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Introduction

The first activity of the ALMONDO project involved collecting data on climate lobbying and the
climate-related public debate, with two main objectives in mind. The first objective was to obtain
a better understanding of the lobbying process and the formation of opinions on climate issues.
The second aim was to extract knowledge that can inform the opinion dynamics model to be

developed in subsequent project activities.

To achieve these objectives, we focused on two types of data, representing two different actor
types involved in the climate debate. The first type is climate lobbying data, which describes the
lobbying activities of companies around the globe. This includes dedicated meetings with

policymakers or other organizations and activities on social media platforms, specifically Twitter



(formerly known as X). The second type of data focuses on individuals discussing climate issues

in public social media forums, with a particular emphasis on Reddit.

Our data collection process drew from four primary sources: the EU Transparency Register,
Lobby Map, EU public consultations, and LobbyFacts. Additionally, we incorporated data from
X (former Twitter) and Reddit to capture user activity and interactions related to climate
lobbying. By analyzing these diverse data sources, we aim to provide a comprehensive overview

of the climate lobbying landscape and the dynamics of public opinion on climate issues.

This report details the data collection process and outlines the main characteristics of the
resulting datasets. Through this analysis, we aim to shed light on the intricate processes of
climate lobbying and public opinion formation, providing valuable insights to support the

development of an informed opinion dynamics model in future project phases.

Climate lobbying data sources

The data for this report is drawn from a combination of four primary sources: the EU
Transparency Register, Lobby Map, EU public consultations, and LobbyFacts. These sources
provide public data on the activities of various companies engaged in climate lobbying. To
capture a complete view of these activities and the actors involved, we supplemented this
information with data from X and Reddit, focusing on user activity and interactions related to
climate lobbying. By integrating these diverse datasets, we aim to offer a comprehensive

overview of the lobbying landscape and its influence on public debate around climate issues.

Data sources

The first source we refer to is the EU Transparency Register. This database collects information

on interest representatives who influence EU policies and decision-making processes. This
register aims to provide transparency on lobbying and advocacy activities, indicating which

organizations, interests and resources are used for these activities.

The register is managed by secretaries of the European Parliament, the Council and the European

Commission. The data is updated periodically and represents the updated situation of the


https://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/homePage.do

company, it is not possible to have information on the past activities of the organization. The
information contained in the register is of a general nature about the company and more specific
about its lobbying activity. Among the first we find contact details, Head of relations with the
EU, purpose. Among the latter, however, there is the list of policies of interest to the
organization, on which the lobbying activity is carried out, number of people involved in this

activity, sectors of interest and budget used for them.

The second source we consider is the LobbyMap. Lobby Map collects and publishes data
through the approach to monitor, evaluate and score companies and industry groups based on
their involvement in climate policy. The objective is to provide insight into the company's
commitment to climate-related issues. It analyzes almost 750 of the largest companies and
industrial associations in the world following the principles of objectivity, transparency and ease
of understanding. Through an in-depth analysis of available data, it assigns scores and ranks

companies based on the degree and direction of climate lobbying carried out.

The information contained in Lobby Map is mainly textual in nature. The policies most and least
supported by organizations are reviewed, specifically providing an overview of positions taken
on regulations related to climate and energy transition. Additionally, corporate participation in
industry associations is highlighted. Finally, the dataset provides summary indicators on the use
and direction (support / non-support of policies) of companies' climate lobbying activity scaling

1t to numbers and letters.

Our third source of lobbying information concerns the EU public consultations. The website

provides a database of initiatives that are subject to public consultation. By taking part, citizens
can contribute to the EU legislative process by providing feedback and consulting related
documents. By entering the name of an organization on the site it is possible, among other
things, to obtain information about it thanks to a link with the transparency register, read any
reports present or measures taken by the European Commission against an organization. It is

possible to keep track of these measures over time, if any.

The fourth source used is the LobbyFacts - a project in collaboration with Corporate Europe
Observatory and LobbyControl, that provides essential data on lobbying in European institutions.

It offers information on the lobbying activity of various entities, including academic institutions,


https://lobbymap.org/LobbyMapScores
https://commission.europa.eu/about-european-commission/service-standards-and-principles/transparency/consultations_en
https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/#representative-search

associations, companies, non-governmental organizations, religious and public organizations,
and commercial associations. It allows you to monitor lobbying costs over different years. The
present time frame is from 2015 to 2024 although there is information for a very low number of
organizations since 2011. For each organization, general information is provided, such as goal,
address, website and more specific information on lobbying activity such as meetings attended,

annual budget used.

Finally, we have used X (formerly Twitter) to extract data about the social media activities of
companies involved in climate lobbying. X is a social media platform that enables companies
and individuals to share content publicly with friends and followers through posts. An API is

available to download posts for different users upon payment of a monthly fee.
Data on lobbyists

To create a dataset containing all the organizations that have carried out lobbying activities in
Europe, data from different sources were merged. The organizations listed in Lobby Map
operating in Europe were taken into consideration, focusing on companies involved in climate
lobbying activities. Information regarding lobbying spending was subsequently integrated by

conducting a search by name on the EU Transparency Register.

Using the information from various data sources, a new dataset was created containing a total of
201 observations, including 146 companies and 55 industrial associations. The dataset includes
information such as the name of the organization, the type (company or industrial association),
the country where the organization's headquarters are registered, the countries in which it
operates, sector of activity, and X ID (used to collect posts through the X API). Furthermore, the
dataset contains engagement indicators on climate lobbying, pointing the direction of lobbying
activity (in support or against EU policies), lobbying budget, and policies on which the
organization has lobbied to identify the companies that invested more in climate matters. All
information is updated as of March 2024. Furthermore, to identify the type of lobbying activity
carried out by the various organizations, the textual data provided by LobbyMap were analyzed;
a qualitative analysis of the data was carried out using the MAXQDA software, which allows
identifying codes through keywords and classifying the textual information. Firstly, the type of

positive or negative lobbying was identified (in support or against community policies),


https://x.com/

subsequently the policies linked to the climate most affected by the lobbying activity were
identified. Finally, dummies were added for entities carrying out lobbying linked to circular
economy issues and for those carrying out negative climate lobbying (against EU policies), also
indicating the type. It turns out that many companies carrying out negative lobbying oppose
stringent EU policies, for example promoting the use of fossil gasses alongside renewable

energy.

Within the dataset, there is an influence score, which is a measure linked to conditional lobbying
performance assigned by LobbyMap. Each company is assigned one of the following scores: A+,
A, A-, B+, B, B-, C+, C, C-, D+, D, D-, E+, E, E-. The letter A indicates that the company
carries out lobbying activities mainly in support of community climate policies, while the letters

D, E, and F indicate that the company opposes them.

Figure 1: Influence scores present in LobbyMap.
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Source: own elaboration based on creativemarket.com.

Descriptive Statistics

To provide more information about the composition of the dataset, some descriptive statistics are
provided. First we note that there are no corporations with influence score A, although climate
lobbying activity is in favor of community policies for the most virtuous. It is observed that

many companies take central and not extreme positions (see Figure 2).

While considering the industrial associations, the situation changes, some of them are very

supportive of community policies on climate matters, but many are opposed to them (Figure 3).



In both cases the score received by multiple organizations is D+ (the organization carries out
mainly negative climate lobbying). In fact, within the dataset it was observed that many
organizations support the majority of climate policies, however they do not show support for

policies that impose stringent constraints on their sector.

Figure 2: Number of corporations for each influence score
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Source: own elaboration based on Lobby Map.

Figure 3: Number of industry associations for each influence score

- C+ C C- D+ D

D- E

12

10

2] [oe]

&~

o N
>

+ I

]
B+ B B

Industry associations ‘



Source: own elaboration based on Lobby Map.

The tables presented below illustrate how lobbying budgets vary based on influence scores, with
notable differences in investments depending on the type of organization. Industry associations,
on average, allocate larger budgets for lobbying, totaling 1,322,339 compared to the average of

993,305.5 for corporations.

Table 1 displays the lobbying budgets of corporations. It is evident that, on average, corporations
with an influence score of C invest more in climate lobbying. Similarly, Table 2, which details
the budgets of industry associations, shows that those with an influence score of C also allocate
higher average budgets for lobbying. However, significant differences can be observed between
the two types of organizations. For corporations, the lobbying budgets for those supporting and
opposing community policies are relatively similar. In contrast, for industry associations, there is
a marked difference: those engaged primarily in negative climate lobbying, particularly in
opposition to community policies, have a substantially higher budget, reflected in an influence
score of D. It is important to note that there are some missing values due to the absence of certain

companies in the EU transparency register.

Table 1: Lobbying budget of corporations based on their influence score.

Corporations

Obs Mean Std. dev. Min Max
B 32 685155.3 596726.9 24999 2249999
C 56 1375892 1422737 99999 7999999
D 36 672082.4 802625.4 10000 3499999




Source: own elaboration based on EU Transparency Register and LobbyMap.

Table 2: Lobbying budget of industry associations based on their influence score.

Industry associations

Obs Mean Std. dev. Min Max
A 4 812499 606045.9 49999 1499999
B 5 519999 216794.8 199999 799999
C 18 1563888 2416278 24999 10000000
D 19 1471052 1653558 99999 4999999
E 1 199999 . 199999 199999

Source: own elaboration based on EU Transparency Register and LobbyMap.

Figure 4: Lobbying budget of corporation and industry associations based on their

influence score
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Expanding the data on lobbyists

To broaden the scope of organizations considered, the LobbyFacts dataset was utilized. This
dataset exclusively includes organizations based in Europe and provides extensive information
on meetings and lobbying budgets, encompassing both numerical and textual data. The dataset
spans the period from 2015 to 2024. The number of registered organizations varies annually:
from 2015 to 2021, it includes approximately 1,000 entities per year, increasing to around 12,000
organizations in 2022 and 2023. For 2024, the dataset only covers the months from January to

March, with approximately 5,000 organizations represented.

The relevant information for the analysis was selected and processed. Among the selected data
are the average annual lobbying budget of the various organizations and the number of meetings
with the European Commission in which each organization participated. By analyzing the textual
information in the dataset, a dummy variable was created that takes a value of 1 if the
organization participated in at least one meeting related to climate issues during the year. This
variable serves as a proxy for whether the organization engages in climate lobbying activities.
The dataset also includes information such as the type of organization and its name. Additionally,

a dummy variable identifies companies that are present in both the LobbyFacts and LobbyMap



datasets. The available data enable the identification of organizations that participate in the same

meetings, facilitating the potential for future network analysis.

Descriptive Statistics of LobbyFacts

In this paragraph, we will present some descriptive statistics of the dataset to facilitate
understanding of the information it contains. Figure (5) illustrates that in the years 2022 and
2023, many organizations were registered in the dataset. Considering only the first months of

2024, the number of entities present exceeds that of the years prior to 2022.

Figure 5: Number of organizations in the different years.
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Source: own elaboration based on LobbyFacts

Observing the average budget for lobbying in different years (Figure 6), it is notable that it
reaches a peak in 2016, remaining relatively stable from 2017 to 2021 and continuing similarly

from 2022 to 2024.

Figure 6: Lobbying budget (mean)
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Table (3) contains the organizations present within the dataset, each identified with a number to

make the graphs in figures (7) and (8) more readable.

Table 3: Types of organizations

ID Organization

2 Companies & groups

4 I - Professional consultancies/law firms/self-employed consultants

5 Professional consultancies

6 IIT - Non-governmental organizations

7 Non-governmental organizations, platforms and networks and similar




9 Law firms

12 IV - Think tanks, research and academic institutions

13 Think tanks and research institutions

14 Academic institutions

15 V - Organisations representing churches and religious communities

16 Organizations representing churches and religious communities

17 VI - Organisations representing local, regional and municipal authorities, other public or
mixed entities, etc.

20 II - In-house lobbyists and trade/business/professional associations

22 Trade and business associations

25 Trade unions and professional associations

28 Other organizations, public or mixed entities

29 Associations and networks of public authorities

30 Self-employed individuals

31 Entities, offices or networks established by third countries




Source: own elaboration based on LobbyFacts

From Figure (7), it is evident that the most prevalent organizations in the dataset are Companies
& groups, Non-governmental organizations, platforms, and networks, and similar entities.
In-house lobbyists, trade/business/professional associations, and trade and business associations

also exhibit significant presence, with over 6000 registered entities

Figure 8 illustrates that the organizations making the highest investments in lobbying are
in-house lobbyists and trade/business/professional associations, with an average investment of
nearly 600,000 euros. Additionally, other organizations with substantial budgets include
professional consultancies/law firms/self-employed consultants, professional consultancies,
research and academic institutions, and organizations representing local, regional, and municipal
authorities, along with other public or mixed entities, exceeding the budget threshold of 300,000

euros.
Figure 7: Number of organizations in the different categories.
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Figure 8: Lobbying budget (mean) for the different categories
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Figure (9) depicts the cost per lobbying (calculated cost2) and the number of organizations (N)

active in lobbying and present in each country.
Figure 9: Numbers of meeting about climate
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Source: own elaboration based on LobbyFacts

A subset of meetings within the dataset pertains to climate-related issues, indicating a discernible
trend of increased frequency since 2020. These meetings encompass topics such as energy,
emissions, sustainability, and green initiatives, identified through textual analysis. Initially, the
number of such meetings was relatively low, gradually rising to over 1,500 in 2015. Notably, this
escalation coincides with the signing of the Paris Agreement. Subsequently, the frequency of
climate-related meetings surged, surpassing 20,500 in 2021, a milestone year marked by the

signing of the European Climate Law (refer to Figure 10).

Figure 10: Numbers of meeting about climate
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Social media data

The dataset presented so far contains data from official lobbying activities. To complete the
information present there, we have started to download the X posts of the 201 organizations
included. This dataset will serve as a foundational resource for analyzing the communication

patterns and engagement strategies of lobbyists on social media.

We started from the X usernames of the 201 organizations, and downloaded all their posts from
January 1, 2023, to December 31, 2023. This timeframe selection aimed to balance the
acquisition of a substantial dataset while mitigating X’s rate limits. In the pursuit of original
content, only posts originating directly from the accounts were included, excluding reposts.
Notably, there were no language restrictions imposed during the collection process,

acknowledging the multilingual nature of corporate communication on the platform.

The data collection procedure is still ongoing, due to limitations imposed by the X API. At the
moment of publication of the report we have downloaded data for 40 lobbyists, for a total of

10,562 posts. We will continue collecting data until all 201 accounts will be processed.

Data Retrieval Details

For each post, we collected the following attributes:

e Post ID: Unique identifier for the post

e Author ID: Unique identifier for the author

e C(Created At: Timestamp of when the post was published

e [dit History Post IDs: List of post IDs representing the edit history

e Attachments Info: Information about media attachments

e FEntities Info: Details on entities (e.g., users mentioned, hashtags, cashtags)

® Annotations: Annotations added to the post



e Hashtags: List of hashtags included in the post
o URLs: URLs included in the post
® Language: Language of the post
® Public Metrics: Engagement metrics including:
o Bookmark Count
o Impression Count
o Like Count
o Quote Count

o Reply Count

o

Repost Count

e Text: The full text of the Post

Dataset characteristics

In the rest of this section we will present the main characteristics of the X data collected.

We first study the activity volume of lobbyists in terms of the number of posts. Figure 11 shows
the total number of posts per lobbyist, for the year 2023. Notably, the most active accounts are
LEGO Group with 1,613 posts, Maersk with 902 posts, and Schneider Electric with 866 posts.
Conversely, the least active accounts are H&M with 7 posts, Moét Hennessy with 1 post, and

EDP Renewables with 1 post.



Figure 11: Numbers of Posts per Lobbyist
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Figures 12 and 13, instead, look at the weekly and monthly distribution of the number of posts,

divided by the various accounts. In general, we see an apparent increase in activity in the second

part of the year. We observe local peaks of activity in the months March, June and October.



Figure 12: Weekly distribution of posts per account (count)
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Figure 13: Monthly distribution of posts per account (count).
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For a better understanding of the patterns in time, Figure 14 displays the distribution of posts per
lobbyist, in time. We note that most companies tend to maintain a stable amount of posts in time,
however, there are exceptions. For a few companies, the data appears to be missing before a
certain month, such as Lego, Philips, Acciona. This is due to limitations of X data: only the last
3200 posts are available for each account. Clearly these companies exceed this level so data for
the first months of 2023 are not available any more. Other non uniform patterns, not due to data
limitations, exist. For instance Alstom appears to have an increased activity during the summer,

while Heineken seems to have a larger activity during the first three months of the year.

Figure 14: Numbers of Posts per Lobbyist
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A second aspect relevant for measuring the activity of lobbyists is the post length. While shorter

posts are faster to produce, appealing to a younger audience, longer posts are more costly and



may appeal more to a mature audience. Figure 15 shows the length distribution of all posts (in

terms of number of characters), for each lobbyist. From top to bottom we can observe the density

distribution from the most active to the less active accounts. We generally observe a bimodal

distribution, with most companies tending to have most posts between 200 and 300 characters

(300 is the maximum allowed), with an overall median around 195. An obvious exception is

Lego Group, who tends to have very short posts, and generates the second mode around 45

characters. Deepening our analysis we noticed that shorter posts tend to be replies to

customers/other users while longer posts tend to be communications about companies’ activities

and principles. Lego is by far the most active user in our dataset to engage with customers/users.

A similar pattern can be observed for Heineken, again posting short messages with links.

Figure 15: Text length distribution of posts per account
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A third important aspect that can be an indicator of the influence of each lobbyist is the language

used in their posts. Figure 16 shows the number of posts for each account in each language. We



note that English is by far the most used language, however the total number of languages used
are 22. Most companies who use a language different from English also use English, to improve
their international reach. However, a few lobbyists use almost exclusively the national language
of their country or origin: Verbundag and Deutsche Post DHL in German, EDF Officiel in
French, Acciona in Spanish, EnelEnergia in Italian. Figure 17 shows more closely the
distribution of languages different from English. Among the 40 lobbyists studied, only 17 use a
language different from English. Philips, Heineken and GSK use the most languages, probably

also because they are multinationals with offices around the globe.

Figure 16: Languages used by each user
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Figure 17: Languages different from English used by each user
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A final analysis of the social media presence of lobbyists concerns the topics covered by their
posts. Below we include a series of word clouds, one for each lobbyist, ordered from the most
active user overall to the less active one. The word clouds were obtained by processing the text
of the posts, after translating all posts into English. We note that companies discussing climate
change, renewable energies or sustainability are several in our dataset as we can simply see
from word clouds. However, many companies included in climate lobby registers do not appear
to discuss climate-related topics; several accounts mainly discuss topics related to the core

business of the company, or are more inclined to relate with customers on social media.



Lego Group Maersk

S e SRRk | B e TR e s s-year =
e ime "5 —{ bus 1 g
2 - . B 3A sign people 2 E
H missing piece c :M better great. need .‘,Etla Teng E technology sme i ,lgh,;tm. SUPPr creu
Sl eat s i
y ~Chai
e ¥ — £ ards
— . BT B aer ook Ser,Zi?? sol sus(a,%ﬂ“ea”tea’“‘h“’"“
builder ®- OrdEF Peinses ook & & Do e
k rgacgb . ] ® watch full visibilitydiscover
sondye £ JouUrney . s e future
st ol Y = - wor
N\ =g || world: - . help
heart 3 Leader B share
Dest b DUT LOTN G| ‘global customer: 0o ol 1¢

Schneiderelec Gsk

e —= = P =
sustainability dlSCQV r digital | [< S ‘epléase contact™W\ 51 nes
rgy efficiency ;¢ | (@] o v 2 support 3
o eople § + e inprove
e T I 3 g 5 ﬂ - ,.t,g
ooking e ™ v 5 i
challenge | i " \explore D report e s < i il
climate g e e e 1 S 2 lgenuine contentY— — ot
efficient sof tware operation support ;- witir || @ s 1 P “““'3 “‘“’e ongoing legal O
s > v watch £ 5= t n &
) o i AL 0nsz + 2 -11 o a
5 ie) eff1c1ency ¢ Q .58 impact
2 Two v: Ne :°5 4 king
VVVVV future ™ g 1ndustry our) g :’%2 8 anything specific
technology har- enepy o mum(ar eer mjourney Heol © £9 O vest cavirped = y, E
energy S : % . B s o5 § reads
i know M £ % M f @5 helps - H
mdus(]:nl autgnation s E g £ g ) e [T 5 :
| ‘ & § ] e U] H
ASO Utlon‘l ; @ | L . mnavauonIIE B °
o raine 5 & haleon took treatment

Philips Sap

TR T e s nnov tlong rea t T T
preciate egarding apologize-inconveni o ava)lable chat .l francgreat work
. s mode! offer §
I i =t y —{online heip assist free - access
— =1l debb1e ) 5
o5l g Ww ovm"
Q please_send kmdly share 4 5 [T} ) M time
Qe touch £ Q.Y I § m!egrate §
Y= inconvenience (msed cZ (e} 'EL' § ] -y
9 5 comment e
I" lV te.messa Fllas s oo
quick suFvey 7 please] S (] @ “ Lecbetter | improve support
t 3 el jone
gdm“ :\um er future o) soclal please share AR Valuam e o 'cg orovide know £ ‘( hat email g d
E o cour suu need | &
© - share contact - port pormtal . please 8 i a boliday
‘ . earning k
O osing case help er- take
O free contact Consumer care o ﬂmn\y expert av w\hbl: reaaysusm"am , skill 3
request Kindly facing issue 2 n ‘Drocess gl o E -
e et 2 thanks Conversation message assist : nane eitacule B 2 a g H
: : ly | oolnd wwitn | 2 report usine H B developer D H
Sharing 5 g 3 research i £
reee need assistance = ° adore latest tech s
Acciona Deutschepostdhl
— — i R Feach Tocal . deTivered Transport wiim
[engineering thank environment present promoting 2 time [
a rwmble 7539y shipment pI43¥e™ durivering secnd § marketcenie, Make venicle &
epis 7 amazon @ . t t detail H B ©
- b [}l infrastructure statlon‘. : u,‘,g,‘,,,,a,,,y ®
g “Liife wPomote Tw o germany .. re ardln deliver =
E _a : : . : § 7 tem Q g rm ymmny regnrdmg g g y SO r ry EQ'
& eraining iz W 1025 W2 2 award ~ ‘F E C u S t Ome rk risagas
£
%0“5 mean [ fiml P lana area QDQis de 1very p local’ Customer g ;
e e ;
o2 heattn reat oot . LE
e solarewi BMCE bil continue Ly S
an t susta 1nability g SXpress 1 " grecoyer ol 1EO M
s d . 3 U spackage "“Ysustalnable 52~
oncretg lut o congratuqatwn 0 - veresult g-
S so ution e 3 RV R peopll ul erstand important ronse N ¥ 00 EL)
cONs r “parcel directly- uest=mae 2
A power 4_) arcel ! ° - -3
5 =
eh z : aslanis, kreis a k
S AE 8 5 2| ' D recommend ontactmw o0% &
= B B e ik 3 g [0) t hank message . mt Thess eleurlc O g i
4 5 3 s w5 support, yed H
protovol branch H
¢ “”"“““" ._O preaSe ContaCt it I’EqUESt regardmg




Heineken

iconic gthinking e r. tjnu t h d a g r e e nsmcothESI
e halToween
o S t"ﬂvll\g Pizza acmevemen( yo y golden E
5 tonight glass I ngkauk race party g
Gl g D“KW“[ME ;; pr(;mrs(y whatever
o 4 snack H bler
e
2 O wallt, - “hope
I3 " course ¥
= £ vAshyab hop . sign E
‘E 3 . magic X Light i
S W
= efriend . drinking
+ §  imagine b
> relaxats better trea(amsterdam e B
= thoug 3
B anesone s fridge i . <
place photo
‘deserved need
enjoying  uefa i weekend st ,..call
188 i ous silver gane m show picture o
matcnday > s W thank
fingt { .
night champion league smooth

Alstom

dedicated 4, -ty supply
& T make
comittes (- design
wor Ldwew e e =V 5
(o
service, s ; :
i 1 Qe D mee o
m bl ty > Q. T test ., locomotive
naking™ " " thank a0 ! +
centre Hz a CJourney O] f On)§
travel LRy
. Ioun o= ™ fc
Snisrd ot s
rai S\ 3 =
enusslon oweet  around V!Sr';lm e
&
c hear o
ris ©
a a team [ llne
partngr e need
ycar
portfolio j1de cybe urityoperation

Johnsoncontrols

Arup

weh)nar

cork ireland 1

Y e T o B 2 [] o @SUS tainabi
employee [oriis-- 30 B
art ue i Lo using Wl find
parter read e

Wor crea’ e

(celebrate

compla)nt team

&

wnie attention safety

]
—
Q
©
em)sslon ecognize sc
oy b
Tero sustainability officer ) o115 oplorer 8 e
wugworking company -
control | facility 9
bringing attention g O a
driver take .. advanced n
chief sustainability e business
people >
: e . wor Lowide. =
smarter healthier Wean <
customer._. e I =
make: s i3l 2
thanK” bringing per fornance priority driver

lity]

er seriously

Bﬂrnnmem o gd l n

research

technology

learn..

doveloped'*1°” “—

g

i
— crfrakins T eirometal t
W event bonafllic” . create
© .,—'fanlny transport s
Ltoien' S ha PR g inering
v s re local made
d s C OV e urbar station ressiimce
: 55 womﬂg;i;{i‘w h&HE kong ) . rnswatmn ,emlscn‘ot
limate L water oty 3 mlygttestm.w ma
ke y Ol‘k ector S Sshow o oportinity
e josed
industry™ ' solution team

Novonordisk

Unilever

best

wlopize delay

legal regulatl ) _global pr

wend

T PeopTe Y delay disruption _‘mfwa(tory > ustal able
= o contact detaillg E n “Eﬁtth“k, — 2
3 product please o eaa S e'éx‘p”x;m If_ l n..ma C é
g £ 2
E O | ( e AccififerContact-care T T 5
o 3 l H ! suppycam o i o
°0 thank soca} O Look ln people a
avalla 1llty pI’OduCt ﬁ . getting teoaurcl'?ble t‘één ((mnun\i creatfmwl n ddehvenw production market%
helps e a regulation allowed M. asgl m_m )
than kind regard emissio ‘mumlnnovatlon taking
local avallablllty contact local cusive . Sy
discus product . - 1nterv;ew 2 ’f-ﬁacross business e, &
bl Drivacy ga H H 5 futyg
pleagagggcha S aceess regard P ey e tcine = <CATl kA 3ymyearmmlmmhmb“m§;w

ivacy

work

personal “care contact careline

chef
international

o™ able better acming

Jerowtn

careline using

expert

Verbundag

Astrazeneca

AT contractopportunity oraer Line

ot unf%g,t{gg,t,g,ly a NT bese w:zm‘* E mean * biiding 5 sustainablemedicine Ch ronic kldney outcome héalthcare
im l e hyperkalaemia s -ont impact
capital’e: “ Lt bt gransfornation = 8 . treatment cardmrenal _g o
o] vt proposal c 2 mé 5 g
bresene I'5 requires Dﬂ,;;g t - (V] n | 3 - 9l
5 e sun e oneed S, e f | (3 2 5 important | . % E
. g £ 3 . develop (M g
“michael strugleietricity mrketpunped storage w Ws 3 [ . S
g ENE e s “'diagnosis.c o
S O r“a 1nformat10n H 3 - 24 ns
energy talk hydropower : : Ia ~ E
J z = 2
> :A“ H o 5 -
Zpower plant 2 QNG T g A munity
lack |- S
& ) ach ﬁ.mpr Jec Pl L =
[o 7 ke . Probles offer = ... orore detail " c 5§
a e ) 5 ek s chank ok year L1 I I e a mml l I l advance) < o 5
° supply target g 38
= . Tisk factor access x BE
f— 3 S |




Orsted

Iberdrola

Tor TR

future

= .
4 development: b d l netzero ~ 1Y
i Toin gl L er,rowg workl d | ,,WW1 N L. )/
= . [goyernment m, 2 (eav
= CLl St s s green= ;;4-:; sclifiat
5 o0 o H £ c (0.
e 5 S H & O l eE of
s S a
— © 3 d
a t report iscover
g L] R natarene ¢ G 80 TTVessel
J : ... 53 site - B
rsciiis [l 5 (G.. eryone 55 orld, -
g g s T € Solutloneurop > ener
pance networ k turbine :gQ' Tt promo eS -O potential il fgundation mH
S e oo i s C
B uture aromi sesber - =
: 1nvestment gn—i commlttedma;ory ar G -~ = gl o CoX T GOt um a ]_m,m -
reglswr w DD
e e n 5 whate death
K

mplete sustalnable Solution green energ gy

q) partner solar " . ehanot
gg any th k“"'affsﬁ‘gFg leader

Ecocem

Bt Group

total job e Lates timm ma
crrotosy RS2 o , ﬁimQ XMLACD ‘ C)E;i

colleague . = concrete Construction

¢ Feduce

change
Lowcarbon cement

supported total

= e =
9 g

i future 2 e Jl V071 O

- L3 page deli 5| ] o

e & proud o @2 B S
H £y 5 H

— econony supported E’ g thank ‘BT S C a l a b 1 e n

2 wejsone infrasiriciires -

: Rlease.,  network o = :

- greenteam H

’ switch thank pp o I binder H

L phase . love neeced I reach ¥

~A-Jbusiness - :

g ReniThx me . mvm

o
I
a

[

=customer

Centricaplc

h;drm;[ people digita

ecen

Dsmfirmenich

Tier - ST IEeS ']
weekend H . ht Prics > g support W3
o et E) £ & - s 3
© S - plant - ¢ 2
¢ h0e £ el et mimk; R e (S hglping| | - %o B Niscover
% H H b1an cochairs ui e
- Ty gwef foture | 15, S gty teanl i
charging m e r p g E 00 e G)Journey I’:"
etcin o H © now L approach E
ol €10 | |2 SL
technology Fk g E1 ol |3 creck ruyyalu shape i}
acadeny sh : “ nutrltmusnesr 9 -_E'
Silable generation I ¢pon o~ IS%L make S { a
ommunity e mnister S8 fantastic NENS ¢
CV Jdelighted i
energy “transition 7 us 1”%%? people Rl better v i create h workplace q_t
ConmiTEed ear create wmms science, researcl te
5 ]
2 | progress, life £ ... health... . g
e ®: working ke e tonsrd 3 i a
reduc hiae & ]
o1 “electricity @ t4 enec viaeo
Buogiom event renevable e 2
demand W@ wor kforce commitment . 3
reach “* colleague bring pro

Vestas

Edfofficiel

"R A& Fenewable energy installedpermitting yea r chal]_ @ employee o i
W_]_ nd t ur b :lm energy : dedicatedZ respunsmlen uclea r i-drid
W Arhan deliver Nergy action : 3 Wat:
Fove ; -~ year *“wm mm \/ =
@ position R - o forget P
o cl]nmte change avorabs  program
BHASL _ l ant: -
o welcome minister| |V o 53l " 'C game
X 4.; S b JE. Slninecrate solar....®
2 - 3} é © g study finternat ional.
o ] _.ﬂ,i - ~ reach et 4 meeting (V] mm click
@ —~ i = c oser .
europe 2 i =] = & |- ki return . explore %
... 2 3 © Bl taking rets x.produqt"
+ e eE?opean <| |2 1 fshre
onshorelearn leader @ s -
s s VO " 2 . increase - R 11 feproduced g
0 work O Ce Saren s | re’search director
SR i ‘ “ 1 solution wodel mpic
time ower, next ‘c‘ ) - dbus]Ii e§? real achl a nt french
ihecell POWE glob: Femployee sustalnable regniargest renewable




Abb News Group

Danfoss

3
motor o
Folnd= (™ "'q>)
(Oepisode —

e l p global

technology

r]ijiqe

discus

pole pusluon robotjc clean

collahor:uon Tk e

solutlon gy

racin-gT

eekend l a

ottty mmmsustalnable

project_. "lé.,';t
charging = 1t
world Salats

partner

future-

world,largest

greem

offer

sustainable §

electricity

water decarbonize available
result c
already food S accelerate LCtour aspoTt T
v @ action N
g H
s g P cooling o
year | “if e i L itie) 5
2 meet' ™ Lonanable
nlo senderborg LY S
heating demanc carget refrigeration produce %)
download whitepaper ey cess heat =}

— possible ‘lma decarbonizing ld build|
| ‘ wor td.:

efficient

- announce P ‘ sector em l S S lon reducing

erivieanr

Eonenergyuk

Nestle

Taterore

o helping@C i t
— - sustainabil
3

o
[ P across

environnent

hoseowner heating

Lenergy partner

tner o take

. 'sustainable-:

icial ‘sustainable

w;ommitmeﬁt

eat pump,

V,M .....

best date

£ packaging

email consumerserv1ce

Make,

“Q

—
i)
n
(]

Tocal community

partne

cof

quality street

know 5

r ea c h 1 n g kindIly calldunacceptable -

concern

omm1
o,

iy g read

please tell partner forced Labor Iphm barceds, |
inpac e p

please’

date mvesngare’

hop, back

tted

form

Llternatvely email

Akzonobel

Danone

azbekezo

happened

getting

I .
asmstww‘

wednforfiatio

direc

available
really helo

Jde

send Zinfordtion

(b4 remains _beth

da(a furvh mnu

>

vipul

(us[omer

car

clutch

carl

irene e

t”message

update anthony
H caroline | gren able
problem
‘crossing. N

evtloperoar(al

£ ariving

equ1re a551stance i]-

a551stance millie

ease

Find=gipart | B Su p por- t
P nission france result
custc , m on n official 2 o0 N partnersh]p bring - future
]_ d 3 5 Sz < e butlding nutrition consuner .
' g == S a regeherative eton
Fresenting i5 ] o5 i2 Y s team
22 £ A spenahzed Latest . 033
B S5 £ L ccanzparency 3 etter
( 1A s g fcent asss Ak
i latest . 8 e resayp pm WK
anbassador carbon_emission using S sign m”t(re\beoart £ ey hynranonreductlon contribute prise located
2 tour france S2e. o solution. 3 e m(. S -
£ = 56 *school 5 “business Program
S stunning S s product @ ic H esting
I center start ... © great v ® initiative ™ coment 3
place 5 readsfull 5 people O £
Iz < IR sl B )
S ® monnty g pooed - season ] . . : ]
= 8 agriculture o '§h ealt! h food antoine Salntaffrlque
= QAINT it 18 COVerm. S eséarch-
site international brand
Volvocars Rockwool Group
0 Semee 0 wellbeing come
R g g orsoLutioninsulation =
“market S e n sustainal

wee end goat safety

beochars
Yearteqy thanks ™" Hreent
water

annual

healthier 1y

perort]ecetrgy sport (h §mission

oo Watch
mﬁworldﬁ:

pact

srelease financial

s
“m

i

QO financial result

r ckw | By

propert

=
(@)
c

=
5

fire Oorou

compa

mett)/




Leaseplan Sse
share , greener it el ZST O ATRETT ;A*‘Mt TnoETive progress toward T energy getting | geteing searted i
futire custafier e ) o
across WO r e people| o year anfounced 3 C lmate ) mf
make I . t S ,,,,,,, “E Sourney = § florth ¥ 20
repor Z 5 F "
v i b liey pescO) year . e o nade progress ; T
e G rtransi 1ongﬁ
s L mployes 7 Lead v 5 g -4 g
;}Qngequamt ry road © : )i (: 5. ZerOLakeamhmon -8 %k
St an e 2E TNV tment 2
E E car force 1Quﬂll(y fUIl e E QJ ; l, sting -Qm
B - weet S e i "next mﬂdhelplng across
findirjoln,. ., €piSOde %‘0 e I I e r ‘ Sy S t e m
g Sidress .
g " mxwmia @ﬁﬁﬂgarmy‘ mehmM:HﬁW”mg energy seryices
? ot e A AT Creating™"homegrown energy:

\/151t ingwindfloat

1ssioner?t

ter CUrrentthank promoted

v

-

3 +

c c

28 S

e —

50 4—‘

alsv g

ol.§ CthE

wn

)

—

Q0

©

=

[}

c

(7]

28
1 edmyo
ratedapprec 1atecontmue

—h
g
N
r_'.

ive

(g

~+

ma

en

2kl

committed

Enelenergia Ikea
o Fore—dTEeTEs o SwedE
3 downioas = childrens
m U " formldablle luce e ? T s ol
5 |3
. E 2l | cottenguen 5
- s world year 8 é o g 2
& & : 2| |2 ( woods g C
Gf‘f:: : ATl 4 2
. ~ find gziu ‘%) energy component [ al s 3 e =
Lcontalnlng promotlonalhe p C h B ; 2 o des ign g)
tner freel gyemes in § iy Q_'" 5 »‘wmy b innovation o
PO S G b+ e, o
competition 8 = o - 5
1 : 3 s O s
Jevel custoner o £ w oy newest L., reduce’
photovoltaic system taas even 3 o
. g U . share
; i 2 s hine onania  TaNEe  emission ] FEERic
Storaenso H&M
SconETeE r— ST
blOd&VeKSlty “ .U%%%m;gsulfm sorry inconvenience
: train . pLinhn O r e r(.e i /uy y regar 1ng
proposed fferin S o challengin ¢ K a
papi ) 4 gmg m t ramewor notlfy -
=3 transport join ema l ] =
£ 3 g
§ 8 twitter c
i ublished product = =
15 work - rainablep full namej- share full g 3
Tngonberry i T lanet o o o
nordic local ey g péf';eggesl"“ WO Od india 8 E :
3 [ healthy ; popece o SWE 2
2 5 2 break ) = o Fr
S growing W & rise U maker les of —| | hampm t bt ;
gc. ) o 5 B ea 32 appreciate L) notified|
aé- § \ people g; health 2 - Increasing E;- S
EUE ST Uiriee read renewable | ieader | & *
© ©= " slpported elebrate - financial stock
Edprenewables Moethennessy

l%lla
i0

. N

directof

nesartistic

memorable
launch

tion

responsibly

bora

universe




Reddit data

The Reddit dataset comprises posts and comments about Climate Change published by users
during 2022. Here, users are individuals from the general population, unlike previously described
for the X platform, where users were lobbyists. Individual users were annotated with labels
reflecting their stance toward climate change (either as "skeptics" or "supporters"), and four user
interaction networks, each covering discussion taking place during a quarter of 2022, were built.
We selected Reddit due to the nature of interactions this platform allows to collect, which are

primarily user-driven rather than influenced by complex algorithms.

To ensure a balanced analysis, we included subreddits on neutral topics that could capture
interactions of both "supporters" and "skeptics." At the same time, we selected subreddits (i.e.,
thematic forums) that were slightly more oriented toward one of the two categories to more
closely analyze the dynamics and relationships between the two groups, which were used for
training models that can classify user stances. To further focus the data collection on the specific
theme of interest, most subreddit contents were filtered using the keyword "climate." In
particular, such filtering was applied to generalistic subreddits (e.g., r/askscience). The final
dataset is then composed of 40,872 posts and 661,024 comments (in English) from the following
subreddits:

r/climate,  r/ClimateChaos,  r/climatedisalarm,  r/conspiracy,  r/Conspiracyll,
r/conspiracytheories, t1/TopConspiracy, tr/Conservative, t/collapse, r/TrueAskReddit,
r/changemyview, r/energy, r/environmentalscience, r/askscience,
r/AskScienceDiscussion, r/environment, r/CollapseSupport, 1/EverythingScience,
r/sustainability, 1/EvolveSustain, r/facepalm, r/WhitePeopleTwitter, t1/Futurology,

r/AskConservatives

The selection of subreddits was primarily guided by their presence and popularity on the archival
site TheEye (https://the-eye.eu/redarcs/), which catalogs posts and comments from the most

active subreddits.

User stance annotation



In order to annotate users, we leverage a BERT model fine-tuned to classify their expressed

stance using textual features of their posts/comments.

We trained the model leveraging contents from explicitly aligned subreddits (i.e., for the
"supporter" category: r/climatechange, r/ClimateActionPlan, r/ClimateOffensive; for the
"skeptics" one: r/climateskeptics, 1/skeptic): only posts from such selected subreddits have been
used, covering the period from 2020 to 2022 while posts from 2019 were being employed for the
model testing phase. The model resulted in an accuracy of 0.954 on the training set and 0.89 on
validation. The final annotated dataset used to generate the quarterly interaction networks is

composed of all subreddits not covered in the training set for the year 2022.

After obtaining the prediction probability values from BERT for user-generated contents of 2022,
we rescaled them in the interval [-1, 1], thus better representing the nuances between extreme
content generated by "supporters" (-1) and "skeptics" (1). Final users' scores were computed for

each quarter as the average of their content values.
Social interaction network

Besides user opinions on climate change, we employed Reddit data to extract 4 social networks,
one for each quarter or 2022. The users represented vertices in the network, and comments on

posts represented edges between users.
Characteristics of the network

Figure 21 shows the distribution of opinions of users for each quarter. We observe that the
opinions display a three-modal distribution, with the presence of two extremist groups
(supporters and skeptics) and a group of moderates. In time, it appears that the fraction of

extreme skeptics decrease, while moderates and extreme supporters increase.

Figure 21. Distribution of user opinions on climate change (-1="supporter’, +1="skeptic’)
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As summarized in the following table, the number of nodes varies significantly between quarters,
peaking in the third quarter and decreasing in the fourth quarter. The number of connections
between nodes follows a similar trend to the number of nodes, with a steady increase up to the
third quarter and a decrease in the fourth quarter. Such a trend could indicate increased
interaction or activity during the middle months of the year, with a decline towards the end of the
year. The table also includes the overall number of skeptics and supporters, classified by
applying a threshold at 0 on the continuous opinions shown in figure 21. We note that the

number of skeptics is always greater than supporters in every quarter.

Quarter | Edges Nodes Supporters | Skeptics
1

48939 26186 10227 15959
2

69212 32519 13003 19516




77527 34294 14927 19367

47217 23349 10607 12742

Conclusions and Discussion

The data collected so far represent a valid source of information on lobbying activity in Europe,
they are very useful for monitoring the climate lobbying expenses of different organizations and
understanding whether there are substantial differences between them. Furthermore, the textual
data collected allow us to identify the policies on which lobbyists have mainly carried out their
activity and, based on the direction of lobbying, understand how they could be influenced.
Finally, the data can provide us with insights into lobbying intensity over time which is useful for

highlighting the response of lobbyists to certain EU policies.

The report utilized a variety of data sources to provide a comprehensive view of climate
lobbying activities and public opinion on climate issues. These sources include EU Transparency
Register, Lobby Map, EU public consultations, LobbyFacts and social media platforms such as
Twitter (X) and Reddit. The integration of data from different sources provides a nuanced
understanding of lobbying activities. The EU Transparency Register and Lobby Map offer
structured data on lobbying activities, while social media platforms offer insights into public
discourse and opinion dynamics. In particular, the data from the EU Transparency Register and
Lobby Map includes details such as the number of meetings with the European Commission,
lobbying budgets, policies targeted, and types of organizations involved (e.g., corporations,
non-governmental organizations). The Lobby Map data categorizes companies based on their
support or opposition to community policies, with influence scores assigned to each company.
These scores help identify companies that are more active or influential in climate lobbying, with

notable differences in lobbying budgets based on their influence scores.



Analysis of Reddit data reveals the distribution of user opinions on climate change, showcasing a
three-modal distribution with groups of supporters, skeptics, and moderates. Over time, extreme
skeptic opinions have decreased, while moderates and extreme supporters have increased.
Moreover, the Reddit data was used to create social interaction networks for each quarter of
2022, indicating varying levels of user activity and engagement. The number of nodes (users)
and edges (interactions) peaked in the third quarter, suggesting increased engagement during the

middle of the year.

All in all, the combination of structured lobbying data and unstructured social media data
provides a thorough overview of climate lobbying and public opinion. This dual approach
highlights both the formal lobbying efforts by organizations and the informal public discourse on
climate issues. The data indicates that lobbying activities and budgets are substantial, with
significant investments made by both corporations and industry associations. The analysis of
lobbying intensity and the direction of lobbying efforts (support or opposition) offers insights
into how lobbying may influence EU climate policies. Moreover, social media analysis reveals
shifting trends in public opinion on climate issues, with a growing number of moderate and
supportive voices over time. This shift could impact future lobbying strategies and policy

responsces.

The findings suggest that monitoring and understanding lobbying activities are crucial for
policymakers to assess the influence of various stakeholders on climate policy. The data also
highlights the need for transparency and regulation to manage lobbying efforts and their impact
on policy-making. Overall, the report underscores the importance of leveraging diverse data
sources to gain a holistic understanding of climate lobbying and public opinion, providing

valuable insights for both researchers and policymakers.



