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Abstract 
Air transport is meeting multiple environmental constraints. Noise problem becomes more and 
more acute. The valuation of the social cost induced is increasingly receiving attention but 
although the application of the polluter-pays principle is gaining ground, internalization 
practices barely see the light and the acceptability of such measures is still under question. It is 
here attempted to spread some light on the policy and science implications related to 
internalization decision-making by questioning principal agents involved in the noise problem. 
A series of semi-directive interviews was undertaken with such agents involved in the noise 
problem of Roissy CDG case. Our findings confirm a deficit of real action towards noise social 
cost internalization mainly due to the dominance of technical and acoustical referentials. In 
fact, meeting the difficulty in actually using the fruits of valuation in transport policy making, 
demands a brave understanding of the linkages between different approaches, legitimism and 
balances among the multiple agents involved. 
(key words: air transport, aircraft noise, social cost, valuation, polluter pays principle, 
internalization, expert legitimism, political decision) 
 
Introduction 
 
Notwithstanding its determining role in our lives and economies, transportation is responsible 
for excessive environmental pressure. It is being accused of affecting both populations and 
territories by imposing several costs, called social, as they are not fully attributed to the agents 
responsible. Air transport sector makes no exception. Airports’ territorial and environmental 
insertion is nowadays in the heart of conflicts as their external costs penalize their host areas. 
In particular, the noise problem generated from aircrafts operations has become increasingly 
widespread but so is the societal demand for quiet and quality of life. Noise annoyance 
remains high on the list of citizen concerns and noise reduction has increasingly become a focus 
for EU legislation, ICAO negotiation, and a priority for research. 
 
In response to growing criticism, a new decisional doctrine emerges. In the framework of 
encouraging sustainable development, environmental concerns are becoming increasingly 
recognized in air transport, especially in the more densely populated European regions. The 
question of social costs of aircraft noise and particularly of their internalization emerges 
rapidly. However, in spite of official speeches and declared intentions regarding the 
application of the polluter-pays principle, little has been done for the valuation of airport 
noise social cost. Furthermore, the internalization as firstly introduced and described by the 
economic science (Marshall, Pigou, Coase) has not really been in practice in the air transport 
sector (Morell and Lu, 2000). 
 
This paper aims to cover the interface between transport policy guidelines suggesting the 
polluter pays principle and the existing but limited internalization practices as far as aircraft 
noise is concerned. It results from a dissertation thesis under the G. Faburel and J-P. Orfeuil 
supervision (University Paris XII), which proceeded a bit further, attempting to present the 
potential of reconciliation of political decision and valuation regarding aircraft noise social 
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costs. It was part of the outcome of a work mandated by the Noise Department of the French 
Ministry of Sustainable Development that aimed to explain this persistent lack (Faburel, Mikiki, 
2003). Nevertheless, the posture here adopted, aimed to dissociate from the techno-economic 
approach that often implies in the explanation, the lack of robustness of empirical valuations of 
social costs. This question, which sends back to the internal validity of the methods, gives pace 
to several experts’ debates: convergences and uncertainties of the results, technical 
performance of the statistical treatment tools or respect of the data-transfer conventional 
protocols.  
 
In the echo of recommendations emanating from the literature of socio-political consonance, our 
intention was to reset the explanation of this lack in the field of political decision, without 
detouring from the question of valuation and its formal elaboration (Cohen de Lara & Dron, 
1998). We fixed the following general hypothesis: the socio-political potential of the 
monetarisation instruments (ex. internalization), as well as the existing precedent of valuation 
of primary effects of aircraft noise, in other words the pre and post of the only technico-
economic valuation, don’t they explain the timidity of the authorities regarding the valuation of 
aircraft noise social cost and thus the discordance with political professions on internalization? 
Especially, in return, the fast emergence of the territorial insertion as common airports’ doctrine, 
with the possible redefinition of the use of the procedures and data of monetarisation 
(compensation, indemnification, negotiation…) doesn’t it demand to develop these potentials? 
For example, the depreciation of housing prices, measured by the hedonic price method, or the 
effects on health, observed by the method of the damage cost, don’t they come to join any 
strong compensatory expectations within the local populations? 
 
Therefore, our proper approach of the social and political acceptance of the valuation 
methods and the consequent measurement was, in an extension of a research undertaken by 
M.G. Faburel on the contingent valuation method (Faburel, 2001), to examine the institutional 
and political acceptability of social costs valuation processes (and of data thus advanced) as 
well as of internalization, in the framework of an eventual renewal of means of actions 
regarding airports. 
 
Methodology 

The retained methodology has been structured in two steps. In the first place, a literature 
review allowed to produce a state-of-the-art on the practices of social cost valuation of 
airport noise and subsequently, on the use of internalization tools in different countries. This 
first step consisted in raising an inventory of politics adopted almost everywhere in the world 
regarding the struggle against aircraft noise, and then to analyze the research and study 
documents, the scientific articles, and the wide audience journals carrying on: the social costs 
valuations available till now, concerning our object of preoccupation; the reflections and 
debates that could then be engaged in certain airport contexts to put in force the PPP.  

This analysis has been enriched notably first by an EC bibliographical work (Navrud, 2002), 
and secondly by a study of three airport cases that we judged pertinent for our rationale: 
Amsterdam Schiphol, Francfort Rhin-Main, and Sydney Kingsford Smith. The choice of these 
airport cases is well justified given the fact that these three airports have put in force 
concertations or meditations or have associated the people living in the airport vicinity and the 
elected delegates in the elaboration of environment-related information. For these reasons, 
these airport cases are indeed interesting to study so as to observe the gap between the 
internalization awaitings and the PPP reality. In fact, a second hypothesis was to consider this 
gap as the indirect fruit of the inadequate classical politics in the field of transport-related 
environment  (technical, regulative and planning) faced with social demand, which doesn’t 
cease to increase. These concertations and mediations already put in force should represent an 
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outlet to the visibility of concrete reasoning for this gap and of possible political openings for 
the real practice of internalization. 

After having identified the prominent facts and common features within the observed situations, 
the second methodological stage consisted then, in the realization in 2002 of semi-directive 
interviews with eight principal agents implicated in the domain of struggle against aircraft 
noise in Roissy CDG1. The aim was to contextualise (Roissy CDG case) the barriers to the 
practice of the internalization and the social cost valuation, to question then the socio-political 
potential of the methods of valuation and their institutional acceptability in helping to set the 
emerging doctrine previously mentioned, in regard with the cases observed abroad.  
 
The guide of interviews was composed by three main rubrics: the first one was about the issues 
related to aircraft noise (representation of the agent regarding noise externality), the second 
one: the notions and the valuation practices (the reaction faced to the foundations and 
objectives of valuation methods, the attitude faced to valuation) and the third one: positions 
adopted vis-à-vis internalization of social costs (the potential usage of valuations results). By 
these interviews, we approached four important dimensions for our acceptability measurement: 

(i) the knowledge endowment on noise, social costs, valuation methods and practices, 
(ii) the general look on the valuation, the attributed role of experts in the decision, and 

the criteria since then applied to consider the methods of social costs valuation, 
(iii)  the judgment drawn about actions in force in the aircraft noise domain and the 

points of view given out on the logics and attitudes of different actors of the field, 
(iv) the degree of political acceptability of existing modes of internalization as well as 

of the available monetary valuation processes in comparison to other modes of 
intervention.  

 
Results  

The first stage of our work confirms first of all that the valuations of social costs of aircraft 
noise remain still until today very few in numbers. However, the existing ones have been 
produced these last years. Besides, on other transport noises, they are multiplied (Navrud in 
2002). Thus, the processes of measure have been refined, the statistical treatment models have 
been enriched and the results appear perhaps stronger than before, to the point to incite the 
undertaking of meta-analyses. 

Moreover, the results of this methodological step show that the socio-political future of social 
costs valuation and, in its extension, of its products, as well as the one of the real 
internalization sends back to the one of aircraft noise effects valuation. For example, it is in the 
countries where we can count, all proportions kept, the more of effects valuations that the 
social cost measurement was the more often used and therefore modes of actions 
complementary to the conventional categories, are on this day in discuss.  

 
It was easy to admit, following this first step, the necessity to consider the question of aircraft 
noise effects (nuisance, real estate depreciations, sanitary impacts…) as being consubstantial 
to the political and social familiarization with the question of internalization. Indeed, for 
instance in Amsterdam Schiphol, two recent works of measure have acted towards the setting in 
the political culture the question of noise social costs and of internalization: a measure of the 
nuisance and the well-being of populations from quantitative indicators derived by the 
methods of declared preferences (Van Praag et Baarsma, 2000), and a valuation of aircrafts 
                                                 
1 The agents who were solicited in an alphabetical order : Autorité de Contrôle des Nuisances Sonores 
Aéroportuaires (ACNUSA), Aéroports de Paris (ADP), Air France, Conseil Général du Val d’Oise,  Direction 
Générale de l’Aviation Civile (DGAC - Ministère des Transports), Mairie de Gonesse, Mission Bruit (Ministère 
de l’Ecologie et du Développement Durable), and Union Française de lutte Contre les Nuisances Aériennes 
(UFCNA).  
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noise social cost by a method of declared preferences (Van Praag et Baarsma, ibidem), 
valuations to which it is being added a metanalysis of depreciations attributed to aircraft noise 
(Schipper 1997 ; Schipper, Nijkamp, Rietveld, 1998).  
 
But apart from this progress achieved, the results issued confirm that the valuation of aircraft 
noise effects (individual and above all collective) and social costs is in general limitedly 
translated in the field of actions that preoccupies us. Indeed, this “operational” deficit explains 
itself in the first place, by the fact that the idea to valuate these costs is more inscribed in the 
decision-makers’ speeches or perspectives than in the real practice (cf. trend of analysis of 
public policies). 

However, there exists at least one specificity, common to the cases observed, in the mitigation 
aircraft noise public policies. It has to do with the role of technical lecture. This approach has 
for a long time, by its ubiquity, represented a strategic barrier to the emergence of other 
steps of valuation, and mainly those relative to the monetarisable (or not) effects of the 
aircraft noise. This strategic ubiquity explains itself by the fact that this lecture, let alone the 
existing multiplicity of agents and the diversity of demands, has satisfied all logics and 
postures long-standing within the system of agents: demands quantified of the residents’ 
associations (decrease of the intensities in decibels); hesitation of the elected delegates facing 
the acoustic gains announced by stricter norms; scheduling and normalization of the state in the 
name of the general interest; guarantee by the acoustic certification of the movement liberties 
for the air companies therefore of the operations of the platforms for the operators. That 
making, this attitude led for a long time to the desertion of other means of actions, for a 
number among them deriving from the notion of sustainable development (transversality of the 
approaches, local governance, projects territorialisation…).  

Given the above, the second step of our work ambitioned to measure the degree of this 
situation and sense the extent of such standards and mentalities established, practices followed 
and beliefs shared in the Roissy CDG noise problem case study. Globally, the agents 
questioned were aware of the noise problem and of the necessity to battle with it. Most of 
them had a certain knowledge on the notions related to social costs and valuation methods and 
they had a judgment for the arguments usually advanced, the measures presented and the 
entities that are or should be implicated in this campaign. During these interviews their proper 
way of thinking was revealed and so was their feeling and judgment towards the present 
practice of internalization: whether (according to each agent) it exists or not and whether it is 
in accordance with the political actions they wish to be put in force. An attribution of 
responsibilities was made by several agents, which revealed the significance of the problem 
and the complexity of its solution.  

All this, gave room to the measurement of the acceptability of the question of aircraft noise 
social cost internalization in an institutional and operational, political and social context, which 
consisted the goal of our research. In brief, with regards to several speeches collected in the 
interviews undertaken, the internalization, especially via the potentials of compensation and 
reparation that it encloses, that is via the perspectives of compromise that it draws between 
airports and local areas, makes part of these means of actions. In the name of the emerging 
doctrine mentioned before, a number of principal agents (airport operator, ministry of the 
environment, local elected representatives regrouped in coalition, associated to residents in the 
affected area..) wish newly for a realization of social cost valuations. Wouldn’t that be a 
means to anchor the valuation practice into more legitimate decision procedures in the profit of 
more coherent policies related to environmental insertion of airports? 
  
Discussion 
 
Airport operation has a significant noise cost mainly to those living in airports vicinity. This cost 
can be measured through a variety of sophisticated economic techniques which may have 
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theoretical and practical drawbacks and whose implementation may raise multiple issues. 
Nevertheless they have a strong potential in helping policy makers in the elaboration of 
relative strategies. 
 
Since it finally seems to exist an organic link between the valuations types mostly exercised (of 
quantitative obedience) and the nature of political answers brought until today (to a strong 
normative and planning consonance, in the name of the general interest); since this coupling by 
the technique can be, according to us, linked to the conflict situation that we meet almost 
everywhere in the world around airports, it appeared important to us to prolong this work by 
a questioning on the pre-requisite of the passage from the intention to the action of 
internalization. What other types of valuations are necessary and what are the conditions of 
their introduction so as to nourish the debates and thus make emerge this mode of action in the 
context of Roissy CDG? Because carrying largely on the valuation and its place in the decision 
system, the interviews led allow us also to glimpse some answers to this question. 
 
Judging from the awaitings quite newly demonstrated by a number of actors, there will be 
place to value the social cost of aircraft noise, to the example of what was undertaken in 
several countries. But, as the methods suggest it themselves, and especially as the 
representations and political coding of actors demonstrate it, this measurement of social costs 
should thus be coupled with the valuation and the comprehension of sinuous and potentially 
multiple effects of aircraft noise on the populations and the territories. 
  
To make this, it would be appropriate to solicit the corpora emanating from human and social 
sciences, and notably of spatial economy, the social psychology, the social geography or even 
the political sciences, apart from the technical ones. Considering the structural weight of the 
recognition by the technical access of phenomena, these disciplines are on the contrary to the 
technical approach, excessively represented in the reality that preoccupies us. This mobilization 
and this coupling would not only permit to illuminate the hiatus that appears some years now: 
while these noise intensities more or less stabilize in spite of the traffic rise, or even decrease 
around numerous big airports (Chicago O’Hare, London Heathrow, Francfort Rhin-Main, Roissy 
CDG…), the nuisance seems to increase and the debates tend on the effects question. They 
would permit in the first place to open and thus to strengthen monetarisations:  residential 
choice criteria for the hedonic price method or even the link between satisfaction ex post of 
households and their soundproofing for the method of protection costs, the sanitary effects for 
the method of damage cost... 
 
While putting therefore the effects in visibility, the monetarisation could embrace a career to 
which it is theoretically destined: no longer stress on the proof of impacts, but to open some 
space of exchange between actors and representation categories, that these days oppose 
everywhere, to help then to build bridges (between references, between logics and positions..), 
within the social fields (ex: sciences). That making, monetarisation could have real operational 
implications, far from the vise in which it has been for a longtime maintained by a certain 
political coding that makes technical validation the principal criterion of election, and so 
acoustics the first foundation which pretends to be an internalization. As the Schiphol and 
London cases tend to show, it could help then to half-open the ways of responses so much 
substantial as procedural but always territorialized to blockages that emerged of the 
situations of discomfort and dissatisfaction. As an example, hedonic price method permits to 
inform the influence of positive airports effects (jobs offer, local services..) on the aircraft noise 
exposed real estate value. Wouldn’t it be a means to draw the possible compromise contours?  
 
It is clearly required to implement interdisciplinary initiatives, far from the sectored 
approaches. Besides their necessity in front of complex phenomena to observe, the 
multiplication of the looks, the opening to others sensibilities could also help to the learning of 
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the scientific controversy of the subject that haunts number of actors implicated: the aircraft 
noise effects. This controversy could thus for example fully permit to seize ideas received and 
vulgates that are, all along the time pass, developed on the persisting valuation gap, or have 
been nourished by purely functional analyses of the phenomena observed. These vulgates 
tense the relations between actors, more than drawing the possible compromise contours. In this 
sense, these initiatives would bring more largely their contribution to the inflection of the model 
linear presentation of the phenomena. They would work thus to the overtaking of the technical 
trap in which science is found these days in this field of public action. Finally, considering the 
link that unites rationality, production and democracy exercise there is according to us a 
necessity to think the decision processes in which this type of valuation initiatives and thus the 
confrontation of scientific looks could take place.  
 
If the question of noise effects did not emerge in a number of airport contexts, it ensues from 
what finally constitutes the principal productivity of debates reasoning by the technique: the 
fence of collectivities perimeters to take the speech on this matter. From then on, to base no 
longer the technical efficiency but the political pertinence of valuation (Stengers, 1995), and 
thus act on its acceptability in its perenity, it is certainly required to develop transversal 
approaches of valuation, but especially to put them in a risk through the confrontation of points 
of view and of awaitings represented in the public arena. Also, the setting in scientific 
controversy should be accompanied by the setting of effects question into the political culture. 
And, since the setting in force of decisions concerning environment requires the conjugated 
action and more and more the negotiated agreement of all actors, alone the opening of 
collective to the recognition and the participation could act to our point of view in this sense  
(Callon, Lascoumes et Barthe, 2001). By the responsibility that would be allocated to each of 
the protagonists then on recognized, ways of depassing conflicts could be then considered.  
 
But, again, a lot of empirical analyses stay to accomplish to give sense to this orientation that 
could help perhaps the airports in the conflicts in which they are found. Once again, no 
valuation emanating from the field of public policies analysis has, to our knowledge, 
approached the procedures effectively and their putting in force to temp such openings in view 
of reintegrating airports in their host territories. However, these openings do not cease to 
multiply (Boston Logan, Francfort Rhin-Main…).  
 
Conclusion 
 
Our findings come to confirm that transport policy makes no exception in the overall 
“governance” crisis. The failure of current transport policies to comply with the new trends of 
public action (e.g. multidisciplinary and balanced approaches) derives partially from the 
dominant technocratic way of thinking neglecting other legitimate implications. On the other 
hand, the crisis of legitimism that techno-economic expertise is facing nowadays also penalizes 
its contribution to these issues. 
 
Tackling environmental problems is a complicated task involving multiple agents with different 
backgrounds, interests and perspectives. Valuation techniques do have a strong potential in the 
formulation of mitigating measures but they are not really consolidated in the policy-makers 
thinking. They can be beneficial to the decision-making procedure provided that they are 
properly inscribed in the strategy agenda and consolidated in the logic of all partners of the 
policy arena. As decisions implicate more than pure valuation procedures, acknowledging the 
value of dialogue and exchange’s potential, encourages internalization, whose proper 
application could permit to truly conceive exchanges and compromises between, let’s say, the 
economic benefits of transportation service and repercussions imposed to the local community. 
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All this leads to consider different possible options in terms of public action. In fact, every 
policy has its proper advantages and technical limits, and it is important to recognize them if 
we wish to step forward. However, the adoption of a group of measures also depends a lot on 
its acceptance by the public. There are, for instance, a number of good technical reasons to 
favorite a larger deployment of economic instruments in different transport systems, such as 
road pricing, to tackle the problem of excessive bottlenecks of traffic and polluting emissions, 
aiming to limit the attacks to environment. But, till now, the acceptance of such measures by the 
public is quite limited, and if we wish to make progress in this domain, it is important to 
understand why.  
 
Restructuring and rethinking transport policy-making could make possible to tackle efficiently 
the environmental issues that penalize modern transport systems.  
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