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a b s t r a c t
The consumption of energy services for everyday mobility and domestic life is a fundamental precondition for participating in many contemporary societies, but it can also impact upon current and
future generations in ways that raise questions of equity and fairness. Whilst the ﬁeld of ‘energy justice’ has become more established in recent years, much work remains to be done to further this area
of study. In this lead article for a Special Issue on ‘Energy demand for mobility and domestic life: new
insights from energy justice’, we begin by outlining the many interlocking issues of (in)justice raised by
energy consumption for mobility and domestic services, identifying gaps in the current literature. We
then describe the articles within the Special Issue, discussing these in relation to three themes: uneven
access to energy and transport services; the unequal burdens of low-carbon policies; and reducing energy
demand and the good society. We conclude by highlighting potential directions for future research; for
example, conceptualising ‘excessive’ consumption as an issue of (in)justice, and identifying low-energy
social practices and arrangements that simultaneously contribute to human well-being.
© 2016 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

1. Justice and energy demand: setting the context
Justice and fairness are amongst our most central human concerns [54], reaching to some of the deepest and most fundamental
questions about the type of society we wish to live in Ref. [49].
As a vital ingredient for the fulﬁlment of much contemporary
human activity and the very functioning of modern societies [66],
it is perhaps unsurprising that in recent years energy has become
embroiled in such debates. ‘Energy justice’ has emerged as a new
framing for social-science research focussed on issues of justice
arising across the energy system [28,39]. The research falling under
this banner is broad, and includes a focus on the distributive
impacts of energy production [9,75] and the lack of access to
democratic decision-making processes for those affected by the
installation and operation of energy systems [40,58,77]. However, it
is justice in terms of energy consumption – or, more accurately, consumption of the many domestic and mobility services made possible
by energy [62] – that is the focus of this Special Issue. Speciﬁcally,
the Issue centres upon two broad categories of energy consumption
that are both fundamental to contemporary ways of life – energy
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used for domestic tasks, and energy used for everyday forms of
mobility and transport.
In the domestic space, being able to access and use energy
services is often a pre-requisite for securing basic needs and engaging in customary and expected patterns of everyday activity [63].
When people are unable attain sufﬁcient levels of ‘essential’ energy
services – a problem commonly termed ‘fuel poverty’ or ‘energy
poverty’ [11] – this can have serious impacts on their physical
health [31], well-being, and ability to lead a ﬂourishing life [19].
Given the centrality of energy services to human development and
quality of life, some energy justice literature has focussed on examining distributive inequities in the availability and affordability of
such services in different parts of the world [8], underpinned by the
principle that all people are entitled to the basic goods necessary for
well-being and the ability to participate in their society [63]. Alongside this distributive injustice, Walker and Day [71] argue that fuel
poverty is also indicative of a lack of respect and recognition for the
needs of vulnerable groups in society, and inadequate procedural
justice in terms of limited information and a lack of opportunity for
the fuel poor to participate in policy-making.
Beyond the domestic space, energy is also a crucial precondition
for much everyday mobility, as it typically enables the functioning of various transport systems. Such mobility is itself often an
essential part of participating in many economic, social, political
and personal activities. Research literature on ‘transport poverty’
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illustrates how there can be deep inequalities in people’s ability to
access and/or afford the means to be mobile [7,32,33,43,47], with
some communities unfairly disadvantaged due to an environment
in which important services (work, education, shopping, amenities, and so on) are not easily or affordably accessible by means
other than a private motorcar. Infrastructural design, perceptions
of safety and risk, and cultural norms can all contribute to the creation of such environments [10,46]. In such cases, those without a
car can face social exclusion, whilst conversely some of those who
do have a car can face economic stress due to the cost of insurance,
fuel and maintenance [38].
Whilst inequalities in accessing and using energy services for
mobility and domestic purposes can raise justice concerns, current
energy-intensive societies and systems pose their own signiﬁcant
problems. As long as ways of life involve high levels of energy consumption, and energy production remains dominated by fossil fuel
combustion, then CO2 and other pollutants create pressing issues
of global injustice – principally, climate change and its accompanying ecological degradation and impact upon human well-being.
Work in the ﬁeld of ‘climate justice’ [45] has highlighted the uneven
impacts of climate change, with future generations bearing costs
imposed on them by the actions of preceding generations [69].
Impacts are also socially and spatially differentiated at various
geographic scales, with low-income individuals, communities and
nations often most vulnerable and least able to adapt, whilst contributing proportionately little to global carbon emissions [26,69].
The ways people experience and adapt to climate change are highly
gendered, with women frequently suffering the worst impacts both
because they are more likely to be in poverty1 and due to traditional
gendered divisions of labour in which women are primarily responsible for everyday household management and family care [35].
Beyond climate change, pollution from energy combustion is also
responsible for more localised and immediate health risks, with
the World Health Organisation (WHO) estimating that 3.7 million
deaths were attributable to ambient air pollution in 2012 [76]. Such
aggregate ﬁgures masks numerous social and spatial inequalities in
exposure and risks of harm, with those on low-incomes or living in
deprived neighbourhoods often exposed to higher levels of air pollution [21,25,34,41]. High energy activities and systems, especially
in transport, also lead to inequality and exclusion by physically
endangering people in collisions and by creating and supporting
development in which undertaking everyday activities require long
or complicated journeys [32,43,68,74].
The need to act to mitigate these harmful effects through deep
changes to energy and transport systems is now widely recognised.
This will require not only a signiﬁcant increase in renewable and
low-carbon forms of energy generation, but also profound reductions in the amount of energy consumed globally – particularly
by ‘developed’ countries [60]. We concur with the argument that
achieving such reductions is not only a matter of improving levels
of energy efﬁciency. Instead, the scale of the challenge means that
deep and fundamental changes to how many people live, work and
play are also likely to be necessary, especially in the richer societies
of the West [56,57].
Yet, although often presented as purely technocratic and scientiﬁc endeavours devoid of any political consequences [65],
‘sustainability’ and associated policies to decarbonise energy systems have their own justice implications [8]. Attempts to alter
patterns and levels of energy consumption are likely to have beneﬁts and burdens that are unevenly shared socially and spatially,
potentially unfairly disadvantaging some groups or localities and
possibly exacerbating existing inequalities or creating new areas of
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deprivation. In the UK [27] and many other countries [53], those on
higher incomes tend to also have the highest levels of energy consumption and largest carbon footprints, raising questions of which
citizens in a society should bear the responsibility of reducing their
consumption. There are also questions of democracy and procedural fairness in how policies to reduce energy demand are designed
and implemented [29], and whether all groups have been treated
with appropriate recognition and respect. However, such intriguing but challenging issues have only recently begun to be explored
in the academic literature [8]. Instead, much of the theory, rhetoric
and practice on sustainability displays a distinct ‘equity deﬁcit’ [2],
[p. 44], focussing almost exclusively on environmental protection
whilst being blind to questions of social and spatial difference and
justice [1,53]. Agyeman et al. [3] utilise the concept of ‘just sustainabilities’ to capture the need to fully integrate fairness and
equity issues alongside environmental concerns in sustainability
discourse and research. In line with this, there is a need for more
academic work that explores, both conceptually and empirically,
the justice implications of policies to reduce energy demand.
2. This Special Issue
Clearly, there is a complex web of justice issues related to energy
consumption for mobility and domestic activities, and this Special Issue makes a contribution at the nexus of these concerns.
Some of the articles extend research on the distribution, causes
and consequences of fuel and transport poverty, whilst others help
to develop a clearer understanding, both conceptually and empirically, of some of the potential injustices associated with energy
demand reduction policies. The ﬁnal group of articles examine how
societies might reduce energy demand whilst also enabling people
to live well and meet ‘basic needs’. The primary emphasis of the
articles in the Issue is on issues of distributive injustice rather than
justice in recognition or procedure, although some of the essays
also touch upon these latter two concerns.
The research presented in this Issue includes authors from
across the globe and articles focussed on contexts as diverse as
Gambia, Mexico, the United States, Taiwan, New Zealand, France
and the United Kingdom. This is perhaps a testament to the wideranging power and relevance of the energy justice framing. The
Issue is also signiﬁcant in that it begins to bring together research
on domestic energy and mobility services, two areas which are typically treated as distinct. As we demonstrate in this introductory
article, there are many cross-cutting issues of justice that apply to
both, and we hope that this Special Issue can mark the beginning
of a more widespread and fruitful dialogue between the two ﬁelds.
Overall, the issues raised by the papers in this Special Issue can be
broadly categorised into three themes, and we now summarize the
papers under these banners.
2.1. Uneven access to energy and transport services
The ﬁrst theme relates to patterns of inequality in people’s
ability to access and use essential transport and energy services,
highlighting the unjust disadvantages faced by some sections of
society. This is one of the more established areas within the wider
energy and transport justice literature, but the papers in this Issue
help to further this agenda by exploring new issues and expanding into geographical contexts that have previously received little
attention.
In the ﬁrst article of the Issue, Berry et al. [6] explore methods
of deﬁning, identifying and measuring what they term ‘transport
fuel poverty’ – the transport equivalent of the better known domestic counterpart. They suggest that traditional indicators of domestic
energy deprivation are not readily transferable to the transport sec-
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tor. Instead, they develop and test a new transport poverty indicator
that incorporates budget constraints but also other vulnerabilities
and wider conditions of mobility, whilst remaining sensitive to
variations in travel need and people’s ability to alter mobility practices. Testing their indicator on French data, they ﬁnd that 7.8% of
households are ‘transport fuel poor,’ having both a low income and
either high transport costs or restricted mobility, a further 7.4%
‘fuel vulnerable’ with low incomes and difﬁculties in adapting to
change in circumstances due to their location or available transport modes, and 3.7% ‘fuel dependent’ with high fuel costs and no
alternative means of transport.
The next article considers energy services within the domestic sphere. Dubois and Meier [20] analyse the diversity of energy
poverty situations faced by European countries. To do this, they
make a useful distinction between ‘energy service deprivation’
and ‘energy deprivation inequality’, with the former referring to a
nation’s aggregate level of energy poverty, and the latter referring
to the extent that different population groups within a country are
affected by the condition. Their results show that rates of energy
poverty are particularly severe in countries of the Eastern and
Southern parts of Europe, and that different inequality proﬁles exist
across the continent – in some countries (for example, Lithuania
and Bulgaria), energy poverty affects different socio-demographic
groups relatively equally; in others (such as Denmark and the
Netherlands) it is particularly prevalent amongst certain sections
of the population. They then discuss the policy implications of
their ﬁndings, arguing that rates of energy service deprivation and
inequality will impact upon the feasibility and targeting of different
energy poverty mitigation policies. They conclude by suggesting
that current rates of fuel poverty represent a major challenge for
achieving socially just energy transitions in Europe.
García Ochoa and Graizbord [23] examine domestic energy
poverty in Mexico. Rather than focus upon indicators of the affordability of energy services in the home, the authors argue that a
lack of access to key energy services is a signiﬁcant issue for many
households in the Mexican context. They develop a framework for
characterising households according to the extent of their deprivation of key energy services. Drawing on secondary data from the
Household Income and Expenditure Survey, they ﬁnd four categories of household in terms of the presence and severity of energy
service deprivation: one which lacks energy services for food refrigeration; a second which lacks facilities for cooking food; a third
(which they term ‘strong energy poverty’) that lacks facilities for
water heating, cooking, refrigeration, and entertainment; and a
ﬁnally a group which lacks all of these services and also adequate space cooling. The authors conclude by exploring some of the
public policy implications of their ﬁndings, arguing that targeted
strategies may be developed to meet the speciﬁc needs of different
household groups. Further research is required to help explain the
underlying causes and drivers of the patterns of deprivation they
identify, as well as the relative merits and challenges associated
with different methods of measuring and conceptualising ‘energy
poverty.’
Schiffer [55] evaluates a series of measures designed to provide access to domestic energy and transport services for people
living in Kartong, Gambia. The services involved connection to a
regional electricity grid, and provision of a new bus service connecting Kartong to Banjul. Her study found signiﬁcant beneﬁts for
residents able to make use of the new services, but that there were
inequalities in people’s ability to access them, with those living at
the edge of town beyond the electricity grid excluded. Such issues
were further complicated as the provision of new services reduced
the viability of the previous forms of transport and domestic energy
provision, thus increasing the town’s dependence on resources
from outside the local area. This issue also appears to echo concerns in other areas of development studies, especially in relation to
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land appropriation for infrastructure or other projects which might
bring broad social beneﬁts but which can create hardship for those
who previously occupied the land [52].
Finally, Chard and Walker [13] examine experiences of fuel
poverty amongst older people in England. Utilising in-depth qualitative interviews, they explore how householders cope with, and
adapt to, difﬁculties in affording space heating. They ﬁnd that all
participants recognised the importance of maintaining a healthy
bodily temperature, and identify four distinct forms of ‘coping
strategies’ used by participants to ensure they remained warm
even if they were restricted in their use of space heating. However, although such coping measures are typically interpreted as
a sign of deprivation amongst fuel poverty research (for example,
Refs. [4,12,61]), in Chard and Walker’s study the participants themselves did not consider their actions to be problematic – instead
they simply believed them to be sensible. The authors conclude by
pointing out that this raises difﬁcult questions for energy justice
research regarding what constitutes ‘acceptable’ living conditions
and ‘essential’ energy services, how and by whom such judgements
can and should be made, and how assistance can be provided to
households who do not problematize their own situation.
2.2. The unequal burdens of low carbon policies
As we noted earlier in this article, efforts to alter patterns and
levels of energy demand and decarbonise energy systems are very
likely to impact upon some groups more than others, with potential
justice implications [8]. However, this remains a relatively new area
for research, and several papers in this Special Issue further our
critical understanding of this important issue.
Chatterton et al. [14] provide an exploratory analysis of large UK
datasets of energy consumed for domestic purposes and car travel,
drawing on readings from over 70 million domestic energy meters
and vehicle odometers. They ﬁnd that energy consumption varies
greatly across the UK and correlates with levels of household wealth
or deprivation within geographic locations, with a minority of relatively wealthy areas consuming greater amounts of energy for both
car travel and domestic uses. They argue that this prompts concerns
about the equity of existing patterns of energy consumption, with
consequent implications for the fairness of policies that focus on
lowering aggregate energy consumption regardless of questions of
responsibility and who should be required to make reductions. The
authors suggest that more equitable policies would place a higher
priority on targeting wealthier and high-consuming areas, especially as these households have greater resources (ﬁnancial and
others) that would allow them to more easily take measures to
reduce their consumption.
Focussing on gender, Wang [73] draws on insights from social
practice theory to examine the impacts of sustainable consumption
policies in Taiwan that aimed to alter household behaviours and
individual choices. She argues that although the policies are well
intentioned, they fail to fully account for the complexity of daily
life and the structural impediments on householder’s consumption. As such, they exacerbate gender inequalities and asymmetric
power relations between men and women, for example by increasing women’s workload and creating feelings of guilt and shame
when the idealised recommendations of the national government
cannot be achieved. As well as these distributive injustices, she also
argues that women in Taiwan suffer from a lack of ‘recognition’ and
respect [22]. She concludes by suggesting that greater procedural
justice [78], in the form of women’s participation in the design of
sustainability policies, is necessary to avoid their discrimination.
Oppenheim [44] examines of low-carbon policies in the United
States (US), and their impact on energy prices and energy poverty.
He begins by outlining the long history of regulation around energy
prices in the country, arguing that in numerous US states energy has
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long been considered not merely a commodity but a ‘public good’,
thus justifying price regulation and policies to support low-income
consumers. However, he notes that in the current regulatory environment ‘distributed’ forms of renewable energy generation (such
as domestic solar PV) produce higher bills for low-income consumers by reducing utility sales but not utility ﬁxed costs, and
through subsidies applied as levies on energy bills. He argues that
this is unjust, both because it contributes to energy poverty, and
also because those who are left reliant on increasingly expensive
utility electricity are those on low-incomes who are least able to
afford distributed generation technologies – potentially leading to
the development of what Walker [70] terms an ‘energy underclass’.
To avoid such injustices, Oppenheim argues that new forms of regulatory protection are required and concludes by suggesting what
such measures might involve.
2.3. Reducing energy demand and the good society
The ﬁnal set of articles in the Special Issue all approach a difﬁcult
tension within energy justice. On the one hand, many would argue
that there is an urgent need to dramatically reduce energy demand
as part of combating the many severe injustices associated with
climate change; on the other hand, energy for mobility and domestic services is widely seen as a crucial part of any good and just
society, enabling people to escape deprivation, meet basic needs,
and lead ﬂourishing and fulﬁlling lives. Is it possible for societies
to reduce energy demand on the scale required without sacriﬁcing
human well-being? The ﬁnal ﬁve papers in the Special Issue take
on different theoretical and practical dimensions of this question,
and begin to propose how the tension might be resolved.
Mullen and Marsden [42] identify potential issues for mobility justice created by measures designed to deal with the injustice
of pollution from transport. Using a case study of policy on electric vehicles, they ﬁnd that attempts to reduce emissions through
the use of such vehicles can perpetuate other forms of injustice
associated with high levels of car use. They argue that a more just
approach to reducing pollution would be to reduce the overall use
of private automobiles. Signiﬁcantly, they further suggest that the
changes required would impact not just on the transport choices
available to people, but on the sorts of activities that transport
and mobility policies would support and enable. Pursuing such an
agenda, the authors suggest, would require a reconsideration of the
liberal ‘choice-based’ conceptualisations of justice that are prominent in much of the mobility and energy justice literature. Drawing
on ‘communitarian’ justice theorists such as Sandel [50] and MacIntyre [36], they conclude by suggesting a need to think beyond
choice and consider what sort of social arrangements and activities
should be supported in a just society.
Mattioli [37] approaches the difﬁcult problem of how to ensure
all households can access the transport necessary for them to meet
their ‘basic needs’, whilst simultaneously reducing energy consumption and emissions from transport – particularly when in
many contexts much travel (including for the satisfaction of basic
needs) has become dependent on carbon-intensive modes such as
the motor-car and air travel. To reconcile this tension, he develops a sophisticated and novel conceptual framework that makes
an important distinction between ‘fundamental needs’ and ‘need
satisﬁers’ – whilst the former refer to abstract ‘states of being’ and
are anthropological invariants, the latter are the material goods and
services through which fundamental needs are met and are historically and contextually contingent. Drawing on the work of Giddens
[24], he suggests that need satisﬁers have become more carbon
intensive through progressive structuration processes. Although
some degree of mobility will always be required for humans to
secure basic means of living the forms and amounts that are necessary are contingent, and modes of travel should be understood

as the means to satisfy fundamental needs rather than reiﬁed as
normative ends in themselves. In this way, Mattioli argues, justice
tensions might be reconciled. He concludes by calling for further
research to examine how need satisfaction has changed over time,
and how it might be transformed in more sustainable directions in
the future.
Following a similar theme but with a more empirical approach,
Walker et al. [72] examine which domestic energy-uses should
be considered ‘basic necessities’ within the context of the United
Kingdom (UK). Drawing on a set of longitudinal secondary data
[18], they ﬁnd that a diverse range of energy-consuming items and
technologies are considered by members of the public to be basic
necessities for participation in contemporary UK society. To some
degree the proﬁle of these necessities has evolved since 2008, with
information and communication technologies in particular becoming progressively more ‘essential’ over this period. They argue that
whilst these ﬁndings suggest that UK government policy should
support people’s ability to access and afford these energy services as
part of mitigating fuel poverty, escalating norms of energy dependency may be problematic when the UK needs to radically reduce
its energy demand on climate justice grounds. Along similar lines
to Mattioli, they argue that one way to overcome this ‘tension’, at
least at a conceptual level, is to emphasise that energy services are
only instrumental means to satisfy the more fundamentally valuable end of human ﬂourishing. Through structural change, ‘basic
necessities’ may evolve to become less carbon intensive without
producing injustice as long as everyone is able to achieve a reasonable level of well-being and participate in society. The authors
conclude by recognising the complexities and political challenges
involved in such reconciliation, and by calling for similar research
in other cultural contexts.
Cheyne and Imran [15] then examine the potential for shared
transport to act as a means of reducing the overall use of motorised
transport whilst also contributing to social justice goals such
as inclusion in economic and educational activity. They do this
through an empirical study in New Zealand, using both qualitative and quantitative methods to explore travel practices, transport
need, and affordability, as well as attitudes to public transport. Their
data comes from places where there is a paucity of public transport,
resulting in multiple forms of social exclusion or ‘forced car ownership’ which in turn has created ﬁnancial hardship (see also Ref.
[38]). They argue that shared transport could provide an affordable and low-emission alternative means for people to fulﬁl basic
social needs. Whilst shared transport has gained attention in policy
discourse, the authors describe how it remains marginal in policy
implementation and practice, suggesting that there is a lack of the
political will necessary for it to become more widespread.
Finally, and also focussing on the New Zealand context, Smith
[59] utilises a discourse analysis approach to examine the extent
to which social justice issues are incorporated into ‘sustainable’
transport policies. She begins by arguing that cycling is a transport mode that can contribute to addressing many of the justice
concerns raised in the transport and social exclusion literature.
However, policy attempts to increase the uptake in cycling often
fail, with cycling making up only a small proportion of journeys in
New Zealand. The paper then examines the reasons for this disjuncture. Smith argues that, despite ambitious rhetoric, cycling has been
generally marginalised in New Zealand transport policy. Instead,
the use and meaning of the term ‘sustainable’ has become focussed
on a neo-liberalised agenda of ensuring economic growth over and
above other objectives, therefore narrowing the aims of transport
policy and systematically privileging motor vehicles which are portrayed as contributing to growth. Overall, Smith’s ﬁndings provide
empirical support for Cook and Swyngedouw’s [16] suggestion that
whilst social justice is nominally included as the ‘third pillar’ of
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sustainability, in practice the economic pillar takes precedent and
social issues are either an afterthought or disregarded completely.

3. Future research directions
The papers in this Special Issue help extend the literature on
energy justice in relation to domestic consumption and everyday
mobility. They also prompt new questions across a range of areas,
and we here conclude by proposing some directions for future
research.
The ﬁrst relates to the identiﬁcation and study of low-energy
practices and arrangements that nonetheless achieve high-levels
of human well-being and contribute to social justice. Several of the
papers in this Special Issue have suggested that it is theoretically
possible to have a society in which all people can ‘ﬂourish’ and
participate without high levels of energy consumption. Previous
studies at the scale of nation-states demonstrate empirically that
countries can, on aggregate, to have high-levels of Human Development with relatively low carbon emissions [30,64]. However, such
arguments remain somewhat abstracted from everyday life, and
more work is required to identify the speciﬁc practices, and material, social and political arrangements, that contribute to equitable,
low-carbon well-being. In this respect, mobility research is perhaps ahead of that centred on domestic energy, with modes such as
ﬂexible shared transport and cycling (both discussed in this issue)
identiﬁed as means to both reduce emissions and improve social
justice, but more remains to be done. In-depth, ethnographic studies of social practices in countries that have low-levels of energy
consumption but high-levels of equality and well-being is one
example of the valuable research that could be undertaken.
Second, there is a need to consider issues of excess consumption
in energy and transport justice debates. Much research in these
ﬁelds currently focuses on poverty and deprivation, i.e. whether
households are able to meet their ‘basic needs’ of energy consumption, and the impact on people’s well-being if they fail to do
so. However, it is also occasionally implied that ‘excessive’ consumption of energy (and other resources [5,48]), or the use of
‘excessive’ forms of energy service, are unjust and should be curtailed [17,53,67]. But can and should ‘excess’ be understood as an
issue of (in)justice, and, if so, what theories do we need to draw on
to conceptualise this phenomenon? The very notion is potentially
problematic for many liberal theories of justice, which attempt to
remain neutral on the substantive value of different goods or activities and instead argue that justice involves allowing all people the
freedom to choose their own vision of the ‘good life’ [49,51]. Moreover, how do we deﬁne what constitutes ‘excessive’ consumption?
Should this be based on some notion of a ‘ﬁnite planet’ or ecological
limits, or some other measure? In this issue, Mattioli’s framework
goes some way to making assessments of excess, but there is plenty
of scope for further consideration and we believe this should mark
the beginning of a wider debate within the energy justice literature.
Third and ﬁnally, a theme emerging across the papers in this
Special Issue is the importance of considering elements of energy
inequalities in their wider social, economic, and political context.
Attempting to tackle single issues, such as access to domestic
energy or transport, without reference to the potential for wider
impacts runs the risk of exacerbating other injustices. The complexity involved in thinking about how to mitigate injustices without
creating others raises pressing questions of how society and politicians might be able to respond. Addressing these questions will
require means of tracking inequalities and making assessments of
interventions (such as that developed by Berry et al., Chatterton
et al. and Mattioli). It may also involve more consideration of methods of collecting knowledge about the impacts of energy consuming
activities and a lack of access to energy. Coupled with this, there are
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many possible ’just’ ways of living and of consuming energy. For
democratic societies, these are questions that need to be negotiated
through debate – how might democratic structures and practices
develop to accommodate inclusive decision-making about energy
systems?
To conclude, this article began by outlining some of the multiple
justice implications of the consumption of energy for both mobility and domestic use. We then summarised the many interesting
papers that make up the Special Issue, before highlighting some
directions for future research. As guest editors, we hope that readers of the Issue ﬁnd it to be a useful contribution to the expanding
energy and transport justice debates, and that the papers stimulate
new research that tackles some of the unanswered questions we
highlight here.
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