Campaign Strategy Newsletter No 26, 6 September 2006

Campaigns For the Outer Directeds ? 

Regular readers of this newsletter will know about the work I've done with Pat Dade on using 'Value Modes' (vms) to look at matching communications to people's motivations [1]. Recently a number of groups have actually started primary research using 'VMs' and we plan to start a new national UK survey soon - if you're interested in buying into that with your own questions let us know [2]. But in any event campaigners working on 'issues' might take a look at a current example of a campaign which I would guess probably 'makes sense' to the crucial ODs (outer directed) or ED (esteem driven) 'Prospectors' [3]. 

'Prospectors' are critical in many campaigns because they are the motor of the economy, an increasingly large group, and the most vigorous consumers in society. Unfortunately many 'issue based' campaigns don't 'make sense' to them. 

So it's worth having a look at 'Chemicals Safe Skincare' [4], described as a campaign group and reported in the politically significant mid-market Daily Mail as such, although it is in fact set up by a group of natural-product cosmetic manufacturers. The key thing about their pitch however is that it's about products, not issues, and is personalised, it's about people not society, choices not concepts - in other words it's in terms that make sense to the Prospectors not just the Pioneers (the inner directeds). Follow the links from that site and you will see plenty of allied campaigns that are well presented but in terms that make sense to the Pioneers.

The 'skin care' campaign starts from where the audience is (my skin - see p 14 of How To Win Campaigns [5]), not 'the issue' (of chemicals) and its visuals are all positive, commercial style cosmetic in tone. (Contrast that with the use of a 'go away' visual, the black and orange toxic label adopted in WWF's 'detox' campaign - mixing the positive idea of a body detox, with the hazard warning label taken from toxic product packaging: relevant but in terms of visual language, contradictory). 

Campaigners could pull the same trick to create consumer friendly front ends to many other campaigns. For instance several campaigns about electronic waste and toxic content of technology products are projected as 'issues' rather than which is the best computer, phone or mp3 player to buy. 

Campaign of the Month - "What does your car say about you?" 

Many campaigns are trying to target the esteem driven for good strategic reasons but in many cases still doing it in 'inner directed' terms. (Part of the answer may be to ensure that the communications are developed by or at least with esteem driven communicators!)
For instance my old colleagues in Greenpeace have screened a highly professional video about a man in an office who is derided by his colleagues for owning a 4X4 (SUV) [6]. It's worth watching (sorry to pick on you folk). "Great video" was the verdict of some other  campaigners who've seen it. But will it really work ? 

The ad hinges on the premise that owning a 4x4 makes you look stupid. The problem with this, is that the premise probably doesn't apply to many esteem-driven people, as 4x4s aren't yet unfashionable. (I'm not saying that only or all esteem driven people drive 4x4s although that is how most are sold right now but this question of identification applies even without thinking in 'VM' terms). 

So the ad is unlikely to make anyone who doesn't already think that 4x4s are déclassé, feel uncomfortable. It seems to be classic ID (Pioneer) communications aimed at OD Prospectors, resonating with the Pioneers but not the Prospectors, who may see the office critics as themselves 'wankers' or 'too trendy for words'. In addition, few 4x4 owners are likely to work in an office surrounded by people who think 4x4s are stupid, so the social context may not ring very true. Even if they did, would they be swayed by it, after identifying with the 4x4 owner and then being vilified ?

How could such an ad be done differently ? If it sets out to identify someone as foolish, then it could be more persuasive if it created a character who people didn't want to be like but who was doing things they did. (In the Greenpeace ad the 4x4 owner is just a regular bloke, a 'nobody'). Then show that they are out of step. Preferably give people something genuinely funny to laugh at, rather than just sneering at a victim. That way everyone gets to laugh together but the 'message' is implicit. 

For instance to get under the skin, one could use someone who is well known for being 'out of synch' and laughable and associate them with the problem. An 'Austin Powers' type figure for instance, and get him to speak the reasons why 4x4s are the thing to have. For example that real men need lots of petrol, big engines under the bonnet and so on.  He could then decry electric cars for instance (see for example the Lotus-built 130mph electric sports car recently reported in The Guardian). 

From the other end, one could show that an “Esteemed Person” is driving an electric car or a bike or whatever - the Prospectors need to identify with the person getting esteem, not to be told that they are doing something (for esteem) for the "wrong reason". So here's the second problem with the ad - not only does nobody care about the protagonist, that is they are likely to have no emotional commitment to the character, the others who interact with him are nobodies too. There's nobody in the film who is getting the esteem of others. 

Non-UK readers probably know who Austin Powers is - a joke 1970s would be unreconstructed (and incompetent) James Bond figure who is out of kilter with the modern world he wakes up in. The popular hate-figure for anti SUV campaigners in Britain is someone else, baby-boomer tv motoring correspondent Jeremy Clarkson. He's too obvious a target. Attacks on Clarkson can backfire because too many people who are not overwhelmingly concerned about climate change, his antics are often seen as harmless and not to be taken too seriously (for example perhaps by the 'Flexible Individualist' Pioneers in VMs terms). 

So if campaigners attack Clarkson, it can look as if they lack a sense of humour or, especially over global warming, a sense of proportion: Clarkson may be irresponsible but he's free to make his own decisions and he's just a tv pundit..... Ie it can drive some potential supporters away from campaigns, while providing natural Clarksons with more reason to sink their heads further into the sand in solidarity.  Part of Clarkson's appeal is his devil-may-care chauvinism and Homer Simpson tendencies but if gas guzzlers became associated with someone as obviously out of step as Austin Powers, then the connection would get made because they are both of the same vintage, and could share the same views on cars.   At least the sons of Clarksons mightn't want to follow their dads.

(For a recent major review of transport, climate and efforts to change behaviour see AN EVIDENCE BASE REVIEW OF PUBLIC ATTITUDES TO CLIMATE CHANGE AND TRANSPORT BEHAVIOUR by Jillian Anable et al http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_susttravel/documents/page/dft_susttravel_612225.pdf)

Smoke and Mirrors 

There are horribly few accessible good case studies of campaigns because most campaigners are simply too busy, or to focused on the next step, to write up what they've done. One useful exception is the Ash (Anti Smoking for Health) write up of their London campaign to ban smoking in public places, reported in a newspaper article this summer [7]. This led to legislation in 2006.

There was nothing particularly innovative about the campaign but it proves that conventional well planned and executed lobbying efforts can work. Deborah Arnott and Ian Willmore explain how they set out to 're-frame' the issue as one of health and safety for workers in pubs, cafes and clubs rather than health in general and avoiding 'smokers rights' [8], and then set up a 'swarm' of campaigners each using their initiative to push towards the same target. 

The next step was to split the opposition - identified by campaign analysis not as the tobacco industry but the hospitality trade (see 'issue mapping' [9]). They did this by using the spect of local political action leading to a multiplicity of laws. The trade would rather have at least one rule to work with even if they'd rather have had none at all. The final moves were mainly a case of exploiting splits within the government - notably between Health Secretary John Reid and the Chief Medical Officer - and demonstrating that there were votes in the issue, or at least conveying that there would be some. 

Pivotal in the process - which took several years - was the 'Big Smoke Debate' engineered by Ash and its allies in London. Initially Ken Livingstone, Mayor of London, was not interested but became a campaign champion after public affairs firm Munro and Forster helped Ash show that public opinion was on side. There's a case study at Munro and Forster's website [10] (it won an award from PR Week). 

The campaign used 'salami' tactics to chop the problem up into slices, such as smoking in cabs, cafes, pubs, rather than smoking in general. The results of surveys persuaded Livingstone that he should write to the national government supporting legislation. Thereby making Livingstone, a political heavyweight, into the campaign messenger. It then surmounted obstacles such as John Reid's advisers by showing the effect that similar policies had had in Scotland, Ireland and New York - not in terms of health but in terms of public opinion. So in the final stretches, the campaign benefited from what another 'PR', Simon Bryceson, has called the 'law of anticipated consequences', that is, politicians usually react to the threat of what might happen, rather than the impact of what has. This campaign also 'ticked the boxes' in much of Bryceson's 'Political Checklist' - see Campaign Strategy Newsletter 13, at this site. 

And Finally - Can Fly, Won't Fly 

After predicting in a previous newsletter (#22) that not flying (because of climate change) could become the new 'save the whale', I am, in the style of politicians, on the look out for evidence to shore up my proposition. Consequently my eye was caught by the August 27 Review section of the UK’s Sunday Times, a publication centred on celebrity news.   Under the headline "Green is the new black darlings", Rosie Millard wrote that celebrities have developed a mania for all things ecologically sound". 

Describing the norming process rather well, Millard wrote: "Being green is now accepted as being rather chic; a straightforwardly good idea worth signing up to, rather than something outwardly virtuous which requires a keen commitment to body hair and a vegan diet". As if to emphasise the often overlooked truth that newspapers are primarily entertainment, she adds: "Of course there are people who take things to extremes, such as the environmentally conscious bridesmaid Barbara Haddrill, whose concern about carbon dioxide emissions is such that she is travelling overland to the wedding of her best friend, rather than by aeroplane. That the wedding is in Brisbane and Barbara is in Wales only adds, in Barbara’s view, to the excitement of the big day."
Perhaps readers between Wales and Australia should look out for her ? 

The article continued "But for every person like Barbara (whose journey, if taken by air, would produce 5.2 tons of carbon dioxide, or the equivalent of heating five houses for a year), there are hundreds of others who now feel it is just not acceptable to jet off to Barcelona for a hen weekend, or fly to Paris when Eurostar is so much kinder to the environment. Indeed, a Channel 4 conference on global warming had to cope with some of the participants appearing by video phone because of their reluctance to travel by air in order to take part." 

Interesting, and NGOs of course will have noticed this trend. “To solve the huge environmental problems the world faces now, we need political change but we also need cultural change,” my friend Tony Juniper of Friends of the Earth told the Sunday Times. “People need to see that things can change. And if it’s going to be made more fashionable thanks to interest from some high-profile people, that’s fine.” 

"However", noted Millard "Juniper speaks to me from Stansted airport having just arrived off a plane from Amsterdam. What? “I’ve attended a meeting of FOE International,” he confesses. “And there was no alternative to flying. Like everyone else in the country, I face harsh realities.” All right, then".
This is the process of flying becoming unfashionable, even if  'we' are still 'all doing it'. 

Are there no alternatives ?  Nathaniel Ashford from Action Aid reports at ecampaigningforum.com on using Skype connections at a recent HIV & AIDS conference in Toronto to enable activists in India, Nepal, Nigeria and Honduras to "hear the concerns of the HIV activists and practitioners first hand even though they couldn't afford/ weren't invited to be at the conference". He says "It is part of an ongoing experiment to create real dialogue between decision makers and poor/ marginalised people. I think it went fairly well as a pilot and you can see the highlights on our website" he says.  See http://www.actionaid.org.uk/100528/advo_casting_gives_activists_a_voice_at_aids_conference.html
Perhaps this is a model other NGOs could use ? Many of them are still set up for the world of 'international organisation' centred on meetings, attended through air travel. 

(For travel in Europe the best timetables and bookings are at the German rail site www.bahn.de and numerous links are at http://www.chooseclimate.org/flying/alt.html . See also http://www.flyless.info/  along with accounts of journeys from all over the world and http://www.seat61.com/). 
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