Campaign Strategy Newsletter No 18, 3 October 2005
Air Travel and Climate Change

Many groups are currently considering campaigns – or more campaigning – about climate change and air travel.  In November, an important meeting of the ‘Climate Convention’ (MOP1 – Meeting of Parties to the Kyoto Protocol - see contribution by Alex Garcia below) may provide the first major international test of political will on this issue.  The European Commission has recently said that airlines will be included in proposals for the EU's carbon emission trading scheme. [1]

Air transport is currently contributing around 3.5% to total human caused global warming but is forecast by the IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change)  to rise to as much as 15% by  2050.   In the UK air travel emissions are due to increase 350% by 2030 [2].  So far aviation has been counted out of calculations on climate.  The Tyndall Centre [3] for Climate Change Research has recently said that to meet its targets "If the UK government does not curb aviation growth, all other sectors of the economy will eventually be forced to become carbon neutral"

What’s the possibility of organising campaigns to get something effective done about air travel?

Here, continuing the series reporting on surveys conducted by Cultural Dynamics and Campaign Strategy Ltd (see newsletters 8, 12, 17), this newsletter now draws on research on UK views about airports and air travel, conducted for Greenpeace [4].

We asked:
How much do you think that pollution from aircraft contributes to climate change?
The answers from 1000 representative adults were:

	Very much
	17%

	Quite a lot

	34%

	Somewhat
	27%

	Not very much
	15%

	Not at all
	3%


At first sight this is quite bad news for the air travel industry (but see below).  Only 18% of people didn’t think that it was a significant source of climate-causing pollution.  It also suggests that environment groups could be wasting their time if they launch information campaigns to tell people this, as they already think it.

Of course this is simply awareness of the issue but that is a first step, if you use the model awareness > alignment> engagement > action.  See pages 6 – 9 from How To Win Campaigns and “2 basic guidelines: Right components... right order” at http://www.campaignstrategy.org/cr12_4.html.  

We asked about specifics and inserted Greenpeace into the equation

Greenpeace believes that pollution from aircraft is a serious contributor to climate change.  Given that, which of the following do you agree with?

	Air travel is now too cheap
 
	33%

	There should be a tax on fuel for air travel
	52%

	Air travel should be rationed by government
	20%

	No more airports should be built
	44%

	We should limit our air travel voluntarily
	61%

	There should be a pollution warning on air tickets
	61%

	Don’t know


	2%

	None of these
	10%


This should really worry air lobbyists.  (Unless, as discussed in previous newsletters, some companies might actually benefit from this).  It gives support to the many ideas being floated for surcharges or taxes or some sort of controls on air travel.  

Of course there’s a huge difference between saying and doing.  It’s often said that if 80% or more say they care about something in a survey, and 50% say they’d do something about it, only 10% will really act.  But the balance is clear – a majority favour extra tax on air travel, and that’s without any large scale campaigns (air fuel for example is currently one fifth the cost of fuel for cars in the UK, due to a lack of tax).  And a tax is not like a voluntary action where free-riders can exploit your best efforts – the government can make sure it is equitable and affects us all.

Perhaps most significant is the implied shift in position of air travel from being simply a ticket to enjoyment, to a problem, or a necessary evil, or a luxury with regrettable downsides (over 60% supporting a warning on air tickets).

For the UK Government, which is committed to a major expansion of air travel, the finding that 41% believe no more airports should be built could be seen as a potential problem: which is probably why they are expanding existing airports.

These results though, do seem to give the lie to the old political assumption that air travel is consumer holy cow which can’t be touched.

We then asked the same things but added ‘independent climate scientists’:
Many independent scientists also believe that pollution from aircraft is a serious contributor to climate change.  Given that, which of the following do you agree with?
	Air travel is now too cheap

	32%

	There should be a tax on fuel for air travel
	52%

	Air travel should be rationed by government
	21%

	No more airports should be built
	41%

	We should limit our air travel voluntarily
	59%

	There should be a pollution warning on air tickets
	61%

	Don’t know
	  2%

	None of these
	12%


The results are more or less identical.  The endorsement Greenpeace, often assumed by politicians, media and researchers to be a divisive and non-credible messenger, produced the same result as the endorsement of ‘independent scientists’.  This suggests that, at least at present, a group like Greenpeace wouldn’t have to worry about gaining third party endorsement for any campaign about the climate impacts of air travel.

Some more analysis

As well as segmenting the respondents by age, sex, education, socio-economic group (see data posted at http://www.campaignstrategy.org/newsletters/gp_airtravel_data.pdf ) we also asked the ten questions which enable them to be subdivided into ‘value modes’, according to their psychological needs or drivers.

Meeting these needs frames behaviours.  By understanding these needs campaigners can help influence behaviours. This is a more robust ‘segmentation’ than for example socio-economic (wealth) based systems because in that case we’d have to guess about motivation based on how much money people had.  The three main Motivational Groups revealed by this research are

· Settlers who currently make up 21% of the UK population

· Prospectors, currently making up 44% of the population

· Pioneers, making up 35% of the population

By comparing the question results to these proportions we can see where a particular motivational group is over or under associated with any particular response.  (Broadly the settlers are traditionalist, conservative and cautious, seeking security, belonging and identity.  This is where we all start in life.  Some then become prospectors, seeking success, self-esteem and esteem of others. Lastly some move on to meet new needs, becoming pioneers.  The pioneers start things and try things out, and the other groups follow in their different ways.  For more detail visit www.cultdyn.co.uk and take a look at previous newsletters). 

Analyst Pat Dade of Cultural Dynamics provides this commentary:

How much do you think that pollution from aircraft contributes to climate change?

Out of six possible responses, 34% of all respondents chose the second most

‘serious’ response – ‘quite a lot’. This was the most favoured answer.

Less than 8% of respondents replied ‘Not at all’ or ‘Don’t know’.

This pattern suggests this is a ‘mature’ area of questioning: people are aware of the issue and have a considered opinion.

Yet is this really the case? The ‘leading edge’ Pioneers, 35% of the population and those people most likely begin new trends in thinking, make up only about 31% of this group of respondents. By dividing these two figures, an index of 90 emerges. The Pioneers are ‘below average’ in thinking that aircraft are a major pollution source.

Prospectors are the largest group, at 44% of the British population, and comprise about 45% of the ‘quite a lot’ respondents, indexing at 103 – almost average or what would be expected by chance.

Settlers are a smaller group, 21% of the British population, and usually the last group to pick up on leading edge thinking. They account for 23% of the ‘quite a lot’ respondents, indexing at 109.

This demonstrates that the leading edge of society is less likely to support the response than the ‘anchors’ of society. This immediately indicates that this response option, despite its popularity, is not reflective of leading edge thinking.

If campaigners attempted to link aircraft pollution and climate change in a ‘quite a lot’ manner – for example, by using strong linkages between cause and effect – it is very possible that it may find more agreement within Settlers than within Pioneers.

Some campaign groups have traditionally been perceived as thought leaders and an innovative organisations. Such groups attract leading edge thinkers as both passive supporters and activist members. This is both a strength and a weakness when attempting to influence personal, and global, behaviour change. This ‘quite a lot’ response set indicates that leading edge thinkers have a different orientation. This needs to be explored and understood before setting activities in motion if any group wants to maintain its reputation. Conversely a campaign highlighting this cause and effect is quite likely to attract Settlers to a greater extent than Pioneers, and Prospectors.

Questions to think about:

-Why are Settlers more predisposed to this response than Pioneers?

- Should activist groups keep focusing on the leading edge?

- Should they use the above insight to pick up more Settlers?

- Could Settlers be a new generation of activists?

- What type of communications would appeal to Settlers? Prospectors? Pioneers?

Is airline travel just too cheap?

Various reasons can be put forward to explain why 50% of the population believes that aircraft pollution and climate change are linked either ‘very much’ or ‘quite a lot’ - yet numbers of aircraft, flights and airports continue to expand, often financed by taxpayer subsidies and corporate tax breaks.

33% of respondents agreed that ‘air travel is now too cheap’.

Who are these people?

43% of them are Pioneers. This figure is significantly above their 35% of the population. They index at 124.

42% of them are Prospectors, giving them a slightly lower than index of 95. They are therefore about average.

Settlers - the most prudent with their money, the most likely to holiday less and the most likely to holiday in the UK - make up only 15% of these respondents, indexing at a significantly low 72. They make up 21% of the population.

An obvious campaigning issue is the linking of air travel, climate change and ‘irresponsible’ low prices by the airline companies. In a ‘polluter pays’ scenario, the airlines are levied a tax to pay for damage to climate. This would almost certainly lead to higher ticket prices. It could be argued from this data that the group most likely to agree that aircraft pollution and climate change are linked ‘quite a lot’ – Settlers - are the least likely to think it is the fault of ‘cheap flight policies’ by the airlines.

Attacking the airlines and their policies may therefore be counterproductive in attracting support from these people.

Pioneers are the group most likely to take long haul holidays and are over-represented among business travellers. This makes them the most experienced of airline travellers. And they are the ones most likely to agree that the fares are ‘too cheap’. An interesting insight to help build up a picture of a future campaign and strategy?  At the other end of the response set are Settlers, who have the least experience of airlines and foreign air travel, and who do not subscribe to the

‘too cheap fares’ option.

This question – which at first appears to be a straight ‘economics’ based question - reveals that it is really an issue of ‘values’.

- Could a campaign to increase ticket prices, in partnership with the airlines, or even a single national carrier, have a measurable effect on climate change?
- Would it have a measurable effect on ‘positive customer perception’ of the airline?

- Would it have a measurable effect on ‘positive customer perception’ of the campaign organisation involved ?

- Which group is most likely to change their behaviour based on higher priced air travel tickets?

- Would the changed behaviour cause more climate change damage than aircraft pollution?

Should the government just go ahead and raise the tax on aircraft fuel?

This is an obvious way to kill two birds with one stone: raise taxes for the government for its expenditures and prevent the cheap flight policies of airlines from further adding to climate change. This is method that most, but not all, politicians seem to like at the moment and the EU has pressed for.

Sounds like a vote winner! Or does it? Let’s look at the data.

44% of respondents agree with the statement ‘there should be a tax on fuel for air travel’

40% of these respondents are Pioneers – indexing at 116. They appear to be more willing to accept a price premium than the other groups. No votes lost here.

40% of those agreeing with the statement are Prospectors. This is less than the 44% in the general population, so giving them an index of 91. In many product group categories these are the people most likely to pay price premiums. Is climate change a ‘product’ not worth paying for?

The remaining 20% is made up of Settlers, who index at 91, in line with Prospectors but for different reasons.

Perhaps a campaign organisation could mount a campaign, with the airlines and the government, that at once raised the tax base among those least price sensitive and the biggest users of airlines; and provide the airlines with a useful and brand productive exercise to raise prices (the airlines are willing to pay up for clean air). This could still end up being seen as just ‘another way to sting the taxpayer/the little guy while the fat cat gets away with it again’.

Pioneers are those people most likely to approve of any ‘user pays’ approach to activities that ‘cause’ climate change. They realise that not all activities can be changed overnight, especially if decision makers have boards and shareholders to answer to. They also realise that the dangers of climate change have been headline news for over a decade and that any organisation or person who won’t voluntarily change their behaviour should be made to compulsory pay for their behaviour. Settlers are not as happy with this approach and are quite likely to advance arguments that they get little enjoyment from life and that their holiday options are being circumscribed by greedy tax-mad chancellors and airline shareholders.

- Can campaigners forge some relationships between ‘interested players’ in this market?
- Do they want to?

- Who would the target be?

-  What would the best core proposition to Settlers? Pioneers? Prospectors?

Conclusions

We don’t know what if anything Greenpeace or other groups are planning to do about campaigns on air travel in future.   Right now several UK groups support a pledge campaign against airport expansion (http://www.airportpledge.org.uk/sign.php).

With growing concern about climate change, air travel is a classic breaking issue.

Of course there are already niche campaigns about air travel, and some campaign groups – long used to jumping onto planes to attend ‘important meetings’ at the drop of a hat – are quietly rethinking their practices.   

Greenpeace UK for example says: “as evidence of the impact of flying on the climate has mounted, we have been tightening rules about when and where we fly. First we banned any flights within the UK mainland or to Brussels or Paris. Then we extended this to Amsterdam, where our international headquarters are.” [5]

The RSPB says: “We strongly encourage our staff to take the train for business travel and discourage flying or driving, in order to reduce carbon emissions. Our own vehicles are selected for their low carbon dioxide emissions. We have installed videoconferencing and telephone conferencing facilities to avoid the need for staff to travel. “

So far a lot of behaviour change is ‘under the horizon’.  I’ve almost stopped using air travel altogether, and have avoided taking some jobs which effectively required it.  I know others who’ve done the same, and several friends who have taken to planning their holidays using the train – see for example the excellent website ‘the Man In seat Sixty-One’ at http://www.seat61.com/ for how to plan without planes.

With a growing number of carbon-counting initiatives, environment groups can expect to come under more pressure to clean up their own act.  Expect to see initiatives aimed at stigmatising both high carbon lifestyles and air travel – hopefully better thought out than some of the campaigns that have been run against SUVs and car use.   A technical fix seems a very long way off.

Chris Rose

[1] Aviation "could enter climate trading from 2008" Environment Daily 1949, 27/09/05
[2] http://www.foe.co.uk/resource/press_releases/20021129120015.html
[3] http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/sci/tech/4266466.stm

[4] http://www.campaignstrategy.org/newsletters/gp_airtravel_data.pdf
[5] www.greenpeace.org.uk

(Thanks - we provided this data to the campaigners at Greenpeace, who have agreed to share it with you.  We rather doubt that the airline industry would be so open with its own studies!  Nothing in this article implies any view of Greenpeace).

Additional Analysis by Alex Garcia Wylie -– The Unfolding Climate-Aviation Issue

Throughout the history of international civil aviation, the interaction of different commercial interests and divergent viewpoints of a wide range of stakeholders have ensured that the sector’s international greenhouse gas emissions are not controlled by any international body. If this status quo is not shaken in the months to come it is possible that aviation will continue to be sole free rider of our skies for years to come.

For over a century the aviation industry has enjoyed the tax exemptions on its enormous kerosene consumption. Now, facing growing pressure over climate change, the aviation industry is divided on the issue. Some credit for this must go to NGOs such as Aviation and Environment Federation, the Climate Action Network, Transport and Environment Federation, FOE, Germanwatch and My Climate, for influencing important political milestones within the European Union:

· At the next Assembly of the International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) in 2007, the EU will be presenting its much anticipated proposals on charges & taxes. This, together with parallel developments on the inclusion of aviation in the EU Emission Trading Scheme, may be an important step towards finally making the sector accountable for its GHGs. 

· Media interest and pressure exerted by campaigners in the UK and elsewhere have raised the profile of the debate on aviation and climate change. This is probably due to continue given that Tony Blair has made aviation and climate change a top issue for the UK EU Presidency. Parallel to this, Jacques Chirac has managed to catch the media’s attention – and the support of countries such as Belgium, Spain, Brazil and Germany - with proposals for a tax on airline tickets to help fund development. 

· The EU Commission published the conclusions of its e-consultation at the beginning of the summer. An EU Commission communication on aviation & climate change is due shortly. 

A significant question is whether the EU communication will reflect the Commission’s intentions to work on the issue at the UNFCCC level, and consequently ask the Environmental Council to consider what sort of Mandate the EU should have on this issue at the Eleventh Meeting of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC COP11/MOP1) in Montreal in November 2005.. 

Political and media attention will focus on CoP11/MoP1. It will be the first meeting of the parties to the Kyoto Protocol since it came into force last February, and will see the start of discussions on the post-2012 climate regime (also known as "Kyoto II"). Considering that control of overall greenhouse gases from all sectors is what matters, many see the continued exclusion of aviation and maritime bunker fuels as unjustifiable. Nevertheless, it is still unclear whether aviation and maritime bunker fuels will make it onto the agenda. 

Even if it has the political will to do so, the European Union will find it hard to lobby other parties to include the issue – and much will depend on what NGOs do in advance. 

What are the obstacles that lie ahead?

A considerable amount of political consolidation has yet to be obtained at the European level of member states and institutions such as the Transport and Environment DGs, Environment and Transport ministries, etc. This situation has not been aided by the fact that, until recently, messages from transport and climate NGO on how to tackle increasing aviation emissions have been mixed. The role of developing nations – and especially China and India - is a complicating factor.

Significant hurdles ahead in 2006 and 2007 could jeopardise any future progress ahead of "Kyoto II". These include the Austrian and Finnish Presidencies, a workshop of SBSTA a subsidiary body of the UNFCCC, and the ICAO Assembly in 2007. 

What needs to happen at CoP11/MoP 1?

The EU must be empowered to raise the issue of inclusion of aviation and maritime bunker fuels on the agenda for discussions on Kyoto II, with a reference to what has been and needs to be done in order to establish concrete emission reduction targets for the sector. 

Editorial comment needs to focus attention on the economic inequity and damaging impacts caused by the exclusion of international aviation emissions. In particular, NGOs should seek to:

· Communicate their message with an overarching voice and a simple and morally compelling stories. 

· Have a long term game plan 

· Challenge a scenario in which the inclusion of bunker fuels will not be discussed until 2007, when it will be too late to talk about inclusion in Kyoto II. 

· Challenge other arguments and issues (e.g. aviation and economic development link, role of developing countries) in order to bring about a social, political and institutional change. 

Alex Garcia Wylie, The Varda Group, www.vardagroup.org (alex@vardagroup.org)
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