For the love of Earth, stop traveling
Opinion, by Jack Miles, WashingtonPost | NOV 2, 2017

An illustration of plane pollution. (The WorldPost)

According to former U.N. climate chief Christiana Figueres, we have only three years left in
which to “bend the emissions curve downward” and forestall a terrifying cascade of climaterelated catastrophes, much worse than what we’re already experiencing. Realistically, is there
anything that you or I can do as individuals to make a significant difference in the short time
remaining?
The answer is yes, and the good news is it won’t cost us a penny. It will actually save us money,
and we won’t have to leave home to do it. Staying home, in fact, is the essence of making a big
difference in a big hurry. That’s because nothing that we do pumps carbon dioxide into the
atmosphere faster than air travel. Cancel a couple long flights, and you can halve your carbon
footprint. Schedule a couple, and you can double or triple it.
Atmosfair is a German public interest group that recommends limiting your air travel to about
3,100 miles per year — if you live in Los Angeles, that’s one round-trip flight to Mexico City. If
you must exceed that limit, Atmosfair invites you to compensate by sending conscience money
on a prorated basis to support climate stabilization efforts around the world. Last fall, having
accepted an invitation to speak in Morocco, I used this online calculator to determine the carbon
cost of my trip. My seats alone on the round-trip flights from Los Angeles to Casablanca (with a
layover in Paris) helped emit about 8,400 pounds of carbon dioxide, prorated, into the
atmosphere. Double that because my wife accompanied me. In sum, our seats alone on the planes
to and from Morocco helped unload about 16,800 pounds of carbon dioxide. And this, of course,
was just a small fraction of the emissions cost of the flight as a whole.
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To put this into perspective, my wife’s and my annual carbon footprint in Orange County,
California — counting gas, electricity, transportation and waste disposal — is about 33,000
pounds, according to the carbon footprint calculator of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. (To put that total into further perspective, the average Indian’s annual carbon footprint
is just 3,000 pounds.) By taking one optional international trip that helped emit about 16,800
pounds of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere, my wife and I increased our 2016 carbon footprint
by more than a third. The harm we did with one international trip surely neutralized any good
that we did all year as recyclers, eco-consumers and financial contributors to environmental
organizations.
To put our flights’ 16,800 pounds of carbon dioxide further into perspective, the average
American generates about 1,300 pounds of carbon dioxide a year through beef
consumption. Minute by minute, mile by mile, nothing that we do causes greater or more easily
avoidable harm to the environment than flying, which more often than not is optional or merely
recreational.
The delegates meeting in Bonn, Germany next week for the U.N. climate conference recognize
this. “The lion’s share of greenhouse gas emissions” from the COP23 conference, the organizers
note, “is from long-distance air travel.” After the conference, a COP23 sustainability task force
will tally up the overall carbon footprint and seek to offset as much as possible by buying
certified emission reduction credits, many of which will go to green development projects in
small island states in recognition of Fiji holding the presidency of this conference.
There are 7 billion people on our planet, but the billion with the largest carbon footprint includes
the most frequent fliers. I belong to the top billion. So do many of you. If all 7 billion had a
carbon footprint as large as ours, global carbon dioxide emissions would increase from the
current 38 billion tons per year to 150 billion tons — a trillion tons every seven years, according
to “Bending the Curve,” a 2015 University of California report. That trillion would translate into
a catastrophic spike in global warming — an increase of 33 degrees Fahrenheit every seven
years.
So for the love of the Earth, our common home, our only home, start conducting more remote
work meetings and training sessions virtually. Inform those jet-setting friends that you won’t
attend their destination wedding in the tropics — you’ll send a gift in the mail. Tell that
conference organizer that while you’re honored to be invited, you would prefer to participate in
live online sessions instead. Start taking vacations by train or car, rather than flying to Paris
or beyond. Explain to your ecological public interest group that the Galápagos will be much
better off without you. And please, all you professionals bouncing between New York City and
Washington D.C., take a train, not a plane.
The 17th-century poet Andrew Marvell warned his “coy mistress” and himself that life was brief
and youth briefer. They could wish it otherwise, but:
…at my back I always hear
Time’s winged chariot hurrying near;
And yonder all before us lie
Deserts of vast eternity.
In our day, the winged chariot that is hurrying near is species extinction. The deserts of vast
eternity that lie before us are the wastelands of the planet itself as we send it to its death. But
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there is something you can do about all that — something big, something easily within reach,
something that won’t cost you time or money.
Take a deep, slow breath, and throw away that bucket list for good. You are needed at home, my
friend, urgently needed. For the love of the Earth and of those who will inherit it when you are
gone, stay right where you are.
This was produced by The WorldPost, a partnership of the Berggruen Institute and The
Washington Post.
Correction: This op-ed has been updated with revised emissions calculations for the author’s
flight to Casablanca.
Jack Miles, a Pulitzer Prize and MacArthur “genius” award-winning author, was a contributor to the
University of California’s “Bending the Curve” report on climate stability. His forthcoming book is “God in
the Koran” (Alfred A. Knopf 2018).
Copied 11/5/2017 from:
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/theworldpost/wp/2017/11/02/plane-pollution/?tid=ss_fb-bottom&utm_term=.40f42b89d1c4
(Highlights, footnotes and minor edits may have been added, but only for context, analysis & clarification)

107 Comments (as of 11/5/2017 at 2200PST):
LHarmonyS
9:27 PM PST

Actually the single most important thing you can do to reduce carbon emissions is to get rid of the
current administration and replace it with one who will reduce the military budget. The military has a
far greater impact than all of us combined, with no positive aspect. There are positive sides to travel those who travel more are less likely to support war and more open to other ways of life, and to eating
meat, which many find necessary to recover from the standard American diet of too much sugar.
LikeReplyShare

Jeanne
2:35 PM PST

Have high speed train travel throughout the US and for business travel just use Skyp or a process like
this. The time saved, toll on the body and the money saved alone is a reason to do that. How much
business travel is really necessary? Person to person is nice, and some would say it's the only way to do
business, but how much gain is there really?
LikeReplyShare

jim20832
8:53 AM PST

We should all be content to just look at the authors pictures the next time we have the desire to see
some exotic foreign land.
LikeReplyShare

Marilyn Starrett
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11/4/2017 11:24 AM PDT

A fully booked modern commercial jet uses less fuel per person per mile than an automobile does. Train
travel would be preferable, but in the US it is difficult to get from place to place on a train.
LikeReplyShare

Josh Scandlen
11/4/2017 10:08 AM PDT

Great article! I come at it from a completely different perspective though, in terms of the consumption,
as opposed to CO2 being released.
How many kWh/day/yr does your air travel consume?
Well if each gallon of fuel is the equivalent of 35kWh. You can quickly calculate your consumption.
Boston to Atlanta roundtrip is 1800 miles or so. Plane burns 750 gallons an hour. 200 people per flight.
Basically each round trip is 2kWh/day/per passenger. Do that flight once a month and you're consuming
24kWh/per day just in air travel.
Compare that to your utility bill and you will be shocked at how much energy air travel consumes.
Facts are, if you want to be "green" you've gotta consume MUCH less. Air travel and cruises are huge
sources of consumption.
LikeReplyShare

1

JaniceSLintz
11/4/2017 7:25 AM PDT

Shame on WP for publishing this preposterous story and shaming travelers. The article/study was
produced in partnership with the Berggruen Institute. Nicolas Berggruen, the Institute's founder is
infamous for reportedly jetting around the world on his on his private jet. Isn't this calling the kettle
black?
http://www.businessinsider.com/homeless-billionair...
LikeReplyShare

Chiara Rose
9:04 PM PST

Plane travel is definitely a major contributor to greenhouse gas emissions.
LikeReply

scottinmsn

4

11/4/2017 5:30 AM PDT

Presumably this means the Post will stop publishing those vacuous Travel-Related pieces. ("The Great
Time I saw the snows of Kilimanjaro" ; "How I found myself while walking the streets of Mumbai") At
least the authors could wear Hair Shirts while they travel / write about the experience.
LikeReplyShare

1

Kelly Witwicki
11/3/2017 5:05 PM PDT

Nonsense, not eating animal-based foods is far easier per the impact, for the vast majority of people.
LikeReplyShare

1

Jeanne
2:37 PM PST

Actually just cutting down on meat is healthier for the environment. You are right.
LikeReply

Richard Reiss
7:17 PM PST

Here's the ratio, from David MacKay, the former chief science advisor to the UK Department of Energy
and Climate Change: https://www.withouthotair.com/c29/page_229.shtml
Flying dwarfs diet. One reason is that there's a limit to how much you can eat, and less of a limit to how
many flights one can take.
MacKay himself was vegan; he also limited his air travel.
LikeReply

Chiara Rose
9:04 PM PST

I would say both are very very very important
LikeReply

Collins
11/3/2017 2:49 PM PDT

I don't disagree with the broader point---air travel emits CO2 in large quantities. But I think he's off-base
from a policy standpoint. As an engineer, I have to point out that he's missing a key point: air travel
emits a lot of CO2 because the distances covered are large, but on a pounds CO2/mile basis, it's a pretty
efficient way to travel.
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Borrowing numbers from the EPA, the average American drives 11,400 miles a year with a car averaging
21.6mpg. That equates to about 10,362 lbs of CO2 emitted (4.7 metric tons). Or, 0.91lbs_C02/mile.
Compare that to a round trip flight from SEA to DC (4604 miles in the air) with carbon footprint
calculator he used (which seems to estimate/report higher numbers than others) and you get
0.67lbs_CO2/mile. That's not insignificantly different.
Maybe we should be flying more and driving less?
LikeReplyShare
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Richard Reiss
7:21 PM PST

Not if you want to live on an inhabitable planet. Emissions in every realm need to decline by half each
ten years, between now and 2050. As an engineer, you'll realize that you can drive an electric car; there's
no practical way to decarbonize aircraft, because the energy density of kerosene is hard to replace.
https://www.withouthotair.com/c5/page_35.shtml
LikeReply

1

RitaR1
11/3/2017 10:33 AM PDT

Seems like long-distance subways, a la Elon Musk's Boring Project, could move people much more
efficiently in terms of emissions. Underground trains could easily travel at or close to 500 miles an hour,
the average air speed. Of course, the initial investment would be enormous.
LikeReplyShare

2

Sven Haakonknutson
11/3/2017 10:11 AM PDT

I travel a lot through Google Street View. It's pretty fun!
LikeReplyShare

2

moore_te
11/3/2017 9:25 AM PDT

Carbon tax.
That will affect all uses of fossil fuel, rather than picking and choosing. Let the market allocate.
Use the proceeds to help mitigate the harm to individuals and communities dependent on fossil fuels.
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LikeReplyShare

4

brldayton
11/3/2017 7:56 AM PDT

Suppose the writer thinks all trade and commerce should cease as well.
LikeReplyShare

1

Richard Reiss
7:25 PM PST

Consider what trade will be like at 4°C. http://www.tyndall.ac.uk/sites/default/files/publi...
LikeReply

Rick20112
11/3/2017 7:01 AM PDT

The key smile I got from this article came from reading the appended correction:
"Correction: This op-ed has been updated with revised emissions calculations for the author’s flight to
Casablanca."
So, Mr. Miles, how many of us should not travel to Casablanca? Maybe you can just tell us about the fun
you had.
LikeReplyShare

2

rwvalentine
11/3/2017 6:20 AM PDT

if you don't believe it the looming catastrophe, you're good to go.
if you do believe, then practice what you preach or shut up.
that means you too, dicaprio!
LikeReplyShare

2

wyojimmy
11/3/2017 5:55 AM PDT

Infrastructures all over the Earth are leaking all kinds of toxins into the air, land and water giving
humans, especially children all kinds of health problems. To treat these health problems we bulldoze,
drill, mine and explode the Earth to make medical technology and pharmaceuticals to try and cure these
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people. This leaks more toxins into the air, land and water. Dynamical systems like the Earth's
atmosphere and presidential elections are hard, if not, impossible to predict. NO ONE knows what the
climate will do, but we do know that all the toxins being released into the air, land and water damages
everyone's brains.
LikeReplyShare

1

Chiara Rose
9:06 PM PST

Actually changes in the climate are relatively easy to predict using climate modeling.
LikeReply

Portia Brodie Zwicker
11/3/2017 5:17 AM PDT

What do we do about large groups that travel regularly? Like sports teams and touring orchestras? For
them it's not just people but thousands of pounds of gear.
LikeReplyShare

2

Chiara Rose
9:07 PM PST

Rethink the way we interact as musicians and physically expressive and able people.
LikeReply

upham
11/2/2017 10:13 PM PDT

what? No more yoga retreats in Costa Rica?
LikeReplyShare

1

margaret
11/2/2017 8:53 PM PDT

If you can't be happy in your own back yard, maybe you just can't be happy.
LikeReplyShare

4

Kevin Schuman
11/2/2017 8:32 PM PDT
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I hate to say this, but so what? Why should any of us stop doing what we are doing?
Because it will kill the earth? No, the Earth will live on for quite a few billion years no matter what we
do. It's seen multiple horrible mass extinction events before. Humanity is no different.
Because it will kill humanity? Well, it's debatable whether humanity should be allowed to live on.
Humans are clearly a cancer to the earth and cannot live in harmony with it.
Because we should be "good stewards" to those that inherit the earth? Perhaps if sea levels rise and the
climate changes it will be a disaster big enough to show the remaining survivors that they should take
care of the planet more. There are FAR too many humans on the planet right now anyway.
I will be very long dead before these things happen, and I have no children so it doesn't matter to me.
And as a society it clearly does not matter to us what is happening, so tell me exactly why I should be so
altruistic and think of the future of a race that proves over and over agains that it does not deserve to
inherit the earth.
If air travel is so horribly bad is it all my fault for using it? Do you see humanity demanding something
better even tho it clearly knows what it's doing is bad for humanity? No, you do not. And that is a very
telling sign why humanity deserves to go extinct.
As the Voluntary Human Extinction Movement says, "May we live long, and die out."
LikeReplyShare

2

g8rrick
11/2/2017 6:17 PM PDT

I refuse to fly due the cattle operation of airlines. To help more I will buy a horse and a sail boat. I'll call
grandma in April and tell her we'll be there for Thanksgiving.
LikeReplyShare

2

CavalryBear
11/2/2017 5:48 PM PDT [Edited]

3 days after 9/11 no commercial planes were flying anywhere on Earth. At any time of day there are 1
million people in the air. A city in the sky PBS called it. A study of world wide temperature effects was
done.
The sad fact is the jet emissions created a cooling effect that amounted to over 1 degree of temperature
difference. Without planes flying the heat will increase far quicker.
LikeReplyShare
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2

NUtoAZ
11/2/2017 5:43 PM PDT

Bring back train travel -- or is that bad, too. Glad to know I am reducing my carbon footprint by not
taking air plane flights, when all along I just thought I was saving some money.
LikeReplyShare

4

I_grok9000
11/2/2017 5:24 PM PDT [Edited]

Lots of things we order on-line can end up flying to us when they really don't need to. It would be better
for the planet if we could function with far fewer "express delivery" requests. Between them, UPS and
FedEx, collectively make use of well over 1000 planes in their daily operations (that's a fraction of the
US air fleet, but a significant one). If we could cut the fleet requirements of these two companies in half,
that would be significant.
Cutting back on the number of professional and business meetings, conferences, symposiums, and the
like held in locations requiring more or further air travel than other options could certainly help, though
at the expense of certain local economies. Replacing popular flights between major cities with high
speed rail links also just might be of some use in the longer term.
Not too many years from now,, unless something new under the sun shows up, kerosene will need to be
replaced either with either a biofuel equivalent (algae is the hope) with a near-neutral carbon footprint,
or hydrogen. The only way I know of that we could reasonably expect to economically produce enough
hydrogen to fuel a reasonably similar system of global aviation in a near zero emissions world is to build
quite a few Generation IV nuclear plants. And we are no where close to doing that as a nation.
LikeReplyShare

4

AZON SKEPTIC
11/2/2017 6:55 PM PDT

None of you mention the most efficient energy of all, nuclear power. France is powered 75% with
nuclear power and has been for multiple decades, and no ill effects. Nothing is perfect, but not even
mentioning this looks to me as if either no one is thinking, or we are a bunch of scared mice.
LikeReply

3

paul191919
11/2/2017 4:55 PM PDT [Edited]
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Sure, stop flying and then devastate the developing economies such as in Africa such that they have to
turn to other industries such as mining or clearing the land for industrial outputs. Consider Morocco,
tourism is the second largest foreign exchange earner for that country at $7.55 Billion dollars that
contribute to people's lives.
LikeReplyShare

1

AZON SKEPTIC
11/2/2017 4:39 PM PDT [Edited]

By just stopping breathing, I could "Help" to reduce untold trillions of tons of CO2. I still find the
"updated and revised" article which takes full credit for "helping" is off base as an argument to stop or
even reduce air travel. There is a "chaos"
theory which covers this phenomenon. A single butterfly in the Amazon rain forest.
LikeReplyShare

2

Bradley Baillod
11/2/2017 4:29 PM PDT

This article gets the math wrong. The author ascribes an entire airliner's worth of CO2 to himself, rather
than just taking his share as one passenger.
LikeReplyShare

1

eb_anderson
11/2/2017 4:53 PM PDT [Edited]

No, he is correctly allocating himself only the amount for the aircraft divided by the number of
passengers. A big airplane like a 747 carries about 50,000 gallons of fuel, or more than 300,000 pounds,
which would turn into more than a million pounds of CO2 when burnt. It's strange how people post such
confident pronouncements while not bothering to check their facts!
LikeReply

2

Jerry B.
11/3/2017 6:54 AM PDT

But the airliner is going to fly whether he's on it or not.
Like

1

flyoverjr
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11/2/2017 4:29 PM PDT

For the love of mankind, keep traveling. Nothing changes your prospective more than getting away from
American media and the Washington bubble than traveling. Go to India, Africa, Europe, even anywhere
outside of Washington. Turn off your phone, the internet, and meet people.
Air travel did more to win the cold war than the internet ever could of. Air travel makes us one world of
understanding. Stopping air travel for globe warming moves us back to the dawn of man, tribal people
huddled together, afraid of what is over the next ridge.
LikeReplyShare
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Chiara Rose
9:10 PM PST

WTF "tribal people huddled together, afraid of what is over the next ridge." These agoraphobic
projections are unfounded in reality. Your words lead me to believe that you are deeply out of touch
with Indigenous people and communities and have a biased perspective informed by colonial lenses.
LikeReply

danstrayer
11/2/2017 4:28 PM PDT

No amount of conservation of resources can ever equal the environmental cost of producing a child, who
will use resources every day for 80 years.
What really irks me is people who have 4 or 5 kids, then tell me they are environmentalists. They have
not a clue.
LikeReplyShare

4

LaurenLS
11/2/2017 4:20 PM PDT

Or we could get companies to stop making worthless junk that people buy so that they can have a house
and storage spaces full of stuff they don't use. Buy less clothes, the fashion industry is one of the biggest
contributors.
Let people experience the world and learn about people and places they wouldn't know about if they
didn't go there. The only people that should be cutting back flying are people flying for business reasons.
Or if you really want people to use other modes of transportation during their vacations, people are
going to need more vacation days to compensate for the longer travel times.
LikeReplyShare

5

Mydogwouldbeproud
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11/2/2017 4:15 PM PDT

If my dog can't sit next to me, I don't travel that way. Hes a Rottweiler and, well a big Rottweiler so we
drive to where we are going. No we don't go to Tahiti but there's so many other journeys and jaunts I
don't feel cheated and its nice to know it has other benefits like helping our earth. Look for us on the
road next time you're out there, he's the one driving....
LikeReplyShare

2

NoahGenda
11/2/2017 4:14 PM PDT

Freedom to pollute is a sacrosanct American right!
LikeReplyShare

2

jeffy2345
11/2/2017 4:12 PM PDT

Democrats could propose an airplane carbon tax to address this problem. Then they could also shame all
those people taking excessive airplane trips.
And the GOP would be the beneficiary. Even a few Hollywood types might shift to the GOP over this.
But none of this applies to me. With a family income of about $40,000 in the high cost DC suburbs, I
haven't had the money to ride on an airplane in over 15 years.
LikeReplyShare

2

zigzagchopstick
11/2/2017 4:11 PM PDT

Biggest thing you can do to reduce your carbon footprint: Don't Have Children.
LikeReplyShare
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district_dad
11/2/2017 4:15 PM PDT

More on this topic: http://www.vhemt.org/
LikeReply

1

Catriona S
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11/3/2017 10:44 AM PDT

I love that the author of this piece got paid to blithely tell people not to travel - after bragging about
going to a conference in Morocco, of course - but the very idea of suggesting that people reconsider
reproducing is utterly horrifying to many people. How very dare you! EVERYONE has a right to have
kids! No matter what! Fill that planet until people are packed onto every landmass like sardines! Oy.
LikeReply

Andromeda5
11/2/2017 4:09 PM PDT

A group of us already cancelled our holiday to US/Canada for early next year, but it was for safety
reasons. There doesn't seem to be many safe places to travel to now, so we are staying home and we'll
add a deck to the back of our house instead. Glad to be contributing to the world as a whole by our
decision. I'm certain people won't stop air travel to save the planet, they might have second thoughts for
our reasons though.
LikeReplyShare

1

George George
11/2/2017 4:13 PM PDT

Where are you from?
LikeReply

district_dad
11/2/2017 4:16 PM PDT

Yes. I'd be interested to know. I can't help but expect other countries state departments (foreign
offices?) would start to issue warnings about travelling to the US.
Like

teletype
11/2/2017 4:21 PM PDT

Don't fall off the deck!
LikeReply

Jack Stephens
11/2/2017 4:07 PM PDT

Hair-shirted anti-growth scolds. Changing your underwear only once a week saves water, too.
LikeReplyShare

2
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clarkma5
11/2/2017 4:09 PM PDT [Edited]

It's not about forbidding everything, it's about making people aware of the connection between their
actions and the environment. Thinking about it is a relative "burden" compared to not. But the benefits
to being considerate to the environment, is our sustained success as a species on a planet that is
pleasant to live on.
Yes, it takes some effort. The degree to which it is a burden to you mostly comes down to your ability (or
lack thereof) to value the benefits.
LikeReply

5

Jack Stephens
11/2/2017 4:38 PM PDT

Hair-shirted anti-growth scolds. I hope you don't have any children to mess up Gaia.
Like

1

clarkma5
11/2/2017 4:04 PM PDT

The amount of energy it takes to lift a tube of metal full of people and fuel and equipment and cargo, 5 to
10 miles into the air, is substantial. Long distance cruising is relatively efficient. But as always, think
holistically, reduce unnecessary energy-intensive use (definitely including travel, and air travel is among
the worst offenders to the climate), and find local sources of entertainment. If you travel internationally
(and surely, there is still great benefit to seeing other parts of the world and experiencing them), then
take on some carbon mitigation scheme like Terrapass as part of the cost of your travel. It's like a selfimposed voluntary carbon tax, until we have a carbon tax in reality.
LikeReplyShare

2

Matt7_12
11/2/2017 4:03 PM PDT

Amen
LikeReplyShare

1

Anfenwick
11/2/2017 4:00 PM PDT
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Well okay. You sure greenhouse emissions from air travel are such a significant contributor? I had heard
that it was industry? Or intensive cattle raising?
I will check when I have time.
LikeReplyShare

1

jimk8mr
11/2/2017 4:04 PM PDT

One trip by air ( or even a long trip by car) generates a lot more carbon than eating one steak. In
aggregate cattle are a big contributor, because so many people eat meat. But one's decision to not travel
would have much more impact than one's decision to skip the beef.
LikeReply

3

eb_anderson
11/2/2017 4:05 PM PDT

Air travel is not globally that significant a source of emissions, but for the kind of people who live in LA
and travel to Morocco for vacations, it is very large. Most people in the world, or even in the US, stay
home.
LikeReply

2

clarkma5
11/2/2017 4:07 PM PDT [Edited]

About 3% of US total emissions, and 2% of world total emissions; about 9% of US transportation
emissions and about 12% of world transportation emissions.
It's not #1 but that's top 10 or 20 material for emissions. A significant area to find reductions.
Like

3

davidhoffman6692
11/2/2017 4:00 PM PDT

No.
LikeReplyShare

jimk8mr
11/2/2017 4:00 PM PDT [Edited]
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This is not a simpler calculation for commercial air travel. If the airplanes are flying to Morocco it's not a
huge difference whether a particular seat is empty or full.
It is a much simple calculation for private air travel: if a person isn't going, likely the airplane isn't either.
Which is why we should tax the heck out of private aviation, a luxury enjoyed by those can well afford to
pay such taxes.
LikeReplyShare

1

clarkma5
11/2/2017 4:06 PM PDT

Honestly, this is a case where the markets can really do their work just fine with some nudges. We
should have a carbon tax, or a higher fuel tax on any sort of fuel, to account for climate change and go, at
least partially, toward mitigation efforts. That will increase costs, and ticket prices, and reduce demand.
Reduced demand will lead to fewer flights. Airlines are always encouraged to move the most number of
people with as little fuel as possible. They know that empty seats cost them, they'll cut flights before
suffering many empty seats.
LikeReply

2

Douglas_Fir
11/2/2017 3:57 PM PDT

Seldom do we hear about such an exquisite two-fer as this one: reduce one's carbon footprint AND
eliminate stress. I'd rather have a root canal with a red-hot nail than slog through traffic to the airport,
endure the guilty-until-proven-innocent security measures, then sit stuffed like a sardine for hours
while being charged for water and an extra bag. Not only will Jack Miles' suggestion here help ameliorate
climate change, it just might very significantly reduce the number of frustrated, angry people in the
world--a bargain!
LikeReplyShare

4

sarah004
11/2/2017 3:53 PM PDT

A beautiful article. The amount of travel we all do is quite absurd!
LikeReplyShare

5

BigDaddyNoMore
11/2/2017 3:53 PM PDT
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I haven't been on a plane since 2004, so I think I'm doing my part.
LikeReplyShare

2

Stick a fork in me
11/2/2017 3:50 PM PDT

Well, as soon as they start train service service to Hawaii, I will be the first one to buy a ticket.
LikeReplyShare

Anfenwick
11/2/2017 4:01 PM PDT

I went there by ship from San Diego once. It took a about five days I think.
LikeReply

1

Miss D Dunkles
11/2/2017 3:45 PM PDT

Here's an idea, instead of traveling to summits and conferences how about conference calls. Nothing is
more hypocritical than traveling to an environmental summit.
LikeReplyShare

8

I-Myslef
11/2/2017 3:41 PM PDT

I travel twice a month for work. Ironically I am developing clean energy technologies that requires
muliparty cooperation
I better develop an electric plane first
LikeReplyShare

3

eb_anderson
11/2/2017 3:41 PM PDT

Here's a potentially better way of putting this argument, that lets people not get tangled up too much in
emissions numbers. Flying on a full airplane is about as CO2 intensive as driving a single-passenger
vehicle. The average U.S. car is driven about 12,000 miles per year. That means that ONE trip from LA. to
Morocco (12,000 miles round trip) is like a full year of driving. Morocco's not especially far, either;
London is 11,000 miles roundtrip.
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For people who fly internationally, it is really irrelevant whether your car is a hybrid or a Hummer. The
air travel dominates the environmental impact.
LikeReplyShare

3

Tom224
11/2/2017 3:38 PM PDT

"offset as much as possible by buying certified emission reduction credits". Should have left this part out
of your article, makes you look like a total hypocrite. People need to stop flying (checkout Professor
Kevin Anderson https://t.co/QmtWpMa0S7). No one will stop until really bad things begin to happen.
LikeReplyShare

1

Jane_S
11/2/2017 3:31 PM PDT

Unpleasant truth we don't want to hear (see other comments). You just can't argue with that! We need
to put our heads together to work on solutions and in the meantime make SACRIFICES.
LikeReplyShare

1

Polymath129
11/2/2017 3:29 PM PDT

I'm a Democrat and an environmentalist, but I cannot stand holier than thou finger pointing dictators
like this. Mr. Miles and wife put 33,000 lb. of carbon per year into the atmosphere, yet he wants me not
to travel.....How about this: Mr. Miles starts bicycling to work, no matter how far that may be and covers
his roof in solar panels. His family becomes vegetarians so the animals he usually eats are not pumping
out methane. He composts at home, quits using electronic devices, uses fans rather than air conditioners
and coats/blankets rather than the heater. Maybe then he can talk to me about not traveling! Sheesh!
LikeReplyShare

4

eb_anderson
11/2/2017 3:42 PM PDT

He's saying that he shouldn't be traveling either.
LikeReply

6

Californian Laddie
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11/2/2017 3:26 PM PDT

Wondering why the author did not recommend improvement in air travel technology to reduce the
carbon footprint, or recommend the airlines pay the carbon tax. No, let the individual pay. And just when
some of us are reaching the age when we actually have the time and funds to travel. PS. You wanna
reduce your imprint? Go vegan. (7 years.)
LikeReplyShare

6

wastingtimeuntildinner
11/2/2017 3:25 PM PDT

I assume the author doesn't have children then?
(Having children and descendants causes far more carbon production than one could make up for in
flights, unless you were flying around the globe every two weeks for the entirety of your life)
LikeReplyShare

2

TheNorthWing
11/2/2017 3:22 PM PDT

His math, per the calculator he linked to, doesn't add up at all. And we won't even get into the social
costs of travel isolationism.
LikeReplyShare

1

Mrstat1
11/2/2017 3:21 PM PDT

Who is this clown? He doesn't tell me what to do or where to go or when to go or I how get there. If I
want to fly around the world that is my decision to make, not his to make for me! These Leftists are
beyond belief!
LikeReplyShare

Adrasteia
11/2/2017 3:40 PM PDT

Calm yourself. What the heck is wrong with you rightists? No one is telling you what to do. Surely you
understand what ASKING is. Surely. You can do whatever you want. You can even murder someone but I
don't think you should do that. Now, have I just told you what to do? No I did not. There is something
seriously wrong with rightist comprehension skills.
LikeReply

8
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Chance
11/2/2017 3:43 PM PDT

Wha? What are you doing here reading this article? Get out there and boycott Starbucks for the color of
their cups! We need you out there! Oh, and Happy Holidays!
LikeReply

4

Adrasteia
11/2/2017 3:43 PM PDT [Edited]

i just have to add, your comment screams, "You're not the boss of me!" Grow up, Mr. Stat or Mrs. Tat.
LikeReply

4

cellodad
11/2/2017 3:20 PM PDT

One can assume that all of the "delegates" are traveling to Bonn by train?
LikeReplyShare

2

Steinwom123
11/2/2017 3:10 PM PDT

Umm, let's see: when he's on the plane to Morocco, it's 6.000 lbs carbon dioxide -- when he and his wife
are on the same plane, it's 12,000 lbs. What if the seat next to him were empty? Plane is still flying... but
he's saved the emissions? Not. This is just a stupid way to compute a "footprint" (whatever that really
is).
LikeReplyShare

1

eb_anderson
11/2/2017 3:45 PM PDT

You completely missed the point. The "footprint" is calculated assuming the average occupancy of the
plane. It just takes total emissions from the airplane and divides by the number of passengers. There's
nothing stupid about that.
LikeReply

4

Stephen Fishman
11/2/2017 3:06 PM PDT
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So we're back to where we were some 75 to 100 years ago, eh? You know, the point at which only the
wealthy get to see the Wonders of the World with their own eyes. Great.
LikeReplyShare

8

swlewis
11/2/2017 3:05 PM PDT

The entire human-caused climate change problem is one of externalities - the fact we can pump so much
CO2 into the air without paying for its true impact. People are ignorant about this and have no idea how
much environmental harm they cause. A good start would be truth in advertising like nutrion labels or
mileage stickers on new cars - what is the carbon impact of a flight, or a burger, or a new TV. The more
people get educated the more there is a chance for change.
LikeReplyShare

10

FCdaisy
11/2/2017 3:05 PM PDT

THANK YOU for writing this, and for admitting your part in one of our national addictions. In my
community, we recycle, pay for solar energy, and some of us bike or bus instead of drive. But to speak of
reducing meat eating or traveling is taboo! Someone else, always, should do their—and my—part to
reduce emissions. NOT me! We are for reducing our global warming footprint, unless of course I don't
want to.
Aren't we all like 4 year olds?
If fewer people fly, the airlines will reduce the number of flights. That reduces airline carbon emissions.
LikeReplyShare

6

Cat-a-Tonic
11/2/2017 3:04 PM PDT [Edited]

That plane is flying to Morocco or Los Angeles whether I'm on it or not. I haven't owned a car in decades
either.
On the other hand, I'm looking forward to retirement when I'll have TIME to take Amtrak from New
England to California to see relatives. I've done it occasionally, but it's only cheap if you don't mind
sitting upright for 3 days. Once I got the sleeper car on Amtrak credit card points, but that brings up the
sticky subject of how much fossil fuel I'm wasting if I buy a lot of stuff I don't really need that much in
order to get points.
As that 1970s philosopher Gilda Radner said, "it's always something."
LikeReplyShare
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6

KSH1UK1
11/2/2017 3:03 PM PDT

I found this hard to stomach, these two no doubt drive two cars at home and this must be a significant
part of their carbon profile. I do fly a fair bit but do not have a car. Be good to factor this in I think.

LikeReplyShare

4

Mandragora
11/2/2017 3:00 PM PDT

I don't understand this article even with corrected numbers. According to the linked ICAO calculator,
LAX > CDG > CMN is 660. Round tip that's 1,320. With his wife, that's 2,640. Though a lot of carbon, still,
it's a far cry from 12,000. Am I misreading something?
LikeReplyShare

3

S L Hamby
11/2/2017 3:08 PM PDT

That's what I get too on the calculator cited in the article. Too bad you can't post a screen shot.
LikeReply

eb_anderson
11/2/2017 3:30 PM PDT

The calculator gives me an estimate of 3.7 tons for a roundtrip flight, which (assuming they're metric
tons) is 8000 pounds.
I'm not sure where the 12,000 number comes from, but it looks like the old rule of thumb that says flying
on a full airplane is like driving a single-passenger vehicle, which is on average a bit under 1
pound/mile. It's 6000 miles from LA to Casblanca, which would produce 12,000 pounds per round trip.
LikeReply

1

dolph924
11/2/2017 2:56 PM PDT

No one can have an individual impact on air travel. The plane is going anyway -- with me or without me.
Only a huge political movement to stay home could reduce the number of flights and there are only two
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or three folks willing to follow your suggestion and stay home and hug their trees. We have two hybrid
cars and they aren't our first. We save water and electricity when possible. But we will NOT stay home.
LikeReplyShare

8

sargon20
11/2/2017 4:57 PM PDT

It's called The Tragedy of The Commons.
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&a...
LikeReply

Sven Haakonknutson
11/3/2017 10:07 AM PDT

Technically, no. It's the Tragedy of the Open Access property regime. Hardin was incorrect--most
"Commons" were sustainably managed as a group of co-owners both created and protected individual
and common property rights.
Like

gah
11/2/2017 2:50 PM PDT

Stop traveling? Perhaps one of the dumbest comments of the year.
LikeReplyShare

5

Native Earthling
11/2/2017 2:50 PM PDT

"we have only three years left in which to “bend the emissions curve downward” and forestall a
terrifying cascade of climate-related catastrophes..."
And you think me cancelling my trip to Italy next year will make the difference? What a laugh.
When nations like - ohh - the United States of America begin to do their share - then get back to me. Until
then - arrivederci.
LikeReplyShare

5

HalfBakedSpuriousNationalism
11/2/2017 2:47 PM PDT
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I don't have any kids, so I'm off the hook.
Good luck to all your little rugrats.
LikeReplyShare

7

Stephen Fishman
11/2/2017 3:00 PM PDT

Steve's wife here: Somewhat similar here, Half. I only had one child. He's living in Seattle and doesn't
have a car, takes mass transit. My husband and I work at home - no commute. We also recycle and
compost. And you should see the LED bulbs we've installed. They are magnificent.
LikeReply

3

AZON SKEPTIC
11/2/2017 1:23 PM PDT

WAPO, please correct these statistics. The author implies that it takes 21 tons of released CO2 per capita
to fly from LA to Casablanca. This figure is probably the total tonnage of fuel used, not CO2 released, and
certainly not PER CAPITA. Are your editors asleep or what?
LikeReplyShare

eb_anderson
11/2/2017 3:26 PM PDT

The author said 12,000 pounds, not 21 tons, which is an OK estimate for a round-trip flight. The usual
rule-of-thumb metric has been that traveling on a full airplane uses about the same amount of fuel as
driving a single-passenger vehicle. Emissions from typical cars in normal driving are a bit under 1 pound
CO2 per mile driven. LA to Casablanca is about 6000 miles, hence 6000 pounds CO2 per person each
way and 12,000 pounds round trip.
Flying has become steadily more efficient over time so 12,000 pounds is probably a bit of an
overestimate, but it's not too bad a guess.
Another issue: this comment seemed confused about the mass of CO2 emitted vs that of the original fuel
burned. The mass of CO2 released from burning gasoline or jet fuel is MORE than the mass of the
original fuel. Not less. Gasoline consists of hydrocarbons with about a 2/1 hydrogen/carbon ratio. Since
H's are so light, the mass of gasoline is mostly C's. Once you burn the gasoline you stick two O's from
atmospheric oxygen onto each C to make CO2. You go from carbon at atomic mass 12 to CO2 at atomic
mass 12+2*16=44), so the emitted CO2 weighs more than the original gasoline by a factor of about
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44/12 = 3.7.
LikeReply

Metalmorphic
11/2/2017 12:45 PM PDT

In the words of George Carlin, "The planet is fine. The people are f*cked. . . .The planet has been through
a lot worse than us."
LikeReplyShare

3

AZON SKEPTIC
11/2/2017 12:38 PM PDT [Edited]

This idiot cannot even do arithmetic. If one person on a flight is responsible for the whole air plane's
carbon exhausts (WOW), he states that his wife was along too, so that doubles the carbon emissions.
How does this stuff get by the editors?
LikeReplyShare

1

eb_anderson
11/2/2017 3:32 PM PDT

No, he is stating the SHARE of the total airplane emissions that are the 'responsibility' of one of the
passengers. His number is the total emissions divided by the number of passengers. I would be careful to
check your math before calling other people idiots.
LikeReply

3

nancyjt
11/2/2017 4:15 PM PDT

That is why he used the word 'prorated'.
LikeReply
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