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Abstract 

The focus of Industrial engineering has always been efficiency. While industrial engineering has contributed 
significantly to the improvement of productivity and quality of life, the objective function in the models used in 
industrial engineering normally measures of efficiency of products or processes. However, the efficiencies of 
products or services are normally indirect measures of quality of life. Therefore, this paper will illustrate some 
discrepancies between what we measure and what we need in some aspects of energy efficiency. In manufacturing, 
transportation, and services, energy efficiency has improved tremendously using the current measures in food 
processing, in fuel efficiency of cars and trucks, or in heating and air conditioning. However, the total energy 
consumption per capita in developed countries remains high. The improvement in products and processes may not 
be reflected in serving human needs. For example, while car fuel efficiency has improved many times in the last 
100 years, commuting times become longer and longer. Commuting time is directly related to our livelihood in 
modern cities, as measured in some basic elements of Maslow's hierarchy of human needs. This paper intends to 
draw attention to the measure or objective function in optimizations through the perspectives of energy efficiency. 
We first gather information on improvements in energy efficiency in cars, food supply chains, and heating and air 
conditioning systems in commonly accepted measures. We will then contrast them with the improvements in 
satisfying human needs. The evidence reveals interesting food for thought for industrial engineering and for 
engineering and science in general. In addition, we developed an energy efficiency measure for commuting that is 
directly linked to our needs, demonstrated its usage with some examples, and provided ideas for future research. 
We hope our measure on energy efficiency in commuting would lead to new measures or objectives for industrial 
engineers in product design, manufacturing, transportation, process design, and city planning.  

Keywords: Energy efficiency, human needs, commute, industrial engineering, energy consumption, commuting 
time. 

1. Introduction* 

Industrial Engineering always focuses on efficiency, 
and improvements in efficiency contribute significantly 
to the improvement of productivity and quality of life. 
However, efficiency measures are often associated with 
products or processes, such as cars or air conditioning. 
Therefore, when the production capacity was scarce, the 
efficiency measures of products or process lined up well 
with the efficiency of serving human needs. However, 
when the production capacity is in excess or abundance, 
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as in many parts of the developed and emerging 
economies, the product- or process-based efficiency 
measures may no longer line up well with the efficiency 
of serving human needs. 
 
In this paper, we consider the energy efficiency as an 
example in which the product or process efficiency may 
not be directly linked to the efficiency of serving human 
needs. The rapid improvement in human lives is due in 
large part by the increased ability of converting stored 
energy into useful power by human beings. Before the 
large-scale use of stored energy, many human needs 
were not satisfied.  
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Energy Efficiency and IE 

Human needs and wants are complex. They can be short 
term or long term, physiological or psychological, and 
such needs can conflict with each other. Maslow’s 
pyramid of human needs, proposed in 19434 and 
updated in 19705, is well known and has been discussed 
and quoted extensively. We will use elements in 
Maslow’s pyramid as a starting point in this paper.  
 
In Maslow’s pyramid of human needs, the most basic 
needs are physiological, such as air, water and food. If 
the physiological needs are met, the need for safety 
emerges. In short term, the safety includes protection 
from danger, including anything from weather to 
assault. In the long term, safety includes livelihood, a 
means of securing the necessities of life - a job for most 
city dwellers. Once safety needs are met, people need 
belongings and love: friends, family, organizations, and 
social circles. The next level in the pyramid is esteem, 
which people need for reputation, attention, status, 
recognition, and a sense of achievement. Those who 
have achieved a high level of esteem may engage self-
actualization or self-fulfillment, as do dedicated artists, 
athletes, educators, activists, or philanthropists.  
 
Today, the immediate physiological needs of the middle 
class in developed countries and emerging economies 
are met by high productivity in society, which also 
provides excellent service to short term safety needs 
such as shelter from weather and assault. However, high 
productivity can actually have a negative impact on long 
term physiological needs such as health because of over 
eating and lack of physical activities.  
 
Livelihood: One major factor that affects livelihood is 
the commute to work. Thanks in part to job 
specialization, many people have to commute to work, 
and that commute needs energy.  Even biking consumes 
energy in the bike supply chain and in peddling. 
However, energy consumption in peddling is also 
generally good for most people in the city for long term 
health as long as the duration is acceptable and safe.  
 
Currently, the most relevant measure for energy 
efficiency related to commute is fuel efficiency in cars. 
In next section, we will show that the improvement in 
fuel efficiency in cars has not always translated into 
satisfying some aspects of commuting needs.  
 
Food: Industrialization improved energy efficiency in 
food production per calorie or other nutritional units, 
and in transportation per unit weight per unit distance. 
However, the increased production and transportation 

capacity also increased volume and distance and added 
many intermediate steps in processing, transport and 
refrigeration. Many aspects of these steps negatively 
impact the service to human’s long-term needs, such as 
health. However, the increased production and 
transportation capacity also increased volume and 
distance and added many intermediate steps in 
processing, transport and refrigeration. Many aspects of 
these steps negatively impact the service to human’s 
long term needs, such as health.  
 
Another safety needs is shelter. Modern commercial 
buildings provide heating and air conditioning to protect 
humans from bad weather and to provide an 
environment conducive to higher productivity. Over the 
years, the building codes have helped to regulate the 
improvement of insulation, new lighting systems have 
helped to reduce energy consumption per unit of light 
generated, and new heating, ventilation and air 
conditioning rating systems have helped to improve 
energy efficiency with their respective measures. 
However, energy consumption in commercial buildings 
per employee and per unit space has not decreased.  
 
In this research, we explore what efficiency measures or 
objective functions can directly link energy 
consumption and human needs in some specific areas.  

3. Energy Efficiency in Cars  

Engineers and scientists have made great improvements 
in car efficiencies. Table 1 compares the Ford Model T 
with the Ford Fiesta 2014 model, the closest car in size 
with to the Model T. In about 100 years, the fuel 
consumption, weight, and top speed almost doubled, 
respectively. Each parameter requires more energy to 
achieve. The total increase in efficiency, combining all 
three parameters, can be considered to have improved 
over 8 times! 
 
Table 1. Comparison of Ford Model T and Ford Fiesta. 

 

 
Ford

Model T 
Ford Fiesta 

2014 
Approximate
Improvement

L / 100 KM 11.2 - 18.1 6.0 - 8.1 ~2 
Weight (KG) 544 1,192 ~2 
Top speed 64 – 72 145 ~2 

 
Even in the last 30 years, the improvement in car fuel 
efficiency is still significant, thanks to microprocessors 
and new technologies. A comparison of the Honda 
Accord between 1983 and 2014 is shown in Table 2. 
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The overall improvement can be considered more than 
doubled.  
 
Table 2. Comparison of Honda Accord: 1983 vs. 2014. 

 

  1983  2014 
Approximate 
Improvement 

L / 100 KM  11.3 7.8 45% 
Weight (KG)  955 1,614 70% 

Speed  N/A N/A >1* 
 
* No meaningful values can be used. However, the 
speed limit in 1983 was 55 miles per hour in the United 
States. In 2014, most highway speeds are much higher. 
Because of this, better acceleration, and higher 
horsepower of cars, the actual top speed is much higher 
in 2014 than in 1983. 
 
The US EPA reports significant improvement in the fuel 
efficiency of production weighted passenger cars for 
nearly 40 years6, shown in Figure 2.  
 

 

Fig. 2. Fuel efficiency improvement 1975 – 2013, 
USEPA 2013 Report. 

 
Similar efficiency improvements are also achieved in 
light trucks and sport utility vehicles.  
 
Most people would agree that commuting is a chore, but 
because it is necessary for livelihood, it is one of the 
most important usages of cars. USDOT conducted a 
national household travel survey in 20097, which shows 
that people drive instead of walking or using public 
transportation mostly to reduce time or increase safety. 
However, studies in Germany show another result: that 

life satisfaction decreases with increased commuting 
time8. Since commuting often occurs during rush hour, 
the commuting time and energy consumption should 
both be higher than 28% of the distance travelled. Here, 
the efficiency that directly links energy to human needs 
is time savings in commuting. Therefore, objectives for 
energy efficiency in commuting should be to reduce the 
time.  
 
How much fuel efficiency improvement translates into 
improvement of commuting time in last 35 years? 
Figure 3 shows the commuting times based on surveys 
conducted by the US Census in 20099 and the USDOT 
survey7. In both data sets, the commuting times have 
become longer. 
 

 

Fig. 3. Commuting time changes from 1977 – 2012. 
 
A study based on a survey of 982 residents in 
Guangzhou, China10 shows that the percentage of 
people who are satisfied with using private automobiles 
and individual transport (walking or bicycling) were 
51.52% and 73.86% in 2007. The commuting times are 
30.2 and 38.9 minutes. According to China's New-
Urbanization Report 2012, published by the sustainable 
development strategy research group under the Chinese 
Academy of Social Sciences, the commuting time by 
car in Guangzhou has increased to 48 minutes. 
Interestingly Guangzhou won the ITDP 2011 
Sustainable Transport Award.  
 
There are many reasons for the lack of improvement in 
using energy to reduce commuting time as a particular 
human needs: urbanization, city sprawling, zoning, 
population increase, economic development, etc. 
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6. Summary of Observations 

Over the years, various sectors of industry have made 
significant improvements in energy efficiency on 
products and processes in traditional measures. 
However, the EIA data in Figure 11 shows that the 
energy consumption per capita has not decreased much. 
The data from 1949 to 2010 are based on the EIA 
Annual Energy Review Report, 201121. The data from 
2011 to 2014 are based on the EIA Annual Energy 
Outlook 201422. Until 2008, there was no significant 
decrease. From 2009 to 2011, the per capita 
consumption decreased, partially due to high energy 
costs and the recession. Since 2012, the per capita 
energy consumption has been stagnant. This lack of 
improvement occurs in parallel with the significant 
reduction in energy intensive manufacturing activities in 
the United States (concrete, metals, plastic, etc.). Of 
course, as society changes, energy demand changes. For 
example, air-conditioning is much more common now 
than 60 years ago, and energy consumption in IT 
systems, home appliances, etc. are higher. However, 
how much does this help issues of human need?  
 

 

Fig. 11. Energy consumption per capital from 1949 to 
2014. 

 
In car making, food supply chains, and HAVC systems, 
the industries in silos can achieve significant 
improvement in energy efficiency. However, if 
measured against specific human needs, such as 
reduction in commuting times, in highway fatality rates, 
in good working conditions, or in health provided by 
food systems, how much improvement have we 
achieved? Which country, city, or community is doing 
better? It seems to be useful to add measures that close 
the loop from the energy source toward human needs. 
These measures can be used as objective functions for 
Industrial Engineers to design and operate systems that 

improve energy efficiency toward our needs. We will 
attempt to show examples below. 

7. The use of Commuting Time as Energy 
Efficiency Objective 

Commuting is a basic needs for livelihood and a long 
term safety issue in modern life. Commuting constitutes 
28% of automobile travel in distance in the United 
States7. Normal walking speed can only cover about 5 
kilometers in an hour, a big chunk of one’s disposable 
time in a day, and so unacceptable to most people. 
Therefore, some faster mode of transportation is 
necessary: bicycles, motorcycles, buses, trains, and cars. 
These means require different levels of energy and offer 
different commuting times and levels of security.  
 
Most commuters travel by car in order to save time and 
increase safety. The Toronto Board of Trade23 considers 
commuting time so important that it uses the category 
consistently on its scorecard of competing cities. Other 
cities also report commuting time and safety as an 
important quantitative metric. Many reports also list the 
importance of energy consumption. However, no one 
considered the use of energy as an input to save 
commuting time or safety. The energy efficiency in 
commuting time can be modeled as an input-output 
system, as shown in Figure 12. The input is the energy 
consumption E for commuting. The output is 
commuting time reduction. One way to define 
commuting time reduction is to use the time reduction 
from walking to work for a given distance. A simpler 
definition is to use the inverse of commuting time as the 
output. 

Fig. 12. The relationship between energy input and 
commuting time output. Mathematically, this is 
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E The energy consumption in commuting. For a 
community, one can take the average. The unit can 
be GJ/trip. It can include both operating energy and 
embedded energy in the infrastructure and 
equipment. 

T Commuting time in minutes or seconds. The first is 
more customary in commuting, and the second is the 
commonly used scientific unit.  

t A constant exponent assigned to weigh the other 
factors, such as area of the region or population 
density. The simplest form is t = 1. 

 
This macro level energy efficiency measure depends on 
many factors, such as mode of transportation, road 
network, city planning, terrain, population density and 
area.  

 
We demonstrate the usefulness of this measure with 
cities that are either passenger car or public transport 
centric. Since this measure is new, it is challenging to 
find the data toward this measure. We managed to get 
data sufficient to achieve rough estimates of energy 
consumption in operations, meaning excluding the 
energy consumption in constructions. Our results should 
provide useful insight into the energy efficiency of 
public transportation versus private automobiles. The 
operating energy efficiencies in commuting time for the 
cities in which passenger cars dominate the commute 
are shown in Table 5. They are listed in the descending 
order of percentage of passenger car commuters. 

 
Table 5. Passenger car energy efficiency in commuting time in select cities. 

 % Auto  L/100 KM  Comm Time  Speed KM/hr Speed KM/min L/min GJ/min Occu‐pency  GJ/trip ETcommute

US  90.0%  8.11  22.9  46.5 0.774 0.0628 0.0022 1.13  0.0442 0.990

Dallas  95.6%  8.11  26.5  43.1 0.719 0.0583 0.0020 1.13  0.0476 0.793

LA  89.2%  8.11  28.1  43.1 0.719 0.0583 0.0020 1.13  0.0504 0.708

Seattle  85.6%  8.11  27.5  43.1 0.719 0.0583 0.0020 1.13  0.0494 0.736

Chicago  83.7%  8.11  30.7  43.1 0.719 0.0583 0.0020 1.13  0.0551 0.591

Toronto  71.2%  8.11  40.0  43.1 0.719 0.0583 0.0020 1.21  0.0671 0.373

Montreal  70.5%  8.11  38.0  43.1 0.719 0.0583 0.0020 1.21  0.0637 0.413

Sydney  67.0%  8.11  33.0  43.1 0.719 0.0583 0.0020 1.10  0.0627 0.469

 
In Table 5, the columns % Auto and Comm Time are 
from the Toronto Board of Trade23. The commuting 
time in the entire US is from the USDOT National 
Household Travel survey of 20097. Fuel efficiency is 
converted from 29 miles per gallon (MPG) from the 
CAFÉ 2009 total fleet data reported in NHTSA NVS-
220 (2013)24. The travel speed and travel time in the US 
are based on the USDOT Survey7. All other cities are 
based on the same report using MSA (Metropolitan 
Statistical Area) data for a population of more than 3 

million. Occupancy data for US cities is also from the 
NHTSA report. The occupancy data for Toronto, 
Montreal are from McLeod25. The Occupancy and 
Comm Time for Sydney are from the Bureau of 
Transport Statistics of New South Wales26. 
 
The second group includes the three cities with the 
highest percentage of commuters using public transport, 
listed in the Toronto Board of Trade23. 

 
Table 6. Public transport energy efficiency in commuting time in select cities. 

City 
% Non 
Auto 

Total Energy 
GWh/yr 

Total Energy 
GJ/Yr 

Passengers/day, in 
1000 

GJ/passenger 
trip 

Comm 
Time min 

ETcommute 

Hong Kong  89.2%  1,344  4,300 0.00892  37.6 2.94

Paris  73.7%  9,548,184 12,000 0.00218  30.0 5.22

London  59.8%  1,163  3,033 0.00111  37.0 2.44

 

Published by Atlantis Press 
Copyright: the authors 

47



In Table 6, the column % Non-Auto is from the Toronto 
Board of Trade22. The Total Energy and Passengers/day 
in Hong Kong is from the MTR Sustainability Report 
Summary27. The Total Energy and Passengers in Paris 
are from the Paris Transport Authority report28. The 
Total Energy and Passengers/day in London are from 
Facts and Figures29. The Comm Time for Hong Kong 
and London are from the Toronto Board of Trade 
report22. The commuting time in Paris is from a 
comprehensive survey report30. The travel time in Hong 
Kong is from Tse and Chan31. 
 
The report30 includes more specifics. The commuting 
time of 30 minutes used in the table is for suburban 
commuters, probably more comparable to the situation 
in Hong Kong and London. In the city center, the 
commuting time is 17 minutes, which will almost 

double its efficiency. Commuting in the suburbs is 
dominated by automobiles and therefore not included. 
The total energy given was 41,878 thousand ton oil 
equivalent (ktoe). We assume that was the electricity 
consumed. The main power source in France is nuclear. 
To be consistent, we applied the coal fired power 
generation efficiency calculated for HK or London at 
34%32, which was approximately the average in the US 
coal fired power plant.  
 
We also computed operating energy efficiency for the 
bus rapid transit (BRT) public transport system in 
Bogota, Colombia. Since the procedure of estimation is 
similar to those of private cars: using fuel efficiency, 
occupancy, and travel time, it does not fit in either table 
above. Therefore, we included the results separately in 
Table 7. 

 
Table 7. Public commuting energy efficiencies in Bogota Colombia. 

  % Non 
Auto 

L/100 
KM 

Commute 
time 

Speed 
KM/hr 

Lit/min  GJ/min  Occupency  GJ/trip  ETcommute 

Bogota  81%  24.0  44.6  26.7  0.1068  0.0037  60  0.0028  8.11 

 
The % Non-Auto is from the ESMAP Report33. The 
L/100 KM is based on manufacturer published fuel 
efficiency for the 48-seat Volvo bus, which is 
commonly used. The commuting time is estimated 
based on two sources. The first is the commuting time 
reduction of 21 minutes from the World Urban Forum34, 
and the second is the commuting time reduction of 32% 
from the Energy Efficient cities Initiative35. Based on 
these two data points, we estimated the prior commuting 
time was 21 / 0.32 = 65.6 and the new time is 44.6 
minutes.  The peak hour occupancy is 9835. We used a 
more conservative number of 60 in the calculation. 
ESMAP also reported that the average speed is 26.7 KM 
per hour. The system serves over 1.65 million 
passengers a day in which 15% of the passengers 
previously traveled by private car36. The reduction in 
cars should also reduce the car commuting time from 
42.7 min. McCarney estimated that the overall 
commuting time dropped by 21 minutes for all 
commuters34.  
 
The reason that the efficiency in Bogota is so much 
higher than other public transport systems is its very 
high occupancy rate. The data for Bogota is during the 

peak time, while the data for Hong Kong, Paris and 
London are for anytime.  
 
Energy efficiency in commuting time can be improved 
two ways: 1) by energy savings or 2) by time savings. 
Energy efficiency can be used to compare cities based 
on competitiveness and city design and to compare 
cities based on different years to show improvement or 
different systems to show advantages. The measure can 
also be used for individuals to show their personal 
energy conservation and satisfaction. Although the data 
were crude estimates, the drastic differences allow us to 
draw the conclusion that public transportation is much 
more energy efficient than private cars in operational 
energy efficiency in commuting times. The average 
efficiency of the seven auto-centric cities is 0.58. The 
coefficient of variation, or the ratio of standard 
deviation and mean, is 0.29. The average and coefficient 
of variation for public transport systems in the four 
cities is 4.68 and 0.32, almost an order of magnitude 
higher than auto commuting!  
 
We did not consider the embedded energy in cars, 
roads, tunnels, tracks, and other infrastructure. 
However, it is reasonable to argue that the energy 
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consumption of infrastructure for bus systems, or even 
rail systems, should not be higher than the passenger car 
infrastructure.  
 
There are other factors such as comfort. The 
attractiveness of passenger cars is that not only is it a 
transporter, it is also a shelter that provides comfort, 
privacy, and entertainment, although few would 
consider being stuck in traffic as much comfort or 
entertainment. None the less, it is difficult to resist the 
temptation for cars. However, we also need to consider 
how much more energy is consumed to achieve this 
marginal comfort and entertainment.  
 
Another measure of the transportation system is safety. 
Hong Kong's MTR system reported its safety record in 
2008, 2009 and 2010, shown in Table 837. The data 
suggests an extremely high level of safety. In the US, 
the highway fatalities in 2009 reached 33,963. If we 
normalize using the population of the US and Hong 
Kong, this will be 779, only about 2.3% of the fatalities 
in US! We did not find reliable data in other cities. In 
2009, the CDC estimated traffic injuries at 2.3 million 
(CDC, 2009), and using NHTSA’s report of 2,932,374 
million vehicle miles (NHTSA, 2010), we can estimate 
0.49 per million KM - a very impressive number. 
However, in Hong Kong, using 34.05 per 100 million 
passenger journeys and 10 KM per journey, the injuries 
in Hong Kong are 0.03405 per million KM, only 7% of 
the US injury level! 
 
Table 8. The fatalities and injuries in Hong Kong public 

transportation system. 
 

  
Transporter 

Type  2008  2009 2010

Fatality, number 
per year 

Bus  0  1 0

Heavy rail  1  0 0

Light rail  0  3 1

Total  1  4 1

Injuries (requires 
hospitalization) 
per 100 million 
passenger 
journeys) 

Bus  7.53  11.16 7.51

Heavy rail  8.4  7.56 7.94

Light rail  12.34  15.33 12.3

Total  28.27  34.05 27.75
 
The BRT in Bogota, along with other policies, also 
increased safety in Bogota. Road injuries were reduced 

by 15%, and the fatalities by 40% from 1999 to 2006 
(Cohen, 2008).  
 
Similar efficiency measures can be developed for safety 
as for commuting time. However, we could not find 
good data for the other cities studied. Further data and 
study should suggest better measures. 
 

8. Energy Efficiency in Food and Buildings 

Food is one of the most important fundamental 
physiological needs. It is also most intimidating: as the 
saying goes: “we are what we eat.” Food directly 
impacts our health and wellbeing. However, food is also 
very complex, impacted by culture, history, geopolitical 
systems, etc. A simpler dimension in food can be calorie 
and other nutritional intake. Some minimum amount of 
food energy is needed to sustain life; more is needed for 
health and livelihood. However, too many food calories 
deteriorate our long-term health, which is a basic need. 
Interestingly, in the middle class around the world 
today, the majority of people worry more about taking 
in too many calories than not enough. Too much calorie 
intake leads to health problems, the opposite of human 
need. This suggests that there exists an “optimum” 
value of calorie intake.  
 
Therefore, the energy efficiency in food supply chains 
can be fundamentally different from energy efficiency 
in commuting: too much production of food can be bad, 
while the shorter the commuting time, the better.  
 
Housing is also complex, impacted by culture, history, 
and geopolitical systems. A simpler measure can be 
size. House size may also depict similar properties as 
food. Individuals often want a particular size or other 
characteristic directly related to energy. A house too 
large requires too much maintenance and can negatively 
impact how often you interact with loved ones who 
occupy the same home. Similarly, too much heating or 
air conditioning makes a house too hot or too cold. 
Therefore, energy efficiency in housing shares similar 
characteristics with those in food supply, the topics for 
future research.   

9. Summary 

This paper points out that the great improvements in 
energy efficiency in cars, housing, and food supply 
chains may not always translate into improvement in 
energy efficiency to satisfy human needs. We 
substantiate this observation with evidence from 
commuting, food, and housing.  
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We proposed a specific measure of energy efficiency on 
commuting time and compared between different cities 
and between passenger cars and public transport. The 
energy efficiency in commuting time can be a powerful 
measure to compare performance in different years to 
show improvement, among different cities to encourage 
competition, in different systems to show advantages of 
system design, or by individuals to justify personal 
choices. Specific measures such as fuel efficiency, 
heating and air conditioning, and food labeling have 
yielded energy conservation in silos. We hope this 
measure would further the cause of energy conservation 
by channeling the valuable energy into what we humans 
need. For example, this measure can be used to provide 
a more objective and concrete measure for the ITDP 
Annual Sustainable Transport Award. It will direct the 
cities to put the fund to where it really matters.  
 
We also provide suggestions on energy efficiency for 
commuting security and some characteristics for food 
and housing. These are more difficult and will be the 
topics of future research.  
 
We hope this paper will provide food for thought on 
energy efficiency and spark new development, new 
measures, and new policy to focus on more direct 
measures that address how energy efficiency relates to 
human needs, as reflected in Maslow’s Hierarchy of 
Human Needs. Once the basic physiological needs are 
satisfied, human beings seek higher level needs such as 
security, love, friendship, esteem, reputation, and 
personal satisfaction. Some of these may not need much 
energy. Nowadays, there are high income people who 
proudly drive fuel efficient cars and have small, energy 
efficient homes to gain esteem or personal satisfaction. 
Many people volunteer to help others. Therefore, the 
objective functions for engineers and others should 
adapt to this change in the resource-scarce and 
productivity-abundant society throughout many parts of 
the world. Today, scarce resources such as air and water 
are free, while the products from abundant production 
systems are expensive, which will lead to unsustainable 
systems. Industrial Engineers can make great 
contributions using analytics to link the use of scarce 
resources to human needs. 
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