that burning carbon is contributing to climate change. Instead, Exxon funding for ALEC 

has coincided with the advance of the climate change denial agenda to powerful legislators 
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across the country, arming them with disinformation from the ALEC national meetings Exxon 

has underwritten.  

 

ALEC has also aimed to promote climate change denial among school children. ALEC’s 

“Environmental Literacy Improvement Act” requires that all environmental education programs 

and activities “provide a range of perspectives presented in a balanced manner” and “provide 

instruction in critical thinking so that students will be able to fairly and objectively evaluate 

scientific and economic controversies.”  

 

Yet because there is no serious scientific controversy about climate change, mandating a 

“balanced” approach to educating children about the issue has the effect of misleading students 

about the extent and reality of the problem. ALEC adopted this bill in 2000, the same year that 

Exxon Mobil reported giving $70,000 to ALEC and the Exxon Mobil Education Foundation 

reported giving $10,000. ALEC re-approved the bill in 2013, the same year that Exxon Mobil 

disclosed that it gave $49,000 to the organization. 

 

ALEC has been an aggressive opponent of any legislative or regulatory efforts to address climate 

change, whether reducing carbon pollution or increasing renewable energy. Several model bills 

oppose EPA efforts to reduce carbon pollution. These attacks on EPA include:  

• Undermining EPA action to limit carbon pollution from power plants. 

• Questioning EPA’s authority to reduce carbon pollution, despite the Supreme 

Court’s many decisions to uphold EPA authority.  

• Castigating EPA’s efforts to improve air quality and reduce carbon pollution as a 

"regulatory train wreck." 

 

The full extent of Exxon’s funding of ALEC is not known. What is known is that Exxon’s 

continued funding of ALEC and its leadership role within the organization has made ALEC’s 

decades of climate change denial possible.  

 

We encourage you to seek answers to the following questions:  

- What were the “deliverables” for Exxon Mobil’s funding for ALEC? 
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- Who reviewed the deliverables on grants to ALEC? 

- Does Exxon Mobil have any memoranda of understanding, contracts, grant agreements, 

or other communications with ALEC about legislation, resolutions, publications, and 

workshops to help lawmakers embrace climate change denial and attack, stop, or 

undermine efforts to address the climate changes underway? 

- Why has Exxon Mobil continued to fund ALEC as the organization promoted climate 

change denial? 

- Why has Exxon Mobil continued to lead ALEC through membership on its corporate 

Board as the organization worked to thwart policies aimed at addressing climate change? 

- Why has Exxon Mobil funded and participated in the same ALEC task forces that 

promote climate change denial and undermine climate action? 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact CMD if you need additional information about these matters. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of our views and thank you for opening an investigation of 

Exxon Mobil about its public and private representations and actions regarding climate change.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Lisa Graves       

Executive Director      

 

 

Brendan Fischer 

General Counsel 

 

 

Nick Surgey       

Research Director      

 


