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Abstract 
 

This paper briefly outlines the history of theoretical and policy approaches to ‘energy 

behavior’ in energy efficiency policy; assesses the strengths and weaknesses of conventional 

conceptualizations of behavior and demand; and draws attention to innovative approaches to 

accommodating the socio-material contributors to energy demand in both research agendas 

and policy practices. Particular attention is given to the the potential for practice theory to 

invigorate the theoretical and policy enagement with behaviour. 

 

Introduction 
 

My intention in this paper is to briefly review approaches to ‘energy behaviour’ in the energy 

efficiency research and policy discourses; assess the strengths and weaknesses of dominating 

conceptualizations of behaviour and demand; and propose a new approach which incorporates 

a stronger theoretical and policy engagement with social and material contexts around energy 

use.  

 

The backdrop for this conference and for this presentation is first, that 40 years of effort with 

energy efficiency have not delivered significant reductions in energy used for many kinds of 

household energy purposes (such as light; heating and cooling comfort; mobility; food; 

hygiene); second, an acknowledgement that inadequate attention has been given to people’s 
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‘behaviour’; and third, those of us who have attempted to theorize and influence behaviour 

have been far too reductionist in our conceptualizations of behaviour and behavioural change. 

The bulk of energy research and policy efforts on behaviour have focussed on the 

relationships between individual attitudes, knowledge levels and behaviours; on purchase 

behaviour for technical devices; or on identifying and reducing market barriers.  These 

approaches have not given sufficient weight to the interactions and interrelations between the 

individual, her social contexts, and the technologies which inhabit her living spaces.  The 

question of what is ‘agentive’ in energy behaviour needs to be revisited. In this paper I will 

briefly review dominating approaches to behaviour after the birth of the field of energy 

conservation in the 1970s, draw attention to the missing attention to social and material 

contributions to energy use, and explore the use of practice theory as a way of invograting the 

theoretical and policy engagement with energy behaviour.  

 

A brief history of behaviour  

  
In the initial decade after the invention of the new field of household energy conservation, the 

research and policy agendas only included a smattering of research on behaviour. The bulk of 

the attention was devoted to developing and spreading more energy-efficient technologies, 

both production and end-use.  The energy using ‘subject’ was largely missing from these early 

efforts.  When the subject was finally invented in the early 1980s, she was visualised as an 

atomised utility maximizer, thus amenable to economic models of behaviour and demand. 

This conceptualization still lives on in energy efficiency policy, despite volumes of withering 

critique, but it is fair to say that both research and policy have grudgingly acknowledged that 

this portrayal misses much of what is important to behaviour. In the 1980s, the conceived 

individual began to be attributed differentiated awareness and knowledge about energy, as 

well as different values and motives related to energy conservation and the environment. 

Social psychology contributed to an incorporation of this perspective into energy research and 

contributed valuable insights on how to inform and communicate energy information in ways 

that made energy more visible and conservation more interesting. Examples of the impacts of 

this early work were billing feedback information, energy labelling and social experiments 

such as demonstration projects.  
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Over the course of the 1980s and 1990s the focus on individual attitudes was in turn critiqued 

and the imagined energy using subject contextualized in her social and cultural settings. The 

broadening of focus lead to debates about the title of what had until then been called the 

‘behaviour’ panel at ACEEE and ECEEE Summer Studies. The ACEEE changed the panel 

name from ‘behavior’ to ‘human dimensions’ at its third Summer Study in 1988 and the 

ECEEE made the same change at its second Summer Study in 1995. In 1999 the ECEEE 

made another change of title, from human dimensions to ‘the dynamics of consumption’, in 

order to better capture the notion that behavioural change was not only embedded in socio-

cultural change, but was also related to changes in the spectrum of products, services and 

infrastructures available. 

An article which captured this conceptual shift was one that I and co-authors first presented as 

a paper at ACEEE in 1998, then later modified and published as a chapter in Jochem et al. 

(2000). In the article, Elizabeth Shove, Loren Lutzenhiser, Willett Kempton and I reviewed 

and critiqued the notion of behaviour, arguing that it was responsible for retarding the 

development of social, cultural and material perspectives on consumption and energy demand 

(Wilhite et al. 2000).   The table below, which is extracted and modified from a table in the 

article, sumed up important points in the critique and proposed new approaches.  

  

Conventional approaches to energy 
behaviour (demand) 

New approaches  

1) Choices are driven by economics  Economics is relative (changes through history) is 
embedded in other systems of decision and desire.  

2) Energy behaviour is done by fully 
agentive individuals  

The contribution of the beliefs, knowledge and 
actions of individuals is affected by their habitual 
practices, social relations and material constraints.  

3) Demand comes from consumers; hence 
the focus on consumer choice  

Producers and consumers are implicated in the 
co-evolution of demand. 

4) Focus on classic end use technologies: 
light bulbs, heating systems, cooking 
devices, etc.  

Focus on energy service demand: mobility, 
thermal comfort, cleanliness, food practices.  
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Table 1. Conventional and new approaches to energy behaviour (inspired by table 1, p 119, in 

Wilhite et al. 2000). 

The essence of the first two rows is that in the conventional approaches of the 1990s, 

behaviour was detached from historical change, separated from social relations and removed 

from the influence of build environments and habitual practices. In the decade since the 

publication of this article, several new avenues of social inquiry have been brought to the 

study of energy behaviour, one strand taking up the role of social norms and social 

positioning, drawing on the work of Anthony Giddens (1979) and Pierre Bourdieu (see 1977 

and 1998); another strand has drawn in perspectives from the social science of technology, 

including those of Bruno Latour and Madeline Akrich (2000) on the agency of technologies to 

influence behaviour; yet another have explored the role of culturally embedded ideas and 

practices on behaviour, drawing on the work of anthropologists such as Arjun Appadurai 

(1986; 1996), Daniel Miller (1987; 1994; 1995a; 1995b; 1998; 2001) and Richard Wilk 

(1989; 1999; 2001; 2002).  I address the impacts of these socio-cultural perspectives below.  

The third row is an implicit critique of the strength of neo-liberal assumptions about how 

markets and demand work.  From this perspective, consumer are viewed as being totally 

agentive with their desires orchestrating the entire landscape of the choices provided by 

delivery systems.  This grossly underestimates the power of both commercial actors and of 

public policy in constructing choices.  The work of economist Ben Fine on systems of 

provision and of Giddens and Appadurai on the contribution of producers and marketers to 

consumption choices have lead to important work on the social construction of choices and 

the co-evolution of demand (see Blumstein et al. 2000). 

The final row in the table takes up the devices and their efficiency, individualized in 

conventional approaches in the same ways as consumers.  The work on developing and 

promoting efficient devices is important but not sufficient.  Work by Shove (2003), 

Southerton et al. (2004) and others have shown how it only makes sense to view devices 

linked together in technology regimes; and a related point, that people view energy using 

devices not as ends in themselves, but rather as providers of some energy service such as a 

warm home interior, clean homes and bodies, good food and so on.  The starting point of the 

policy frame should not be devices and individuals but energy service satisfaction, a notion 

which draws together energy users, their socially influenced desires and the constellation of 
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things which contribute to their fulfilment. In the next section, I will import this point into a 

theoretical frame which is derived from practice theory.  

 

Practice theory 
  

To summarize the discussion thus far, it does not make sense to divest ‘energy behaviour’ 

from its embeddedness in everyday practices. I this section I give attention to practice theory 

and its potential for capturing the dynamics of energy behaviour.  Practice theory emphasises 

the role of routines, things and tacit knowledge in influencing actions. For the purposes of this 

article, ‘actions’ are the ways people achieve their energy service needs and wants: for 

example, the ways we eat, move, clean, stay warm and keep cool.  Practices are made up of 

routine behaviours, conducted in a social arena, and mediated against a backdrop of, or 

through, things (technologies).   

Bourdieu was one of the first to articulate a theory of practice, originally expressed in his 

book An Outline of a Theory of Practice (1977) and further developed in Practical Reason: 

On the Theory of Action (1998).  Reckwitz is one of the most often cited of the more recent 

practice theorists. He defines a practice in the following way (2002:249, cited in Warde 

2005):  

A ‘practice’ (Praktik) is a routinised type of behaviour which consists of several 
elements, interconnected to one another: forms of bodily activities, forms of 
mental activities, ‘things’ and their use, a background knowledge in the form of 
understanding, know-how, states of emotion and motivational knowledge…The 
single individual …is not only a carrier of patterns of bodily behaviour, but also 
of certain routinized ways of understanding, knowing how and desiring. These 
conventionalized ‘mental’ activities of understanding, knowing how and desiring 
are necessary elements and qualities of a practice in which the single individual 
participates, not qualities of the individual. 

 

This last point is particularly ingenious: what Reckwitz calls a ‘template for action’ lies not 

within the single individual, but rather is a quality of the practice itself. This shares another 

theoretical effort to distribute agency between the individual and the social, that of Anthony 

Giddens with his view of human action as a dialectic between social structure and individual 

behaviour (1979).  A similar dialectic can be found in critical realism, founded by Roy 

Bhaskar (1989). As expressed by critical realist Tony Lawson (1997:178): 
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Associated with the positions in which any individual is located will be a range of 
rules to draw upon, obligations to fulfil, structures of power to utilise and be 
influenced by.  Many such social structures will be inadequately or falsely 
understood.  Most of the skills utilised, modes of conduct performed, will be 
tacit.1  Action in such a context is a continuous stream, continuously monitored, 
and rarely rendered available to discourse.  

 

While both of these perspectives see the realm of tacit knowledge making an important 

contribution to human agency, the critical realist view expressed by Lawson leaves out the 

agentive role of ‘things and their use’ as expressed by Reckwitz above; however, while 

Reckwitz and other practice theorists point to the importance of things in routines, to my 

knowledge the ways that things contribute to practices is not made explicit by practice 

theorists.  In the next section I explore how insights from the social science of technology 

could be added to the practice theory perspective as a means of theorizing the agency of 

things in influencing practices. 

 

The inertia in routines 
 

Tacit knowledge involves a form for competence which is beyond reflection.  It could be said 

tacit knowledge is the glue that holds routines together. As an example of the power of tacit 

knowledge, let us look at the routine involved in getting food from plate to mouth. In my case, 

when I sit down to a meal I reach for the fork with my right hand (as do virtually all of us who 

grew up in the USA). This action is not the result of a conscious decision on my part as to 

whether I should pick it up with my right or left hand. This form for knowledge is tacit and 

powerful in the sense that it is resistant to change. My right handed fork using has weathered 

a quarter of a century of sharing meals with Europeans, most of whom manipulate the fork 

with their left hand. However, the routine got severely challenged when I established myself 

in an Indian household in 2001 (in conjunction with an ethnography of changing 

consumption).  South Indians do not use utensils, but rather convey food to their mouths with 

their (right) hand.  My tacit eating knowledge was disturbed because there was most often 

simply was no fork, or other utensil available. My reflexive skills were severely challenged, 

especially when it came to dealing with juicy curries and other squishy dishes, which Indians 

                                                 
1 He provides as examples driving on the motorway or listening to a musical instrument 
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dextrously mixed with rice and consumed without the slightest mess. I never developed a 

complete proficiency in this food eating practice, the result being that a meal was often 

followed by a shower and change of clothing.  

When I returned to Norway a year later I fell easily back into my usual food-eating routine. 

The point I is that many practices are deeply routinized and often cultural specific. Their tacit 

knowledge makes them resistant to change and creates a challenge for a policy aiming at 

changing energy behaviour. Practice theory provides a template for theorizing this power of 

routines, the tacit-reflexive distinction in types of knowledge, and provides a template for 

understanding how energy practices change (or might be changed).  

In the above example, my food eating practices did not change permanently.  Nonetheless, 

exposure to different routines can be a catalyst for change. An example from my India 

research illustrates this point.  There is a large population of work migrants in South India 

who live dual lives, having one residence in India and another at their place of work in 

countries such as the Oman Gulf countries (such as Kuwait, Arab Emirates) as well as Saudi 

Arabia, Singapore, several European countries and Australia. In the place where my research 

was sited, the capital Trivandrum in the state of Kerala in south India, 40% of all families 

have at least one family member working abroad.  Work migration is not viewed as temporary 

or short term, but rather as a semi-permanent life style that involves a dual residence. In their 

places of work abroad, migrants encounter routines and goods which are not available in India 

or used in very different ways. Many of the goods viewed as luxuries in India, such as cars, 

washing machines, air conditioners and similar goods are a part of routine aspects of everyday 

life in the migrants' workplaces abroad. This encounter is best expressed in the words of 

Gopal, a lower middle class Indian who spent parts of his childhood in Kuwait with his 

working parents and parts in Trivandrum (quoted in Wilhite 2008: x). 

 

Most of the people who have gone from here to the Gulf are not very affluent 
actually. They go there, make an earning. You have all these facilities. When 
somebody left from here he never had a refrigerator at home, he never had a TV at 
home, he never had an ac at home, he never had a car. These are all luxuries. But 
when you go you cannot live in that hot condition without an ac, and you cannot 
live without a refrigerator, that is a necessity. You have to have something cool 
(to drink) after a hard days work. And, you need transport. Over there petrol was 
not a concern. Petrol was cheaper than drinking water. So having a car was not a 
luxury but was more an easy conveyance, so most families used the car. And the 
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houses over there are bigger houses. When they return they wish to have those 
things over here.  

 

The confrontation with new ways of living disrupts the migrant's classifications of luxury and 

necessities. This confrontation with new routines lifts tacit knowledge into what Wilk calls 

the ‘discursive sphere of heterodoxy…where, eventually, through the exercise of power, they 

(needs and wants or luxuries and necessities) can become re-established as orthodoxy, and 

eventually sink back into the accepted daily practice… (1999:10).’  The dual residence of 

Kerala work migrants works this way, disrupting and leading to a reorganising of practices. 

The typical home abroad, equipped with washing machines, air conditioners and cars, disrupts 

taken-for-granted classifications. These new practices, and the goods which inhabit them, are 

brought back to India, where they have in many cases become taken-for-granted aspects of 

life in the home. 

 

Another example of how routines get disrupted emerged in a study which Richard Wilk and I 

conducted in the early 1980s in Northern California. We found that a move into a new home 

engendered a period of intense reflection by the family over household routines and often 

initiated a flurry of home improvements. Further disruptions occurred in conjunction with the 

birth of children, as well as when children moved out of the home (Wilk and Wilhite 1985).  

During these periods of disruption and reflection, people were more likely to engage in energy 

efficiency retrofits.  

 

In the world of energy policy, information has been used as a mechanism for disrupting tacit 

knowledge. Its purpose has been to stimulate the recipients thinking about their routines and 

behaviours. In my view the power of information to make a chunk in the amour of everyday 

practices is overestimated, partly because the tacit knowledge in many household routines, 

such as those involved in heating, cooling, preparing food, cleaning and lighting, is stubbornly 

resistant to change. Another important point is that energy efficiency information consitutues 

only a small trickle in the massive information flow which people receive about consumption, 

the vast majority of which associates more or new consumption with a better life. Concerning 

product advertising alone, an estimated USD 480 billion was spent globally on product 

advertising in 20082. The language of politics is also dominated by messages encouraging 

                                                 
2 http://www.mediabuyerplanner.com/ 
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more consumption, associating more consumption with progress and economic growth. This 

was quite clear in the voices of politicians around the world in response to the recent global 

economic crisis. A consistent message was that we have to consume our way out of the crisis. 

In other words, the power of energy efficiency information is diffused and diluted by the 

overwhelming volume and power of the counter messages from the public and private 

spheres.    

One form for information has proved to be effective: targeted consumption feedback 

information, which if carefully designed, can lead to reflection and change (Fischer 2007).  

The purpose of this type of information is precisely to make energy use more transparent and 

to stimulate a rethinking of consumption routines.  Typical techniques are providing a 

graphical display of a household’s consumption history on the energy bill, and the use of 

smart meters with various display and communication options. A form for benchmarking 

which deserves further attention is a social comparison, providing a household with an idea of 

where there consumption stands in relation to neighbours or other houses of similar 

characteristics.  However, the review done by Fischer shows that the best results achieved by 

consumption feedback in terms of energy reduction is on the order of a few percentage points, 

important but marginal in terms of the magnitude of change needed from a climate change 

perspective. 

Manipulation of prices through the imposition of taxes and surcharges has the potential to 

stimulate a rethinking of practices. However, many of the energy intensive, established 

practices are virtually immune to small changes in price. Norwegian lighting is an example. 

Lighting habits are highly energy intensive and deeply anchored in cultural notions of how to 

create a cultural aesthetic. In Norwegian living rooms, the favoured aesthetic consists of many 

points of light and shadow, created by placing many table and standing lights around the room 

(Wilhite et al. 2001).  It could be said that the most important factor behind the formation of 

this energy intensive energy service is a history of relatively cheap electricity. However, 

Norwegian lighting practices have become so routinized that a change will require much more 

than a hike in prices.  I contend that even a doubling of electricity prices would not do much 

to change the deeply entrenched Norwegian relationship between cosiness and lighting. And, 

thirty years of information campaigns to raise awareness about this have not made much of a 

dent in lighting routines.  
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What things know 
 

Another form for tacit knowledge that is agentive in energy use is that which is embedded in 

the material world.  The agentive power of things has not been given much attention in energy 

research and policy. The goal has been to get new and more efficient technologies into 

practice, but there has been too little reflection around how these technologies affect 

behaviour.  Policy has assumed a clean and direct relationship between the spread of energy 

efficient technologies and a consequent reduction in energy use. There are several problems 

with this, the one getting the most attention being the so-called ‘rebound effect’: money saved 

due to reductions in energy payments might be used for purchases of other purchasing other 

energy using equipment and the net effect on energy reduction marginal or even negative (see 

Herring 1999; Moezzi 1998; Wilhite and Norgaard 2004). Another issue which has been 

given less attention is that technologies, once inserted into practices, bring with them 

embedded potentials for changed energy using behaviours, the sum of which could also 

contribute to another form for ‘rebound’ in energy use. In order to explore this potential of 

technology to affect behaviour, we need to draw on perspectives from the social science of 

technology (SST). 

This SST tradition has its roots in the 19th century. One of its founders, philosopher and 

technology theorist Martin Heidegger wrote that ‘things have knowledge’. The implications 

of this dropped out of focus in post-modern thinking around consumption, with its emphasis 

on the signing and symbolic effects of things and their use (see Bauman 1988; Lash and Urrey 

1994). As philosopher and social theorist Verbeek (2005: 2) wrote in his book entitled What 

Things Do, “Despite all the recent talk about the ‘material world’ and ‘modern materialism’, 

we have managed to expunge artefacts of their materiality both in our thinking about them 

and in our design of them.”  It is important to note, as Verbeek does, that this view does not 

imply an embracement of technological determinism – that technology has “the capacity to 

turn humans into a cog in a machine (2005:3)”. Technologies in fact be shaped by their users 

in surprizing ways (such as using room thermostats like on-off switches); however, modern 

household energy technologies also have the capacity to shape the behaviour of their users. 
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Bruno Latour and Madeleine Akrich developed this idea of shaping into a theory of what 

Akrich calls ‘technology scripts’ (Akrich 2000). I have explored the theoretical applications 

of this scripting idea to the technology-behaviour relationship in Wilhite (2008a and 2008b).  

The essence is that household technologies such as refrigerators, cooking appliances, washing 

machines and air conditioners, once in place and running in a home, are not passive, but rather 

have an active influence on practices.  To illustrate this active influence, I draw once again on 

my research in South India, where refrigerators have been agentive in a gradual but important 

change in cooking and eating preferences (Wilhite 2008a).  In short, there is a longstanding 

food ideology in South India which regards cooking, storing and then reheating foods as 

unhealthy.  Foods should be prepared from fresh ingredients for each meal. It is thought that 

foods that are stored and reheated accumulate substances which cause laziness and stupidity. 

This idea was behind a lack of initial enthusiasm for the refrigerator when it became available 

in India in the 1960s.  The initial interest in refrigerators was mainly in their potential to store 

and prolong the life of raw, uncooked foods (not problematic according to local thinking) and 

the consequent reduction in the number of trips to the market. However, with women entering 

the work force and having less time to prepare every meal from scratch, the refrigerator’s 

‘script’, or potential for storing cooked foods has gradually been activated over a course of 

three generations. Young women now routinely make food in bulk and reheat portions for 

forthcoming meals.  There has also been a growing interest in frozen and other ready made 

foods in India, with a concomitant growth of refrigeration along the entire supply and delivery 

chain for foods (similar to the developments in Great Britain of a few decades ago described 

by Garnett 2007). This interest in convenience foods has paved the way for a faster food 

technology regime in the home consisting of the refrigerator, freezer, mixmaster, and 

microwave oven. The potential for one technology to open the door for others can be seen in 

several realms of home practice. 

The regime of technologies supporting air conditioning regime has spread rapidly from the 

USA and Japan to places like India, China and Africa. It is sweeping away local climate 

adapted building practices and replacing them with homogeneous building designs and cheap 

materials such as concrete, which is a poor thermal insulator. The use of porous building 

materials, screen porches, canted roofs, and designs for reducing heat gain and encouraging 

drafts are disappearing.  Experiences have demonstrated that once established this air 

conditioning regime is difficult to change (Wilhite 2009).  The increase in electricity 
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consumption and in peak loads due to air conditioning regimes constitutes one of the most 

worrisome developments from the perspective of both local economy (the problems of 

meeting peak power load), the local environment and climate emissions.  

To summarise this point on tacit knowledge, technologies and behaviour, it is a domain of 

research which deserves far greater attention in energy research and policy. We need to 

improve our understanding of how established household technologies affect practices and 

how new technologies can be designed in ways that enable less energy intensive behaviour 

(see Jelsma 2002). 

 

Towards a more robust theory and policy of behaviour 
change 
 

Energy efficiency policy suffers from reductive and superficial portrayals of the social world, 

socio-technical change and of how to make change happen.  Understanding changing 

electricity consumption demands a more active role from the social sciences and an agenda  

that takes on the complex social and material interactions that have been heretofore under-

theorized in energy research and policy. The following representation is intended to capture 

the dynamics of a more robust theory of energy behaviour. 
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The conceptual manoeuvre I am proposing - from viewing energy use as something 

performed by individuals and individual devices to something which is created in the 

interaction between things, people, knowledge and social contexts - has subtle but important 

implications for policies aimed at reducing energy consumption. In the practice-grounded 

theory I have outlined, both the individual consumers, the technologies and the socio-cultural 

practices into which they fit are viewed as agentive. The targets of policy would expand to 

include not only individual attitudes and motivational information, but also socio-cultural 

practices, the fabric of the material environment and the technology (product) choices which 

people face.  The starting point for a policy framework would be a given energy service, such 

as space heat, lighting, space cooling, mobility and so on.  From this perspective, attention 

would be directed given to each of the elements in the figure above, their relative 

contributions to stability and the potential levers for change.  To reiterate some of the changes 

in policy design which such an approach would imply, first it would broaden the 

conceptualization of behaviour, and the reach of energy efficiency policy beyond its narrow 

on individual attitudes and to a more holistic analysis of the choice environment.  For 

example, concerning personal mobility, efforts to reduce automobility would begin with 

people’s transport needs and routines and work through the ways which public transport 

systems, bicycles, walking and automobiles can contribute to satisfying them. It would imply 
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not only the promotion of more fuel efficient cars, but consideration of investments in fast and 

convenient alternatives to automobility in the form of coordinated and comprehensive public 

transport systems, fast inter-city trains and walking/biking infrastructures.  Concerning home 

cooling, in the many parts of the temperate world where passive cooling still dominates 

(Southern Europe, North Africa, India, China), this would involve reinforcing existing passive 

building practices; a focus on urban planning and the retention of green spaces; economic 

incentives which give an advantage to climate-friendly building materials and so on. For 

places where air conditioning is already deeply entrenched, the project of change needs a 

long-term focus. It would involve putting incentives into place for retrofitting both urban and 

building designs with new passive designs and materials, as well as emphasis on the reduction 

of hot zones and increases in green spaces. 

While the frame is expanded and emphasis realigned, many of the types of policy instruments 

used today remain valid. Information remains important, in the form or prices, labels, 

incentives and so on, but as we have seen its effect is blunted because of intransigence of tacit 

knowledge bound up in both energy routines and technological landscapes. I have discussed 

how tacit knowledge can be disrupted through the introduction to, or confrontation with new 

practices. A promising approach that deserves wider applications is the use of demonstration 

projects and in situ experiments which highlight low energy intensive practices, for example 

demonstration zero energy homes, and apartment concepts which emphasize sharing of 

services such as car use (see Attali and Wilhite 2001) and washing (see Jelpa and Knot 2002). 

Another approach would be a spreading of best practices on energy service shifts, such as 

efforts to encourage bicycle commuting in European cities. Copenhagen, Amsterdam and 

more recently Paris have developed infrastructures for safe and efficient bike paths.  

Marketing has emphasized the health benefits of biking and how people can satisfy two goals 

with one activity, commuting and physical training.  

In conclusion, in a practice-service perspective, the old distinctions between ‘upstream’ and 

‘downstream’ policy instruments dissolve. Since the former is intended to move the 

behavioural choices and the latter the choosers, both are about behaviour. From this 

perspective, standards, regulations, and bans on energy wasting technologies (such as the 

incandescent bulb) are behavioural instruments on a par with motivational instruments such as 

information and pricing. My experience is that in Europe and other parts of the developed 

world there is a widespread willingness to change energy behaviour, but people want to do it 
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in the knowledge that everyone is moving forward together. My argument in this paper has 

been that agency for change is distributed among people, technologies and social contexts.  I 

would also argue that responsibility for change is distributed among consumers and the 

framers of the social, technical and public policies around energy. In other words, the 

acknowledgement that behaviour is an important research and policy domain ought not to be 

equated with placing all responsibility for change on the individual householder. Politicians 

and public policy makers need to assume their share by framing energy use with strong 

incentives which premier low-energy intensive products and practices and phase out high-

energy intensive practices.    
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