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CHAPTER 4

THE SOCIAL FOOTPRINT METHOD

4.1 INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, we introduce and describe a measurement modeling template and
procedure for measuring the social sustainability performance of an organization:
the Social Footprint Method (SFM). We begin with a summary of the functional
requirements we identified as a basis for designing the method. We then provide
a technical summary of the model (template) and method as built, or designed
(i.e., in line with the reverse engineering method we employed), followed by a
discussion of the important philosophical choices we made in developing it. We
conclude with a more detailed explanation of how to perform the method itself.

4.2 UNDERSTANDING THE TASK

On the basis of the discussion contained in Chapter 3, we conclude that no quo-
tients-based tool or method currently exists for measuring and reporting the so-
cial sustainability performance of an organization. This is the problem that con-
fronts us. Our primary task, therefore, is to create such a tool. This we will do by
applying the same general capital theory approach (CTA; see Section 3.4) found
in leading ecological sustainability measurement tools (e.g., the Ecological Foot-
print Method) to the social domain, albeit with appropriate changes made to re-
flect the unique circumstances of the social context, in contrast to the ecological
one. In addition, the epistemological principles discussed in Chapter 2 must be
adhered to.

To perform this task, we will first list a series of functional requirements that
arguably overlap with those already addressed by CTA-based ecological sustain-
ability measurement models (e.g., the Ecological Footprint Method), but which
also reflect some new requirements germane to the social context. This list will
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represent the results of reverse engineering existing ecological tools, as well as
the addition of some new functional requirements of our own making.

Next will come the technical design specifications of the Social Footprint Meth-
od (and model) itself, which again are the product of reverse engineering existing
solutions in the ecological domain, but with changes added of our own design.
Here it should be clear that we have essentially reverse engineered (or de-engin-
eered) an existing and analogous solution to the one we are looking for (i.e.,
sourced from a different context), and that we have then re-engineered a compar-
able, yet significantly revised, solution of our own in the same general mold.
Thus, for the most part, we are modifying an already-existing solution found in a
different context, so as to be applicable to the new (social) context in which we
ourselves are working. This all but eliminates the need to identify, test, and eval-
uate competing designs, and instead shifts the focus to adapting an existing de-
sign to a new purpose. In that regard, we are not creating wholly new require-
ments or technical design specifications, but instead are attempting to adhere as
closely to possible to existing ones, while making only those changes required to
effectively shift from the ecological context to the social one. The next two sec-
tions below should be viewed, accordingly.

4.3 FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS

The general purpose of the methodology we have in mind is to quantitatively
measure the non-financial, social sustainability performance of an organization,
analogous to the manner in which organizations commonly measure financial
performance, and also ecological performance (Wackernagel and Rees, 1996). In
this regard, we seek to operationalize the social side of the so-called triple bottom
line (Elkington, 1998). Out of this general intent come the following functional
requirements:

1. The procedure must make it possible to quantitatively measure and report
the social sustainability of an organization’s operations:
- The procedure must make this possible for organizations as a whole,

as well as for subdivisions within organizations;
- The procedure must make this possible for physical divisions within

organizations, such as for plant sites, branch offices, headquarters lo-
cations, etc.;
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- The procedure must make this possible for a given time period (e.g.,
for a year).

2. The procedure must make it possible to measure and report the social sus-
tainability of an organization in terms of the impacts of its activities or
operations on anthro capital:
- This must be done in such a way as to assess the social sustainability

of an organization in terms of its own share of what is required to cre-
ate and/or maintain sufficient levels of anthro capital - sufficient, that
is, to help establish or maintain basic levels of human well-being (i.e.,
it must take background social conditions, or sustainability context,
into account);

- This must be done in such a way as to accommodate competing, if not
conflicting, standards for what may constitute basic levels of human
well-being (i.e., the procedure should not bias or predetermine in any
way the standards used, or preferred, by one user versus another);

- This must be done in such a way as to make actual, discrete impacts
on anthro capital directly measurable against norms or standards for
what such impacts ought to be, using consistent units of measurement;

- This must also be done in such a way as to be able to clearly delineate,
and account for, discrete impacts on anthro capital attributable to an
organization, as opposed to an organization’s upstream suppliers
and/or downstream customers;

- This must be done, therefore, in such a way as to avoid the possibility
of double- or multi-counting when viewed from a societal, or whole
system, perspective.

3. The procedure should make it possible to compare the social sustainabili-
ty performance of one organization against another;

4. The procedure should make it possible to measure the social sustainabili-
ty of an organization’s impacts on only one area of impact (AOI), without
having to measure the sustainability of its impacts on all other AOIs;

5. The procedure should make it possible to conduct period-to-period (i.e.,
comparative) performance analyses, while resolving in some way any
changes in organizational size, scope, or function that may occur over
time;

6. The procedure should be flexible enough in design and construction to be
used in conjunction with virtually any leading or locally preferred set of
indicators for human well-being;
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7. The procedure should include and employ a design specification for a so-
cial sustainability measurement model that can be used by any organiza-
tion, relative to any area of social impact, using whatever indicator(s) for
such impact(s) a practitioner wishes to use.

4.4 TECHNICAL DESIGN SPECIFICATIONS

On the basis of the functional requirements set forth above, we now turn our
attention to the design of a solution. Because of the nature of the problem we are
trying to solve (i.e., how to measure organizational sustainability), the solution
we develop must necessarily take the form of a measurement model, as well as a
procedure for how to use it. For reasons explained in Chapter 3 (see Section
3.5.1), the measurement model we prefer is a sustainability quotient; and the pro-
cedure we propose, in turn, is about how to construct, calculate, and interpret
such a quotient in specific cases. 

Here again, the approach we will take is to jump to a design solution, consisting
of a modified (existing) design taken from the ecological domain. In effect, we
are starting with a solution manifest in another context (the ecological one), and
are modifying it to fit our context (the social one). Much of the design behind our
solution, therefore, is pre-existing. The changes and enhancements we will make
to it, however, are not. Just as the pre-existing solution is inadequate for use in
the social context, so will the design we specify below be inadequate for use in
the ecological context.

With the above in mind, the first two specifications summarized below pertain to
the procedural side of our solution; the last two pertain to the measurement mod-
el. Afterwards, we will go on to explain the method and the quotients it produces
in greater detail.

1. The procedure must consist of constructing and calculating sustainability
quotients, according to which numerators represent actual, discrete im-
pacts on anthro capital, and denominators represent norms or standards
for what such impacts ought to be:
- Units of measurement for numerators and denominators can be of any

quantitative form or type of interest to a user, but must directly or in-
directly express measures of anthro capital;
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- Units of measurement chosen for numerators and denominators must,
however, always be consistent within any one quotient.

2. The activity boundaries of an organization, for purposes of an SFM as-
sessment, should be expressed and delineated as follows:
- The activities encompassed by an SFM assessment should be inter-

preted as the activities performed by an organization’s workers, with
the possible inclusion of non-employee workers, if any (see Section
3.2.2);

- For all workers involved in the scope of an SFM assessment, only the
portion of time in their lives they spend performing such organization-
al work should be factored into the analysis;

- All other activities performed by the same workers, not related to their
organizational roles or identities, should not be included in the scope
of SFM assessments, and instead shall, in principle, be accounted for
in other sustainability assessments, unrelated to the organization’s.

3. The measures contained in the denominators of social sustainability quo-
tients should always be:
- Quantitatively expressed;
- Expressed either in terms of units of anthro capital in any of its de-

fined forms, or in the form of indicators or proxy measures that corre-
spond to units of anthro capital;

- Determined by, and reflective of, normative assertions regarding the
net number of units of anthro capital (or their indicators or proxies) an
organization is or was expected to contribute towards helping to create
and/or maintain such capital, as may be required to ensure basic levels
of human well-being in a defined population, for a defined period of
time.

4. The measures reflected in the numerators of social sustainability quo-
tients should always be:
- Quantitatively expressed;
- Expressed either in terms of units of anthro capital in any of its

defined forms, or in the form of indicators or proxy measures that
correspond to units of anthro capital;

- Determined by, and reflective of, descriptive assertions regarding the
net number of units of anthro capital (or their indicators or proxies) an
organization has actually contributed towards helping to create and/or
maintain such capital, as may be required to ensure basic levels of
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human well-being in a defined population, for a defined period of
time.

4.5 PHILOSOPHICAL CHOICES

To develop the SFM (including the technical design specifications set forth a-
bove), certain key philosophical choices had to be made with respect to:

1. an underlying theory of sustainability,
2. epistemology, and
3. moral philosophy.

Some of these choices, however, are merely preferences of our own, and need not
be adhered to in order to successfully use the method (discussed further below,
and also in Section 6.3.1.5). Still, it is useful to discuss examples of such choices
as a way of illustrating the role that they play in the SFM. The specific choices
we made, therefore, and the reasoning behind them are presented below.

4.5.1 Sustainability theory

For the sake of rigor and validity, the SFM should be grounded in the capital the-
ory approach (CTA) to sustainability previously discussed in Section 3.4 above.
Under that approach, the sustainability of a thing, or referent, is a function of its
impact on one or more forms of capital, each of which is vital in some way to hu-
man well-being (see Section 3.4.3.2). The social sustainability of an organiza-
tion’s operations, therefore, is determined by its impacts on certain capitals re-
quired to ensure human well-being.

We should choose this orientation to sustainability because it explicitly takes
context into account (i.e., it takes impacts on anthro capital and human well-
being into account). Other approaches, such as the eco-efficiency perspective or
the GRI approach (see Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.3.2, respectively) are devoid of
context, and thereby fail to address sustainability in the plain sense meaning of
the term (McDonough and Braungart, 1998). Although they measure impacts on
capitals, they never do so with respect to what such impacts ought to be, or in
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terms of what their effects on related carrying capacities have been. Not so for
the capitals-based approach; hence our preference for it, and the concepts of car-
rying capacity and human well-being that comes with it.

4.5.2 Epistemology

To measure and report on the sustainability of an organization’s operations is to
perform an act of knowledge production (i.e., to produce knowledge claims about
the sustainability performance of an organization). This immediately calls into
question the kinds of claims being made, and the theories of truth, legitimacy,
and evaluation that lie behind them. After all, to say that an organization is sus-
tainable, or not, is to make a descriptive claim - which may be true or false. And
to say that something ought to be done, or not, is to make a normative claim -
which may be legitimate, illegitimate, or non-legitimate. Given the manner in
which we have constructed our sustainability quotients as consisting of de-
scriptive numerators and normative denominators, our approach cries out for
clarity in terms of what our underlying epistemology is. As supported by the con-
tent of Chapter 2, our answer is threefold.

First, the SFM method should be predicated on a realist epistemology - the world
is real and exists. Descriptive claims about the world, in turn, can either corre-
spond with the facts or not. This is the correspondence theory of truth and we
subscribe to it. Other theories, such as the coherence theory, relativism, and prag-
matism simply do not perform as well in a real world, where there can, in our
view, be such a thing as correspondence (or not) between statements and facts. If
facts are real and statements can describe them, then nothing less than a corre-
spondence theory, or regulative ideal, for truth will do.

Second, we should embrace the all-important distinction between descriptive
claims about facts and normative claims about values - in other words, the dis-
tinction between the way the world is and the way it ought to be. In so doing, we
can also contend that there can be correspondence between value claims and pos-
sible facts, not just descriptive claims and actual facts (see Section 2.3.3). Here
we should flatly reject relativistic value theories and embrace, instead, another
regulative ideal, this time consisting of the way the world ought to be. Some pos-
sible facts, including actual ones, are simply more fit or desirable than others,
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which such assertions can be made in the form of evaluative or normative claims
and arguments.

Third is the commitment we should make to fallibilism as opposed to justifica-
tionism. Here we can explicitly embrace Karl Popper’s epistemology: Critical
Rationalism (see Section 2.2.3.3.2). The result is an approach to corporate sus-
tainability management (CSM) that does not require, much less expect, certainty
in related measurement and reporting efforts. Thus, the numerators and denom-
inators in our quotients can never be true with certainty, nor should we expect
them to be. Instead, they must only have survived our tests and evaluations,
while remaining open to falsification. Truth or legitimacy with certainty (i.e., the
justificationist position) is simply not possible given the human condition, and
given the manner in which our perceptions and understandings of the world are
always mediated or filtered by our senses, predispositions, and situational orien-
tations.

4.5.3 Moral responsibility theory

Next is the important role that moral responsibility theory plays in our thinking,
if the SFM is to make sense. To the extent that our denominators assert duties or
obligations to produce and/or maintain sufficient levels of anthro capital, such
duties or obligations must exist. Here we can, and should, embrace one moral
philosophy or another, such as those earlier attributed to Kutz, Kant, and Rawls
(see Sections 3.6.2.1, 3.6.2.2 and 3.6.2.3, respectively) as foundations for our
thinking. While the functioning of the SFM does not in any way depend upon
acceptance of those particular philosophies, we ourselves have embraced them as
the basis of our own thinking about how the SFM should be applied, as further
explained below.

Kutz’s explication of complicity theory provides us with a view of organizational
action as joint or collective acts, which are committed by groups of individual
actors in a participatory fashion. This resolves the difficulty we might have had
with the notion of organizations, per se, as putative actors, in which moral duties
can inhere. Strictly speaking, organizations cannot be held responsible for any-
thing; only individuals or other agents capable of making choices can. Kutz helps
us to understand that organizational action reduces to joint and complicit acts
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committed by individuals, and that the moral duties of an organization are really
nothing more than the moral duties of the individuals who work for it - and who
collectively perform its acts - rolled up, analytically, to the level of the organiza-
tion.

Kant’s influence on our thinking comes specifically in the form of his Categor-
ical Imperative (CI), and the role that it plays in apportioning duties and respons-
ibilities to organizations in the SFM. In effect, we allocate duties and respon-
sibilities to organizations in proportion to the number of individuals who work
for them, having philosophically allocated such duties and responsibilities to the
same individuals, per Kutz above. Then, when it comes to assessing sustainabi-
lity in the context of larger populations (e.g., globally), we ask, What if everyone
behaved that way (i.e., the way in which the collective represented by the organ-
ization is behaving)? What would the impact on vital capitals be if such be-
haviors were universalized a la Kant’s Categorical Imperative (CI) (see Section
3.6.2.2)?

This way of applying Kant’s CI to assessing the sustainability of human behavior
is not without precedent in the sustainability literature. Daly, for example, relies
on a test of what would happen if individual or group behaviors were general-
ized, in order to determine their sustainability (1996):

“[…] an overdeveloped country might be defined as one whose level of
per capita resource consumption is such that if generalized to all coun-
tries could not be sustained indefinitely; correspondingly an underde-
veloped country would be one whose per capita resource consumption
is less than what could be sustained indefinitely if all the world con-
sumed at that level” (p. 106).
…..

“[…] it is unrealistic to think that the standard of per capita resource
use of that 5% of the world’s population in the United States could ever
be generalized to 100% of the world’s 5.5 billion people. We must ei-
ther admit that such development is only for a minority or else redefine
development in a way that is generalizable to all” (p. 196).
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This procedure for testing the legitimacy of proposed norms is further bolstered
by Hare (1963), who argues that universalizability is a logical principle, neces-
sary for the avoidance of self-contradiction in the making of moral arguments:

“If a man is prepared to make positive moral judgements about other
people’s actions, but not about his own, or if he is prepared to make
them about some of his own decisions, but not about others, then we
can ask him on what principle he makes the distinction. This is a parti-
cular application of the demand for universalizability” (Ibid., p. 102).
…..

“The point is this: it is part of the meanings of the moral words that we
are logically prohibited from making different moral judgements about
two cases, when we cannot adduce any difference between the cases
which is the ground for the difference in moral judgements. This is one
way of stating the requirement of universalizability which, as we have
seen, is fundamental to all moral reasoning” (Ibid., p. 216).

Turning next to Rawls, he argues that the allocation of resources in society must
be equitable, and also acceptable to the least advantaged, in order to be fair or
just. To that end, he advocates for positive and negative duties. Positive duties in-
clude the moral responsibility people have to assist others in need, “provided that
one can do so without excessive risk of loss to oneself” (Rawls, 1999[1971], p.
98); and negative duties include “the duty not to harm or injure another, and the
duty not to cause unnecessary suffering” (Ibid.). These statements, of course, are
value claims, and they arguably fit within the broader network of descriptive and
normative claims otherwise associated with any specific social sustainability quo-
tient computed by means of the SFM. More importantly, they can provide the
moral basis for precisely the kind of normative claims we have in mind for our
denominators - for without positive and negative duties in the world, no such
claims can be made.

4.6 THE SOCIAL FOOTPRINT METHOD (SFM)

The SFM is the procedure, or method, we propose for measuring and reporting
the social sustainability performance of organizations. It takes the form of guide-
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lines for constructing social sustainability quotients (i.e., measurement models
for expressing the social sustainability performance of an organization). In that
regard, it comprises both a design specification for social sustainability quotients
(i.e., sustainability measurement models), and a procedure for constructing and
interpreting them. In the remainder of this chapter, we present the SFM in terms
of:

1. what the detailed guidelines and procedures should be for its use, and
2. what its output should consist of.

4.6.1 The SFM procedure

The SFM is a procedure for measuring and reporting the social sustainability per-
formance of an organization. Since the purpose of the method is to apply a meas-
urement model, the process we propose for doing so is largely tied to the
structure and content of the model, and to the need to construct each part of it in a
systematic way. In this section, we describe the process we propose, the five
steps involved, and the rules and guidelines that should be followed in the perfor-
mance of each step. The five steps we propose for the SFM are as follows:

- Step 1: Define boundaries of analysis;
- Step 2: Select specific area(s) of impact (AOIs);
- Step 3: Specify and construct denominator;
- Step 4: Specify and construct numerator;
- Step 5: Compute the quotient score.

4.6.1.1  Step 1: Define boundaries of analysis

The first step in the use of the SFM is to determine the boundaries of the organ-
izational entity involved. Organizational boundaries take three forms. The first is
a logical or conceptual one, as opposed to a physical or material one. Companies,
for example, are often organized into operating units, divisions, and departments.
The first boundary question that must be answered, then, is Which logical or con-
ceptual parts of the organization are to be involved in the sustainability measure-
ment effort?
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The second form of organizational boundary is a physical or material one. Many
companies have a presence at more than one physical location, often separating
plant or manufacturing facilities, for example, from headquarters, branch, or ad-
ministrative centers. In such cases, it is important to be clear about which such
physical locations are to be included in a study, separate and apart from, or sub-
ordinate to, decisions already made about the logical units to be included.

The third form of organizational boundary is the temporal one. Since the referent
of interest in an SFM project is always activities or operations performed by the
logical and physical units selected, the next question is For what period of time?
In most cases, an organization will choose to assess the sustainability of its ope-
rations for a calendar year, often in parallel with its efforts to measure and report
its financial performance for the same year. Thus, in such cases, a company will
conceivably prepare both an annual financial report and an annual non-financial
report for the same year, through which they will attempt to report their overall
multi-bottom-line performance.

4.6.1.2  Step 2: Select specific area(s) of impact (AOIs)

Because of the depth and breadth of conditions in society that organizational ope-
rations can have impact on, it is very unlikely, we think, that individual sustaina-
bility measurement efforts will ever be able to cover them all in any one study or
report. It is more likely, therefore, that impacts on only selected conditions will
be possible in typical situations, and this, therefore, raises the question of how to
specify and select them (i.e., the areas of impact, or AOIs) for any one report, or
cycle. The second step in the SFM therefore consists of deciding which AOIs to
focus on, having already made the boundary decisions in Step 1. 

4.6.1.2.1 Internal versus external areas

The first cut, so to speak, in selecting one or more AOIs for treatment in a meas-
urement effort is the internal/external one. Here we want to make a distinction
between social impacts had on the internal workforce of an organization and so-
cial impacts had on other stakeholders external to an organization. Turning once
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again to the representative impact ontology provided in Appendix B, we see that
the associated areas of impact are organized in this way at the top level, and that
each of the two main categories of AOIs (internal and external) are further
broken down as follows:

1. Internal Areas of Investment and/or Impact
- Human Capital (Direct Contributions to Workers): These are direct

contributions to (or impacts had on) individuals internal to an organ-
ization, which in turn constitute personal human capital resources for
its members, workers, or stakeholders.

- Social Capital (Contributions to Social Programs and Resources):
These are contributions to (or impacts had on) programs and institu-
tions internal to an organization, which in turn constitute, or have im-
pact on, shared social capital resources and services available to its
members, workers, or stakeholders.

- Constructed Capital (Direct Contributions Within Own Enterprise):
These are contributions to (or impacts had on) the presence or quality
of human-made infrastructures and/or material goods internal to an
organization.

2.  External Areas of Investment and/or Impact
-  Human Capital (Direct Contributions to Individuals in Society):

These are direct contributions to (or impacts had on) individuals in so-
ciety external to an organization, which in turn constitute personal hu-
man capital resources for such individuals.

- Social Capital (Contributions to Social Programs and Resources):
These are contributions to (or impacts had on) third-party programs
and institutions in society external to an organization which, in turn,
constitute or have impact on social capital resources and services a-
vailable to individuals and collectives in society.

- Constructed Capital (Direct Contributions to Social Resources): These
are contributions to (or impacts had on) the presence or quality of hu-
man-made infrastructures and/or material goods in society external to
an organization.

It should be clear from the classifications above that we have organized AOIs not
only in terms of internal versus external categories, but also in terms of our own
definition of anthro capital. In other words, anthro capital can be found both
within an organization and outside of it. This, then, constitutes the realm of pos-
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sible AOIs that an organization should consider when planning the scope of a so-
cial sustainability measurement and reporting effort.

4.6.1.2.2 Criteria for selecting AOIs

Armed with an ontology from which AOIs can be selected for sustainability
measurement and reporting, we are still left with the question of how to choose
specific ones for further consideration. Here, we do not wish to be prescriptive or
prejudicial in any way, insofar as which AOIs should be selected or prioritized
for analysis. Practitioners of the SFM should feel free to test and evaluate dif-
ferent approaches for selecting AOIs, as they see fit.

That said, it seems reasonable to suggest that AOIs believed to be most heavily
impacted by an organization’s operations - be it positively or negatively - should
be given preferential treatment, if only to capture the effects of the organization’s
greatest impacts in a social sustainability report. In positive cases, this can work
to the organization’s advantage by making it possible for managers to highlight,
and take credit for, related outcomes. In negative cases, this can work to the
organization’s advantage by making it possible for managers to better understand
the depth and breadth of the organization’s least desirable impacts, thereby sup-
porting the planning process for how to lessen or avoid them.

Here we hasten to add our own view that only AOIs involving legitimate norma-
tive duties or obligations should be seen as candidates for analysis. If denomina-
tors are to express normative duties or obligations relative to specific AOIs, such
duties or obligations must arguably exist. It is here that the concept of a social
contract between an organization and its stakeholders could have a particularly
valuable role to play (see Section 3.6.2.3), since such a contract would, in prin-
ciple, actually specify related duties and obligations.

Another very interesting approach for selecting AOIs for consideration in a social
sustainability management effort is the Inside-Out/Outside-In approach (Porter
and Kramer, 2006). Under that approach, AOIs are selected based on perceived
opportunities to pursue areas of mutual benefit to both a company and the com-
munity, or society, in which it does business. As Porter and Kramer put it, “[t]o
advance CSR [corporate social responsibility], we must root it in a broad under-
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standing of the interrelationship between a corporation and society while at the
same time anchoring it in the strategies and activities of specific companies”
(Ibid., p. 83). 

This understanding, in turn, they argue, will lead to the identification of linkages
between a company and the communities in which it does business. These link-
ages are of two kinds: inside-out and outside-in. Inside-out linkages involve im-
pacts a company’s value chain has “on the communities in which [a] firm ope-
rates, creating either positive or negative social consequences” (Ibid., p. 84). Out-
side-in linkages involve the influence of a company’s competitive context, or
outside environment, insofar as the company depends on it for business inputs,
rules and incentives that govern competition, the size and sophistication of local
demand, and the local availability of supporting industries (Ibid.). As the authors
put it, “[a]ny and all of these aspects of context can be opportunities for CSR ini-
tiatives” (Ibid.). And any and all of them, from our perspective, constitute in-
stances of anthro capital that a company can invest in, in order to create and/or
maintain them at required levels.

Porter and Kramer go on to suggest a standard, or test, for choosing from among
the many inside-out/outside-in opportunities a company might face, as follows:

“Choosing which social issues to address. No business can solve all of
society’s problems or bear the cost of doing so. Instead, each company
must select issues that intersect with its particular business. Other social
agendas are best left to those companies in other industries, NGOs, or
government institutions that are better positioned to address them. The
essential test that should guide CSR is not whether a cause is worthy,
but whether it presents an opportunity to create shared value - that is, a
meaningful benefit for society that is also valuable to the business”
(Ibid.).
…..

“Corporations are not responsible for all the world’s problems, nor do
they have the resources to solve them all. Each company can identify
the particular set of societal problems that it is best equipped to help
resolve and from which it can gain the greatest competitive benefit”
(Ibid., p. 92).
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Suffice it to say that the Porter/Kramer approach is only one of potentially many
alternative philosophies for how to select AOIs for consideration in corporate
social sustainability programs. This, we think, constitutes an area for future
research in the application and continued development of the SFM, and is not,
therefore, a question or problem we intend to solve here and now. Instead, let us
simply agree that one or more AOIs from an extensive list of possibilities must
be selected as Step 2 of the SFM, and practitioners of the method should feel free
to test and evaluate their own ideas for how best to do so.

4.6.1.3  Step 3: Specify and construct denominator

Once one or more AOIs have been selected, it is time to start building the corre-
sponding quotients, one at a time. Each AOI must have its own dedicated
quotient. Later on, we will discuss the possibility of combining quotient scores,
but for now let us confine ourselves to the task of building single quotients for
each AOI.

4.6.1.3.1 Standards of performance

The first step in building a quotient (i.e., Step 3 in the SFM) is to specify the de-
nominator. This is arguably the most important and challenging step in the pro-
cess because it establishes the standard against which actual organizational be-
havior will be judged as sustainable or not. Indeed, the denominator in a sustaina-
bility quotient is intended to represent an organization’s own share of contri-
butions, or normative impacts, required to create and/or maintain sufficient levels
of anthro capital in the world. 

For example, the denominator might consist of an organization’s share of human,
social, and constructed capital required to deliver primary education to a commu-
nity; or basic healthcare services; or basic nutrition; or transportation; or national
security; etc. Here again, it may be helpful to refer back to the representative on-
tology of AOIs provided in Appendix B, this time to point out that every one of
the AOIs listed in that section has, in theory, a corresponding, minimally suffi-
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cient supply of anthro capital associated with it, that must be maintained in order
for human well-being to obtain.

4.6.1.3.2 Causal theories

In order to formulate claims about either the descriptive or normative impacts of
an organization on human well-being in the world (i.e., on specific areas of im-
pact, or AOIs), sustainability managers in organizations must have causal the-
ories about how such impacts occur, and what the role of organizations is, or
might be, in related chains of events. It is very important, therefore, that for every
sustainability quotient an organization sets out to build, a corresponding causal
theory be identified (i.e., selected or developed) as a basis for the claims to be
made in the quotient’s numerator and denominator. It is in this way that actual
and normative impacts reflected in the numerators and denominators of sustaina-
bility quotients, respectively, can be tied to human well-being in meaningful
ways. In the end, it is the strength of a causal theory that will determine the force
and persuasiveness of claims made in sustainability quotients. Users of the SFM
should orient themselves, accordingly.

Causal theories are important to the SFM not only because of the logic they
provide in helping us to link causes and effects, but also because they are the
sources of the metrics and indicators we need to construct our quotients. Indeed,
once we have established a causal theory for a particular AOI, we can differen-
tiate between causal variables and effects within it, and the indicators that can be
used for each. In order to change the state of a system, then, interventions can be
made in such a way as to change the states of causal variables or conditions. If a
causal theory is correct, and an intervention has been properly made with respect
to a particular causal variable and a corresponding effect, the state of a system
can be willfully changed, and the indicators associated with a theory can be used
to measure the outcomes. In the case of the SFM, this will generally take the
form of enhancing one or more types of anthro capital in order to create the con-
ditions required to achieve desired outcomes.

To explore this idea further, let us consider some examples of AOIs that might be
featured in sustainability quotients by taking a look, once again, at the UN’s
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Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). At the top level, there are eight such
Goals:

1. Eradicate extreme poverty;
2. Achieve universal primary education;
3. Promote gender equality and empower women;
4. Reduce child mortality;
5. Improve maternal health;  
6. Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other diseases;  
7. Ensure environmental sustainability;  
8. Develop a global partnership for development.   

Each of the MDGs corresponds to one or more possible AOIs, and is clearly ex-
pressed in terms of ensuring human well-being. Still, each MDG, as stated, is too
broad and devoid of metrics to serve as a basis for our denominators. As it turns
out, however, the MDGs have been further defined by the UN in the form of
sixteen specific “targets”. Each of these targets, along with their corresponding
MDGs and indicators, is listed below: 

1. Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people whose income
is less than a dollar a day (Corresponding MDG: 1; Indicator: Proportion
of people living on less than $1 a day, expressed as a percentage);

2. Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people who suffer from
hunger (Corresponding MDG: 1; Indicator: Proportion of children under
age five who are underweight, expressed as a percentage);

3. Ensure that, by 2015, children everywhere, boys and girls alike, will be
able to complete a full course of primary schooling (Corresponding
MDG: 2; Indicator: Total net enrollment ratio in primary education, ex-
pressed as a percentage);

4. Eliminate gender disparity in primary and secondary education prefer-
ably by 2005 and in all levels of education no later than 2015 (Corre-
sponding MDG: 3; Indicator: Employees in non-agricultural wage em-
ployment who are women, expressed as a percentage);

5. Reduce by two thirds, between 1990 and 2015, the under-five mortality
rate (Corresponding MDG: 4; Indicator: Under-five mortality rate per
1,000 live births, expressed as proportion of deliveries attended by
skilled healthcare personnel);

6. Reduce by three quarters, between 1990 and 2015, the maternal mortal-
ity ratio (Corresponding MDG: 5; Indicator: Proportion of deliveries at-
tended by skilled healthcare personnel, expressed as a percentage);
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7. Have halted and begun to reverse the spread of HIV/AIDS (Corre-
sponding MDG: 6; Indicator: HIV prevalence in adults aged 15-49 in
sub-Saharan Africa and all developing regions, expressed as a percent-
age; and number of AIDS deaths in sub-Saharan Africa, expressed in
millions);

8. Have halted by 2015 and begun to reverse the incidence of malaria and
other major diseases (Corresponding MDG: 6; Indicator: Proportion of
children sleeping under insecticide-treated bed nets in selected countries,
expressed as a percentage);

9. Integrate the principles of sustainable development into country policies
and programmes and reverse the loss of environmental resources (Corre-
sponding MDG: 7; Indicator: Proportion of land area covered by forests,
expressed as a percentage);

10. Halve, by 2015, the proportion of the population without sustainable ac-
cess to safe drinking water and basic sanitation (Corresponding MDG: 7;
Indicator: Proportion of the population using improved sanitation, ex-
pressed as a percentage);

11. Improve the lives of at least 100 million slum dwellers by 2020 (Corre-
sponding MDG: 7; Indicator: Urban population living in slum condi-
tions, expressed as a percentage);

12. Address the special needs of the least developed countries, landlocked
countries and small island developing states (Corresponding MDG: 8;
Indicator: Official development assistance from developed countries as a
proportion of donors’ gross national income, expressed as a percentage);

13. Develop further an open, rule-based, predictable, non-discriminatory
trading and financial system (Corresponding MDG: 8; Indicator: Pro-
portion of imports from developing countries (excluding arms and oil)
admitted to developed countries duty-free, expressed as a percentage);

14. Deal comprehensively with developing countries’ debts (Corresponding
MDG: 8; Indicator: External debt service payments as proportion of ex-
port revenues, expressed as a percentage);

15. In cooperation with developing countries, develop and implement strate-
gies for decent and productive work for youth (Corresponding MDG: 8;
Indicator: Youth employment rates, expressed as a percentage);

16. In cooperation with the private sector, make available the benefits of new
technologies, especially information and communications (Correspond-
ing MDG: 8; Indicator: Number of telephone subscriptions and Internet
connections per 100 population, expressed as a percentage).
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The fact that indicators, or metrics, exist for each of the sixteen targets associated
with the MDGs means that, in principle, progress towards achieving the goals ex-
pressed by the MDGs can be quantitatively measured. Indeed, the UN continual-
ly measures global progress towards achieving the MDGs in precisely that way,
including in their latest progress report (UNDP, 2007). Still, the indicators listed
are effect indicators, not cause indicators. They correspond to outcomes in hu-
man well-being, while leaving open the question of how to improve upon them
by having impact on upstream variables, or causes. 

Thus, in order to identify the causal variables (and related indicators) to be used
as a basis for constructing sustainability quotients, causal theories must be estab-
lished in which the causes and effects of human well-being, and the chain that
ties them together, are explained (see Figure 4.1). Causal variables in the theory
must then be correlated with measurable indicators (or proxies) and metrics, at
which point an organization’s normative impacts on anthro capital can finally be
specified in the denominator of a quotient. This same process applies to the nu-
merator as well, but that comes later in Step 5.

What we have said here leads to a possible course of action in Step 3 of the SFM
as follows. Having selected an AOI in Step 2 (e.g., an AOI represented by an
MDG target), research and/or development must take place in order to determine
the associated, present-day conditions in society, and whether or not human well-
being is at desired levels. Assuming conditions are deficient, the indicators used
to measure and express them must be tied to a causal theory, which, in turn, must
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be made explicit or developed as such. Once that is done, related causal condi-
tions, or variables, can be identified or conjectured, the make-up of which can
then be expressed in terms of anthro capital.

Indeed, it is our contention that the causal conditions in society required to en-
sure human well-being will always be expressible in terms of anthro capital (see
Sections 3.4.3.1 and 3.4.3.2). Thus, in order to improve or maintain some human
or social state of affairs as reflected by one or more effect indicators, the corre-
sponding state of one or more forms of anthro capital - which are taken to be
sources of goods and services required for human well-being - must be delibe-
rately impacted (e.g., by an organization) in some way. It is the underlying causal
theory that determines which, and to what extent, such forms of anthro capital
must be produced and/or maintained - and how - in order to obtain the desired re-
sults in the state of a system, or AOI.

All of this suggests that the indicator metrics set forth above in connection with
the sixteen MDG targets should be viewed not as potential metrics for use in so-
cial sustainability quotients, but as downstream effect indicators of upstream
causes. Given sufficient faith in the quality and fidelity of such effect indicators,
an effort can be made via the formulation of a causal theory to trace their precipi-
tants to specific (causal) variables in the system (i.e., to organizational behaviors
which have impact on stocks of anthro capital). That, then, must happen before
either the numerator or denominator of a sustainability quotient can be specified,
the key to which is having a good causal theory in hand.

4.6.1.3.3 Indicators, proxies, and metrics

In order to assess the sustainability performance of an organization relative to im-
pacts on some AOI, descriptive data or indicators for the AOI must either already
exist or be created, preferably in connection with a causal theory as discussed
above. Once found or created, such data can then be used to specify a minimum
level of sufficiency for related conditions in society (i.e., in order to ensure hu-
man well-being), and also to determine whether or not such conditions exist. An
organization’s proportionate share of such a quantity (discussed further below)
can then be formulated for positioning in the denominator of a sustainability quo-
tient. 
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As earlier noted, it is our contention that all progress towards achieving the
MDGs, and any other standard of social well-being, necessarily takes the form of
creating and/or maintaining anthro capital at certain levels. This, of course, is
often facilitated by the allocation of financial capital, or money, but such funds
are almost always used to create and/or maintain anthro capital, and in that regard
can be viewed as merely proxies for anthro capital itself. In fact, while it is true
that the UN itself specifies investments required to achieve the MDGs in mone-
tary terms, all such funds are clearly aimed at creating and/or maintaining anthro
capital resources of one kind or another. Consider the following statement in the
recent UN progress report cited above (Ibid., p. 5):

“As of mid-2007, 41 countries in sub-Saharan Africa had started the
process of preparing national development strategies aligned with the
MDGs and other development goals agreed upon through the United
Nations. During this mid-point year, the international community needs
to support the preparation of these strategies and to accelerate the im-
plementation of the MDGs.

In general, strategies should adopt a wide-ranging approach that seeks
to achieve pro-poor economic growth, including through the creation of
a large number of additional opportunities for decent work. This, in
turn, will require comprehensive programmes for human development,
particularly in education and health, as well as building productive
capacity and improved physical infrastructure. In each case, an effort
should be made to quantify the resources required to implement these
programmes.”

Again, it is our contention that all such ‘resources’ and ‘programmes’ reduce to
combinations of human, social, and constructed capital, as the quotation above
suggests (see Section 3.4.3.1 for our definition of these terms). Thus, contribu-
tions towards achieving the MDGs can be measured in terms of whether or not
the resources required to fully implement related strategies and programs have
been provided and maintained, in accordance with the standards of performance
specified in the MDG program itself. If, for example, 300 new, fully staffed pri-
mary schools must be built in sub-Saharan Africa by 2015 in order to meet MDG
#2, then one measure of performance against that goal, or standard, would be to
determine whether or not the related human, social, and constructed capital
needed to build and staff the schools by that date is being provided. Moreover, if
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that is the standard of well-being we have set for ourselves, then meeting or ex-
ceeding that standard is, by definition, sustainable, whereas falling short of it is
not.

In principle, then, specifying the denominator in a sustainability quotient is an at-
tempt to allocate a proportionate burden share of anthro capital to a specific or-
ganization, based on some standard of performance associated with achieving
and/or maintaining human well-being. Thus, in keeping with the example above,
if we were building a quotient to assess a company’s contributions towards a-
chieving MDG #2 in sub-Saharan Africa, we would need to determine what por-
tion of the burden to build the 300 schools should be allocated to the particular
organization under study. This assumes the causal theory step above has been
completed. The next step, then, would be to determine what metrics, or units of
measurement, should be used to express the related values. Here there are basic-
ally two choices.

The first would be to use actual units, or related indicators, of anthro capital, per
se, such as X quantity of human capital, Y quantity of social capital, or Z quan-
tity of constructed capital. In that case, an organization could simply show how
much of each type of capital it had, in fact, contributed (positively or negatively)
during the period of time covered by an assessment. The other way to do this
would be to use monetary units as a proxy for actual anthro capital contributions.
The UN, for example, expresses required inputs for all of its MDG programs in
monetary terms, and that, in the end, is how its programs are in fact made
possible (i.e., donor countries make monetary contributions to the UN, which are
then used to create and maintain the anthro capital required to accomplish its
goals). Individual companies, too, can make such monetary contributions, as the
UN actively encourages them to do (Nelson and Prescott, 2003).

Proxies for anthro capital can take non-monetary forms, as well. In Chapter 5, for
example, we highlight a case where units of natural capital were used as sur-
rogates for anthro capital. In that particular case (Ben & Jerry’s), certain levels of
anthro capital were defined as being needed in order to effectively combat global
warming. Instead of directly measuring impacts on anthro capital by the company
to address that goal, however, we chose to interpret reductions made in the com-
pany’s CO2 emissions as a proxy for investments made in all three types of cap-
ital (human, social, and constructed). Why? Because all such contributions would
have gone towards lowering CO2 emissions anyway - exclusively so. Indeed, all
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of the progress made in lowering the company’s CO2 emissions was arguably
preceded by investments of that kind, at whatever levels were required to make
the reductions possible. Thus, in that case, the reductions realized served as a
reliable indicator of, or proxy for, contributions made in building and/or main-
taining anthro capital in the particular AOI of interest to us (according to the
causal theory we used).

Here it should be clear that just because units of natural capital are used in a quo-
tient (i.e., the capacity of the atmosphere to serve as a sink for CO2 emissions)
that, by itself, does not make a quotient an ecological quotient as opposed to a so-
cietal one. If ecological units of natural capital are being used as a proxy for
anthro capital, then the ecological nature of the proxy is of no consequence. This
would be true for any other proxy, including monetary ones as well. The fact that
a measure of contributions made towards helping the UN to achieve its MDGs is
expressed in monetary terms does not make the resulting quotient a measure of
financial performance. Proxies are proxies; they are surrogates, and by definition
stand for other things. All we are stipulating, then, is that when proxies are used
in the SFM, they must stand for anthro capital. As long as that condition is met,
proxies can be anything.

4.6.1.3.4 Responsible populations and people feet

In the section above, we used the term burden shares to refer to the degree to
which an organization can be held responsible for contributing its proportionate
share of anthro capital in order to ensure human well-being. So far, we have dis-
cussed the logic, indicators, proxies, and metrics for such contributions, but we
have not yet explained how to calculate and assign, or allocate, them to specific
companies. That is our next task.

There are two ways to calculate burden shares. The first way applies when the
population responsible for the AOI under study is only the workers of the organ-
ization being assessed, or some subset thereof; the second way applies when the
responsible population is broader than that (i.e., when it includes not only the
workers in an organization, but members of the outside world, as well). The key
issue, or variable, here is the responsible population for the AOI under study, and
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whether or not it is society at large, including a company’s workers, or instead is
confined to only the workers of a company, itself. 

As already noted, the SFM allocates responsibility for creating and/or main-
taining anthro capital to individuals, not organizations. Organizations, in turn,
acquire their duties and moral responsibilities from the people who work for
them. In this regard, organizations are merely collectives of individuals who en-
gage in joint acts, and it is the joint responsibilities of individuals in organiza-
tions, therefore, that underlies and gives meaning to the notion of organizational
responsibility (see Section 3.6.2.1). 

For purposes of a particular sustainability analysis, then, an organization is either
part of a broader human population responsible for creating and/or maintaining
anthro capital, or it is the total such population. Assessing the quality of Work/-
Family Balance as an aspect of employment at a particular company, for ex-
ample, will typically involve standards of performance that apply only to the or-
ganization itself. Thus, members of the outside world bear no part of the burden
associated with that particular AOI, and should not be considered or reflected in
the assessment of related performance, or in the denominator of a quotient, there-
fore, in any way.

An organization’s impacts on helping to achieve the MDGs, however, presents a
very different situation. For those AOIs, it is the entire world population that is
arguably responsible, for it is a global obligation, not just an organizational one,
to create and maintain the anthro capital required to solve the attendant problems.
In cases like that, therefore, where the total responsible population for an AOI in-
cludes, but is not limited to, an organization’s own workforce, the burden share
of an organization must be computed in terms of how its size compares to the
background (e.g., global) population. In other words, we must determine what
proportion of the total responsible population an organization represents, so that
we can assign it a corresponding share of the burden for creating and/or main-
taining required levels of anthro capital. To do this, we use a metric we call Peo-
ple Feet (PF).

A People Foot calculation is a way of adjusting, or normalizing, the headcount
size of an organization. A People Foot, as such, is a metric that represents a full
24-hour day in the life of a single person (i.e., it is a person-day). An organ-
ization with 1000 full-time employees, for example, would not have 1000 People
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Feet. Instead, it would only have approximately 240 People Feet, since most
full-time employees spend only 24% of their total time at work versus other parts
of their lives. The People Foot metric, therefore, is a way of allocating burden
shares to organizations based on how much time people employed by an organ-
ization actually spend at work, in the aggregate. The social and environmental
impacts of human activities can thereby be tied to specific activities, and the
same goes for burden shares. And since the SFM is activity-centric in terms of its
referents, the PF metric is very important to us. 

Let us consider a very simple, fictitious example of how a People Foot calcula-
tion might be used to specify a denominator in a social sustainability quotient.
Imagine a world in which there are 10,000 people and a United Nations program
of MDGs, including one MDG consisting of a need to build 100 new primary
schools at $10,000 each in a given year. Assuming everyone in this imaginary
world had an equal responsibility for achieving the MDGs, the per capita cost of
building the 100 new schools would be $100.

Now let us assume that 1,000 of the 10,000 inhabitants in the world work for a
single company called Acme Widgets. And let us assume that we are at Step 3 of
the SFM, and that we are attempting to construct a sustainability quotient for
Acme, insofar as its impacts on the primary school MDG is concerned. Because
the AOI involved (i.e., achieving the MDG) has a responsible population that in-
cludes, but is not limited to, the workers of the organization itself, a People Foot
calculation would need to be made for Acme Widgets in order to specify the de-
nominator. 

In this case, the total responsible population is 10,000 people - the total popula-
tion of the world. Acme’s headcount, however, is only 1,000 people, and all of its
workers spend only 24% of their total time at work. Thus, Acme has a total of
240 People Feet. At $100 per People Foot (or person), Acme’s total burden share
of what it will take to achieve the primary school MDG is $24,000. That, then,
would be the specification of its denominator in this particular case.

Note that in this example, we used a monetary proxy to represent the extent of
anthro capital that would have to be contributed or created by Acme in order to
meet its burden share of the MDG. Another way of specifying the denominator
could have been to compute Acme’s portion of the actual human, social, and con-
structed capital required to build and operate the 100 schools, and then express
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its burden share in those terms. In this case, however, we opted to use a monetary
proxy, because it was easier and more practical to do so.

Turning back to the case where the responsible population for an AOI is limited
to the organization itself, there is no need to calculate People Feet or burden
shares, because the organization comprises the entire responsible population, and
not just part of it. In such cases, the organization is wholly responsible for cre-
ating and/or maintaining the anthro capital involved, and its employees, in turn,
constitute 100% of the same responsible population, regardless of how much
time they spend at work. Thus, its denominators should be specified accordingly
(i.e., as being reflective of the entire burden share for an AOI, and not just part of
it). The analytical perspective thereby shifts from a per capita one to an enter-
prise-wide one. Put differently, the per capita scores, or quotients, in such cases,
and the enterprise-wide scores, or quotients, in the same cases would always be
the same, hence the irrelevance of People Foot calculations.

Examples of cases in which the responsible population for an AOI consists of on-
ly the organization itself, and no more, might include internal transparency and
openness, personal and organizational learning, workforce diversity, livable
wages, business ethics, work/family balance, and other AOIs that involve condi-
tions in the workplace. In such cases, there is no need to calculate the proportion
of a wider population represented by a workforce (i.e., the organization’s People
Feet), because the responsible population for the AOIs involved is confined to
the organization itself. 

4.6.1.3.5 Binary performance scales

Once an AOI has been selected for analysis, and after the denominator has been
developed, a performance scale for plotting the resulting quotient calculation, or
score, must be defined. As earlier discussed in Chapter 3, the SFM is predicated
on a binary theory of sustainability (see Section 3.5.3.1, and also Figure 3.2). De-
pending on the type of sustainability quotient one is working with, and especially
the nature of the normative standard specified in the denominator, the specific
performance scale that should be used will vary. In general, there are two types
of scales, each of which is just a variant of the same binary theme. We discuss
them each below. 
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4.6.1.3.5.1  A convention for ecological scores

The first variant of the binary sustainability performance scale is the one used for
ecological quotients. An ecological quotient is one in which the denominator ex-
presses a normative impact on natural capital, either directly in terms of units of
natural capital or in the form of a proxy. Because natural capital is limited and
non-anthropogenic, the norms expressed in ecological quotients always take the
form of not-to-exceed propositions. That is, they specify quantities of natural
capital that organizations, for example, are entitled to have or use, but which they
must not exceed.

Because of the not-to-exceed form of normative propositions in the denominators
of ecological quotients, quotient scores that exceed 1.0 in such cases should be
interpreted as being indicative of unsustainable activities or operations. Quotient
scores of less than or equal to 1.0 (#1.0), by contrast, should be regarded as sus-
tainable. The latter is true because such scores indicate that an organization is ei-
ther falling below its proportionate share of capital (natural capital, in this case),
or at worst is no more than matching it. Scores of greater than 1.0 (>1.0), in turn,
indicate that an organization is either exceeding its proportionate share of the
flows of capital, diminishing underlying capital stocks, or both. 

It may also be the case that when units of natural capital are being used as prox-
ies for impacts on anthro capital, the scoring convention described in this section
should be used. This, in fact, is how we approached the measurement of sustaina-
bility performance in the Ben & Jerry’s case we present in Chapter 5 below.

4.6.1.3.5.2  A convention for social scores

In the case of social sustainability quotients, the logic of things reverses. This is
because anthro capital is not limited and is, as opposed to is not, anthropogenic.
The denominators of social sustainability quotients are therefore not expressed in
terms of not-to-exceed propositions; rather, they are expressed in the form of
not-to-fall-below statements. To be socially sustainable relative to some AOI, an
organization’s impacts on the AOI must be such that it helps to create and/or
maintain related levels of anthro capital, sufficient in size to ensure some basic
level of human well-being. Its net contributions, therefore, should not fall below
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its proportionate share of what it will take to create and/or maintain sufficient
levels of anthro capital. It should meet or exceed such expectations. 

Because of the not-to-fall-below form of normative propositions in the denom-
inators of societal quotients, quotient scores that fall below 1.0 in such cases
should be interpreted as being indicative of unsustainable activities or operations.
Quotient scores of greater than or equal to 1.0 (≥ 1.0), by contrast, should be
regarded as sustainable. The latter is true because such scores indicate that an
organization is meeting or exceeding its proportionate burden share of producing
and/or maintaining capital (anthro capital, in this case). Scores of less than 1.0
(<1.0), by contrast, indicate that an organization is falling below its proportionate
burden share, and is thereby either free-riding on other parties’ contributions,
failing to build or maintain capital stocks at normative levels, or both.

4.6.1.3.6 The epistemology of denominators

As we have said, the denominator in a sustainability quotient should reflect a nor-
mative proposition, or assertion, as to what an organization’s impacts on anthro
capital ought to be. Bound up in this proposition are at least three subsidiary
claims:

1. that individuals can, or ought to, be held responsible for ensuring human
well-being,

2. that organizations ought to be viewed as human collectives, with moral
responsibilities grounded in the moral obligations of their workers -
which such obligations also arise from, and apply to, their joint acts - and

3. that the burden shares reflected in denominators ought to be allocated in
the ways we have suggested. 

It should also be clear, we hope, that any claim put forward as a basis for the
specification of a denominator in a sustainability quotient must fundamentally as-
sert a standard of performance for achieving and/or maintaining human well-
being in the AOI of interest, proportionately allocated to the organizational level
of analysis. This is the sine qua non of a denominator, which can therefore serve
as both a guide and a test for whether or not a proposed denominator is sufficient
for purposes of the SFM. If a proposed denominator asserts a standard of per-
formance for an organization - and for a particular AOI - which, if achieved



Chapter 4152

either by the organization itself (for internal AOIs), or universally (for external
AOIs) would result in the creation and/or maintenance of anthro capital sufficient
for the satisfaction of human well-being at some basic, normative level, then the
specification of the denominator will have been properly made. Beyond that, it is
up to the builder of the quotient to make the related arguments and to show that
the denominator selected has, in fact, adequately survived knowledge claim eval-
uation (see Section 2.2.3.3.).

4.6.1.3.7 Summary of Step 3

Given the complexity of Step 3, it may be helpful to briefly summarize it in a
more granular way in the form of Substeps, as follows:

- Substep 3.1: Establish a causal theory for the AOI selected in Step 2, and
distinguish between cause and effect indicators (or variables) within it,
insofar as organizational effects on stocks and flows of anthro capital and
human well-being are concerned;

- Substep 3.2: Determine types of anthro capital to be quantified as the ba-
sis of denominator (and numerator) values;

- Substep 3.3: Research, select, and/or develop the metrics required to
quantitatively express the denominator (and numerator) for the AOI se-
lected in Step 2, and for the anthro capital components identified in Sub-
step 3.2;

- Substep 3.4: If a proxy unit of measurement is to be used for the denom-
inator, verify that it stands for contributions that would otherwise take the
form of actual units or indicators of anthro capital;

- Substep 3.5: Determine whether or not the responsibility for impacts on
the AOI selected in Step 2 rests solely with the organization under study,
or instead encompasses a broader human population. If the latter, it may
be necessary to calculate the size of the organization in terms of our Peo-
ple Foot metric, especially when computing Social Footprints for the
organization as a whole; if the former, plan to allocate the AOI’s entire
burden share to the organization in the denominator;

- Substep 3.6: Form competing knowledge claims as to what the organ-
ization’s proportionate burden share should be in order to create and/or
maintain sufficient levels of anthro capital (i.e., as required to ensure hu-
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man well-being in the AOI of interest) - select knowledge claim that best
survives testing and evaluation through knowledge claim evaluation;

- Substep 3.7: Populate the denominator with a quantitative value in ac-
cordance with decisions reached in Substeps 3.1 - 3.6;

- Substep 3.8: Determine which of the two types of binary performance
scales should be used for plotting and interpreting the results of the quo-
tient calculation. This will logically follow from the nature of the denom-
inator chosen for use in the analysis (e.g., indicators versus proxies).

In all cases, the resulting denominator must comprise a normative assertion re-
garding the organization’s duty or obligation to have impact on anthro capital in
some way, and in some proportion for a particular AOI, in order to ensure human
well-being. To test the form and content of a denominator, one can ask the fol-
lowing questions:

1. Does the denominator assert an organization’s legitimate and proportion-
ate duty or obligation to have impact on anthro capital at some quantita-
tive level, in order to ensure human well-being? And

2. If the normative impacts are expressed in terms of proxy units of meas-
urement, do the units correspond to actual units of anthro capital?

Assuming that Substeps 3.1 - 3.8 above have been followed, and that the answers
to the two validating questions above are affirmative, the denominator of the sus-
tainability quotient will have been properly specified.

4.6.1.4  Step 4: Specify and construct numerator

The fourth step in the SFM is to measure an organization’s actual impacts on the
anthro capital associated with the particular AOI under study, and to then pop-
ulate the numerator of the sustainability quotient involved with the resulting data.
Here, the claim made in the numerator of the quotient is a descriptive one, where-
as, again, the claim made in the denominator is a normative one. In other words,
the claim made in the denominator is about what the organization’s impact on an-
thro capital ought to be, and the claim made in the numerator is about what the
organization’s impact on anthro capital has actually been - relative to the same
AOI, of course. In this regard, we can say that sustainability assessments reduce
to quotients of is statements over ought statements.
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Here, by reference, we also include all of the guidelines for using proxy units of
measurement earlier discussed for denominators in Step 3, since the same guide-
lines also apply to the specification and expression of numerators. It is also im-
portant to state that once units of measurement have been chosen for denomina-
tors, the same units must be used for numerators of the same quotients; and the
same AOI scope, of course, must also be adhered to. In other words, when a
normative assertion is made with respect to a particular AOI in the denominator
using a particular unit of measurement, the same AOI scope and conditions must
be referred to by the numerator, using the same units of measurement.

Also included here, by reference, is the entire discussion set forth above in Sec-
tion 4.6.1.3.2 regarding the role and importance of causal theories to the con-
struction of sustainability quotients. Just as a causal theory is a necessary precon-
dition for the specification of denominators, it is also a necessary precondition
for the specification of numerators. This is because in both cases reference must
be made to the same understanding of how sufficiency in anthro capital for the
AOI under study can be achieved, and what the related social cause and effect
dynamics are presumed to be. Thus, the same causal theory will help to identify
the causal variables that must be referenced normatively in the denominator and
descriptively in the numerator.

Last, we also include here, by reference, all of the epistemological guidelines set
forth above in Section 4.6.1.3.6 (The epistemology of denominators). Here in
Step 4, the only difference is that instead of making normative assertions about
what organizational performance ought to be (as we did in Step 3), we are
making descriptive assertions about what organizational performance has actual-
ly been. The knowledge production process is otherwise identical between the
two steps.

 

4.6.1.5  Step 5: Compute the quotient score

The final step in the SFM is to compute the quotient score; plot it on the binary
sustainability performance scale defined in Step 3; and interpret the result. Com-
puting the score, of course, is a simple matter of dividing the numerator by the
denominator. The resulting score will either be greater than 1.0, less than 1.0, or
equal to 1.0. As earlier explained, in most cases where societal quotients are con-
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cerned, the interpretation of results will be such that scores of greater than or e-
qual to 1.0 (≥ 1.0) will be indicative of sustainable performance, and scores of
less than 1.0 (<1.0) will be indicative of unsustainable performance. Quotient
scores can be interpreted accordingly, and the results, in turn, can feed back into
management decisions about how to manage organizational operations in order to
raise, lower, or maintain scores, as appropriate.

4.6.2 Guidelines for reporting

Throughout this thesis, we have frequently paired the concepts of sustainability
measurement and sustainability reporting. The two tend to go hand in hand. Here
we wish to acknowledge that reporting can take place at many different levels of
analysis, for many different audiences or stakeholders, and for many different
purposes. Some further discussion of how the results of SFM assessments can be
formatted and applied is therefore warranted.

4.6.2.1  Audience and application
 
The general or most typical case we envision for when and how SFM reports will
be used is as a means of satisfying various stakeholders’ needs to know whether
or not the operations of an organization are socially sustainable. Such stake-
holders may include owners, employees, community members, trading partners,
customers, regulators, and others. In addition, the same reports will be needed by
corporate sustainability managers as input to their own efforts to organize and
manage the operations of an organization, in such a way as to cause its operations
to be sustainable. When such managers implement sustainability strategies or
make related program interventions of one kind or another, they need a means of
determining what the effects of their actions have been, and social sustainability
reporting is one way of doing so. Sustainability measurement and reporting, then,
must be a persistent and cyclical process that provides sustainability managers,
and others, with information about the ongoing social sustainability performance
of their organizations.
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4.6.2.2  Per capita versus cumulative calculations
 
The SFM provides for two basic kinds of performance reporting: per capita
reporting and collective reporting. Per capita reporting is reporting at the level of
the People Foot metric described above, and collective reporting is reporting at
the level of an entire enterprise, or at some other lower sub-organization or group
level.

4.6.2.2.1 As determined by AOIs 

Here it should be clear that per capita (or per People Foot, or PF) reporting is
only appropriate in cases where the PF metric has been used. Once again, the PF
is used in cases where the responsible population for an AOI under study in-
cludes, but is not limited to, an organization’s own workforce, such as in cases
where the achievement of global goals, like the MDGs, are involved. 

Thus, in cases where an AOI choice drives a decision to express denominators in
Step 3 in terms of PF metrics, reporting, too, should be expressed in PF terms, so
as to be able to compare the actual per PF (i.e., per capita) performance of the or-
ganization to the normative per PF (i.e., per capita) standard. In most such cases,
it will also be of interest to measure and report the performance of an organiza-
tion at an enterprise-wide level of analysis, and to compare the collective perfor-
mance with the per PF performance. This, in fact, is what we did for one of the
two case studies highlighted in Chapter 5 (Ben & Jerry’s).

4.6.2.2.2 As determined by organizational change

Another reason to express results on a per capita, or per PF, basis, is to be able to
counter the distortional effects of natural changes in the size of an organization,
or in the scope of its activities over time. If an organization doubles in size from
one year to the next, for example, its impacts on anthro capital at an organiza-
tional level of analysis - both descriptively and normatively - will obviously
change, accordingly. In order to avoid the statistical inconsistencies that such
changes can cause in measurement and reporting, a per capita metric can be used.
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A per capita metric, of course, is a way of gauging the performance of an organ-
ization independent of its size or scope of activity, by referring to a common
denominator. The People Foot metric is simply a per capita metric adapted to our
purposes.

4.6.2.3  General formatting and content

SFM reports will generally take the form of spreadsheets and related tabular,
statistical, and graphical reports. Each such set of reports is liable to vary in ac-
cordance with the properties and requirements associated with individual AOIs.
In general, however, data contained in an SFM report will fall into four sections,
each of which is reported for one or more years. The four sections are as follows:

1. Pertinent Organizational Data: Includes the calculation of People Foot
size for each period of analysis, in cases where the People Foot metric is
required; other organizational data, if needed, is included here as well, for
use in making calculations in the remaining sections;

2. Denominator: A section in which the denominator, or norm or burden
share, for an organization is calculated for each period of analysis;

3. Numerator: A section in which the numerator, or norm of actual impacts
on anthro capital by an organization, is calculated for each period of
analysis;

4. Per Capita and Collective Scores: A section in which the per capita and
collective quotient scores, derived from the data contained in the sections
above, are computed and presented for each period of analysis.

Each of the SFM illustrations contained in Chapter 5 adheres to this reporting
convention. All other reporting guidelines and discussion contained therein is in-
cluded, by reference, in this section.
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4.6.3 Validity

4.6.3.1  Introduction

This thesis is fundamentally about the development of a measurement model and
method for assessing the social sustainability performance of organizations. As
such, it has a construct as its primary focus (the social sustainability of an organ-
ization), and its purpose is to offer a solution for how to measure it (the con-
struct). Validity issues therefore necessarily come into play, at least in terms of
whether or not the proposed solution can be relied upon to do what it is supposed
to do (i.e., accurately measure the social sustainability performance of organiza-
tions).

Before we take up the issue of validity in more detail, one other preliminary re-
mark is needed. In this thesis, our operationalization of the construct of interest to
us has stopped short of the development of instrumentation, per se. Instead, we
have done two things:

1. we have developed a design specification for a measurement model, or
instrument, that can be used as a basis for creating one or more actual
such instruments for use in measuring the social sustainability perfor-
mance of organizations, and

2. we have developed a general procedure that can be followed when apply-
ing such instruments.

The fact that we have not developed any actual instruments in this thesis has im-
plications in terms of the relevance of certain kinds of validity tests, as further
discussed below, even as it also implies where this research ought to go in the
future, as later discussed in Chapter 6.

4.6.3.2  Types of validity

Given the nature of the work performed in this thesis, we identified three types of
validity as potentially germane to our results: content validity, construct validity,
and face validity. Our conclusions regarding the applicability of each of these
alternatives to our thesis are discussed separately below.
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4.6.3.2.1 Content validity

Content validity refers to “the extent to which an empirical measurement reflects
a specific domain of content. For example, a test in arithmetical operations would
not be content valid if the test problems focused only on addition, thus neglecting
subtraction, multiplication, and division” (Carmines and Zeller, 1994, p. 13). As
Carmines and Zeller further point out, in order to establish content validity, “the
researcher must be able to specify the full domain of content that is relevant to
the particular measurement situation” (Ibid.).

While it is true that this thesis does not result in the development of any actual
instruments, it:

- does provide a design specification for instruments, and
 - includes cases (in Chapter 5) where data was collected as if standardized

instruments were in place.

For these reasons, we see content validity as being no less relevant to our thesis
and its outcomes.

Indeed, the purpose of Chapter 3 was to acknowledge precisely the domain of
content we purport to have fully and faithfully adhered to in the development of
the Social Footprint Method (SFM). Thus, we believe such a content domain ex-
ists, and that it is very well established in the sustainability literature. In the de-
velopment of the SFM, therefore, we made full and frequent reference to it. Of
most importance are the following key points:

1. The SFM is designed around the concept of Triple Bottom Line re-
porting, and is specifically aimed at operationalizing the social and eco-
nomic bottom lines, even as it embraces a metrical approach already es-
tablished on the environmental side of the subject (i.e., as reflected in the
full-quotient approach implicitly taken by the Ecological Footprint Meth-
od). The Triple Bottom Line as an organizing principle is well established
in the sustainability literature, and to that extent the SFM is content valid;

2. The SFM is predicated on the concept of organizational sustainability as:
- referring to the sustainability of an organization’s operations or activi-

ties,
- being a function of what its operational impacts are on vital capitals in

the world, and
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- ultimately gauging human and non-human well-being, as the litmus
test of organizational sustainability.

The activity-centric view of organizational sustainability, the capitals-
based approach, and the causal effects of organizational/human activity
on human and non-human well-being are all well established principles in
the sustainability literature, and to that extent, the SFM is content valid.

3. The SFM is further predicated on the view that human, social, and con-
structed capitals are anthropogenic. This, combined with the existence of
multiple moral philosophies that impose duties or obligations on people
with discretionary means at their disposal to assist others in need, argues
in support of our thesis that the social sustainability of organizations
should be measured as a function of the extent to which such organiza-
tions do, in fact, contribute their proportionate, and normative, share to
the production and/or maintenance of vital capitals in the world, as re-
quired by humans and non-humans alike for their well-being. Inasmuch
as these ideas are also well established and represented in the literature, to
that extent the SFM is content valid.

4. The SFM is applicable to all areas of human need as a basis for deter-
mining the social sustainability performance of organizations. While it is
true that no specific instrumentations of the method have yet been devel-
oped or codified in operational form (apart from our case studies), the
method has been designed with placeholders for any and all conceivable
areas of human and social impact, as shown in Appendix B, insofar as
basic human needs and well-being are concerned. Again, to that extent,
the SFM is content valid.

4.6.3.2.2 Construct validity

“Construct validity is defined as representing the correspondence between a con-
struct (conceptual definition of a variable) and the operational procedure [used
or proposed] to measure or manipulate that construct” (Schwab, 1980, pp. 5-6).
In our case, the construct of interest to us is the social sustainability performance
of organizations, and the operational procedure we propose for measuring it, of
course, is the Social Footprint Method (SFM). 



Social Footprint Method 161

In order to investigate the construct validity of a measurement model or method,
a corresponding body of established theory (i.e., an accepted or well-defined
nomological network) must exist. “Unless substantially the same nomological net
is accepted by the several users of the construct, public validation is impossible”
(Cronbach and Meehl, 1955, p. 291). Carmines and Zeller (1994, p. 5) agree: “It
should be clear that the process of construct validation is, by necessity, ‘theory-
laden’. Indeed, strictly speaking, it is impossible to validate a measure of a con-
cept in this sense unless there exists a theoretical network that surrounds the con-
cept.” They later add, “construct validation ideally requires a pattern of consist-
ent findings involving different researchers using different theoretical structures
across a number of different studies” (Ibid., p. 16).

In the relatively nascent field of corporate sustainability management, or CSM,
there simply are no such well-established, empirically-rich, and variously-tested
theories of social sustainability performance, much less measurement models of
the kind we have proposed in this thesis, not to mention the nomological network
upon which it rests. Measuring the social sustainability performance of organiza-
tions in the way we have proposed has simply never been done before. Thus, the
fact that our underlying theory is not yet established or reflected in prior research
is not surprising, but it effectively deprives us of any opportunity to test and
evaluate our model for consistency, or expected correlations, with other empirical
findings, in ways that might otherwise have been possible had others shared our
views or interacted with the same nomological net in some way. Indeed, it is
precisely because of the lack of such a widely-held perspective in the field that
this thesis was proposed. Unfortunately, for the same reason, however, construct
validation of the Social Footprint Method was unavailable to us. Of course, if the
anthro-capital based theory of organizational (social) sustainability we have pro-
posed here becomes more widely accepted and utilized as a basis for manage-
ment and empirical research - which we hope it will - construct validity testing of
the Social Footprint Method will at that time be possible, and should be revisited,
accordingly.

4.6.3.2.3 Face validity

Face validity “concerns the extent to which an instrument ‘looks like’ it measures
what it is intended to measure” (Nunnally, 1967, p. 99). “Face validity concerns
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judgments about an instrument after it is constructed […] face validity can be
considered one aspect of content validity, which concerns an inspection of the
final product to make sure that nothing went wrong in transforming plans into a
completed instrument [i.e., as a reflection of the content domain it was based
on]” (Ibid.).

Notwithstanding the fact that this thesis did not result in the construction of spec-
ific instrumentation, it did entail the development of related design specifications,
and so face validity considerations are no less germane here. With that in mind,
we prepared a series of statements that reflected the key design principles or pro-
positions underlying the SFM, and invited a list of known scholars in the field of
sustainability theory and practice to pass judgment on them as they saw fit. This
took the form of a short survey structured in terms of Likert scales, a summarized
version of which is shown in Appendix C.

In total, twenty-two scholars were invited to participate in our face validity sur-
vey, twelve of which agreed to do so. Some of the respondents raised objections
to the Likert format, and declined to provide feedback in that form. A few, as
well, offered qualitative feedback in the form of evaluative comments, thereby
making an overall numerical tally of the responses we received problematic. Still,
some statistical summarization is possible.

Insofar as responses to our query regarding overall agreement or disagreement
with the approach embodied in the SFM were concerned, most (9 out of 12, or
75%) indicated that they Agree with our approach (i.e., as opposed to Strongly
Agree or other possible responses on our scale). The remaining three respondents
to the same query registered their opinions about our overall approach as follows:
2 respondents: no response at all; 1 respondent: Disagree. The latter respondent
explained his position as follows:

“I found myself disagreeing with some of your statements for reasons
that may have nothing to do with the validity of your overall approach.
I saved the ‘overall agreement’ question for last, and found that the
summary of my review was disagreement - that is, I took issue with
enough of the statements that I could not claim to agree with your
overall approach - even though I like it.”
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Here we should also report the self-assessed degree of competence to judge the
validity of the SFM as rated by the respondents themselves (i.e., their own self-
assessments of their expertise in corporate sustainability management and
theory). On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being lowest expertise and 10 being highest
expertise, the respondents rated themselves as follows: 0: no responses; 1: no
responses; 2: no responses; 3: no responses; 4: 1 response; 5: 1 response; 6: 1
response; 7: 1 response; 8: 6 responses; 9: no responses; 10: no responses. Two
of the twelve respondents declined to rate themselves at all.

Of the responses submitted by the twelve respondents (i.e., to the ten statements
shown in Appendix C), a total of 110 individual judgments were made. The dis-
tribution of judgments across the 5-point Likert scale was as follows: Strongly
Disagree: 3 responses; Disagree: 18 responses; Indifferent: 18 responses; Agree:
52 responses; Strongly Agree: 19 responses. In sum, then, 65% of the judgments
made fell on the agreement side of the scale, and 19% fell on the disagreement
side. The balance fell into the Indifferent category.

Other than the overall level of agreement with the SFM mentioned above, the
strongest area of agreement was expressed in response to our statements numbers
1 and 2, which were:

1. That the most rigorous formulations of sustainability theory and practice
in the ecological domain have generally involved assessments of human
impacts on the carrying capacity of natural capital.

2. That such assessments can be structured in the form of what we call sus-
tainability quotients, where the denominators represent not-to-exceed
ecological maximums, and the numerators represent actual ecological
impacts. Numerical quotient scores of less than or equal to 1.0, therefore,
can be seen as signifying sustainable performance, whereas scores of
greater than 1.0 can be seen as signifying unsustainable performance
(i.e., due to ecological overshoot).

Nine judgments, or roughly 8% of total judgments cast for all ten statements in
the survey, were cast on the agreement side of the scale for each of these two
statements. No other statement received anything less than 5 judgments on the
agreement side of the scale, or roughly 5% of total judgments made.

The strongest area of disagreement was expressed relative to our statement num-
ber 4, which was: That the key issue in assessing the social sustainability perfor-
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mance of a human system using anthro capital is whether or not its impact con-
tributes to the production and/or maintenance of such capitals at levels required
by a population for basic well-being. Thus, instead of assessing impacts on the
carrying capacity of natural capital, in social assessments we assess impacts on
the carrying capacity of anthro capital. Five judgments, or roughly 5% of total
judgments cast for all ten statements in the survey, fell on the disagreement side
of the scale for this statement. Each of the other nine statements we made
received at least 1, but not more than 3, judgments on the disagreement side of
the scale, or no more than 3% of total judgments made.

4.6.3.3  Validity conclusions

Insofar as the majority of respondents who participated in our face validity sur-
vey indicated their overall agreement with our approach, we feel confident in
concluding that the Social Footprint Method (SFM) is, on its face, valid. We take
a similar position with respect to the method’s content validity, having shown, as
we did, that the method adequately reflects the domain of content germane to the
measurement problem of interest to us. While we would also like to have been
able to demonstrate the construct validity of the method, the nomological net-
work we relied on is too new, and too empirically devoid of investigation by
others in the literature to have offered any meaningful opportunity to do so. As-
suming this changes in the future, the issue of the construct validity of the SFM
should be revisited.

4.6.4 Summary

In this chapter, we have shown that it is, in fact, possible to construct a literal,
context-based methodology for quantitatively measuring and reporting the social
sustainability performance of an organization. In order to do so, we took the so-
cietal quotient concept developed in Chapter 3 (see Figure 3.4), and formulated a
procedure for how to use it. The resulting five-step process is as follows:

- Step 1: Define boundaries of analysis;
- Step 2: Select specific area(s) of impact (AOIs);
- Step 3: Specify and construct denominator;
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- Step 4: Specify and construct numerator;
- Step 5: Compute the quotient score.

The Social Footprint Method (SFM), therefore, is technically composed of two
things:

1. a design specification for a measurement model (initiated in Section 3.5
and completed in this chapter), and

2. a process, or method, for using the model, as summarized above.

In our discussion of the steps required to perform the method, several key issues
arose.

The first issue was the question of which sustainability theory, or school of
thought, ought to be embraced as a basis for using the method. We argued in
favor of the CTA approach (see Section 3.4), and against eco-efficiency or other
numerator-only approaches, since only the CTA approach explicitly takes con-
text into account. Without such context, there would be no basis for specifying
denominators, nor would there be any standards of performance against which
the sustainability performance of organizational activities could be measured.

Next came the issue of epistemology, and the theories of truth, legitimacy, and
evaluation that one should subscribe to in using the SFM. Since the SFM ulti-
mately reduces to the production of knowledge claims about the sustainability
performance of organizations (i.e., both descriptive and normative claims),
principles for doing so are key. Using concepts developed in Chapter 2, then, we
argued in favor of adhering to a realist epistemology, a correspondence theory of
truth (and legitimacy), and a fallibilist theory of evaluation. According to the
latter, neither certainty nor consensus is required in order to make knowledge
claims, and the absence of either one should never inhibit or prevent use of the
method.

We then turned our attention to the issue of moral philosophy, and its role in the
use of the method. Since the denominators in our quotients consist of normative
claims about what an organization’s impacts in the world ought to be, ethics and
morality necessarily come into play. It is therefore very important that an
organization have a clear picture of what its moral philosophy consists of, so that
it can go about the business of specifying duties and obligations in denominators,
against which actual impacts expressed in numerators can then be compared. To



Chapter 4166

help illustrate the influence of moral philosophy in this way, we covered three re-
lated bodies of thought that have influenced our own thinking on the matter, con-
sisting of Kutz, Kant, and Rawls. Users of the SFM need not agree with us on our
choices, but they must make choices of their own in order to use the method ef-
fectively.

Another key issue concerned which areas of impact (AOI) to focus on when
using the SFM. Since there are literally dozens, if not hundreds, of such areas
potentially affected by an organization’s operations, it is very unlikely that any
single, or even multiple, applications of the SFM will ever cover them all. Here
we returned to the internal versus external AOI distinction we earlier introduced
(see Section 3.4.3.4, and the more fully elaborated version in Appendix B), and
simply raised the issue of how individual AOIs should be selected for measure-
ment and analysis. Along the way, we called attention to one proposal for how to
make such choices, as put forward by Porter and Kramer (2006). We will have
more to say about this issue in Chapter 6.

Finally, it should be clear that the content of this chapter directly addressed some
key issues raised by two of our research questions, which were:

1. whether or not measurement principles relied on in the ecological domain
can be applied to the social domain, and 

2. if so, how would the resulting tool or method work, and what sort of
measurement model would it entail?

Indeed, we think we have shown that such principles can, in fact, be applied -
with appropriate modifications, such as the replacement of natural capital with
anthro capital - and that the resulting method should consist of a five-step process
for constructing societal quotients. It is the quotients, then, that serve as the
measurement models, and it is the five-step process to construct them that serves
as the method.

Let us now turn our attention to some illustrations of the Social Footprint Meth-
od. Accordingly, two applications of the method are presented in Chapter 5, one
at Wal-Mart Stores, and the other at Ben & Jerry’s.




