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Abstract

The design of proper environmental and social indicators is one of the most critical challenges
when monitoring and implementing corporate and government policy measures toward
ecological transition and sustainable development. In our paper we outline and discuss
characteristics of a new vintage of “living” multi-stakeholder community-based indicators
based on the principles of self-evaluation, dialogue and simplification with a specific focus on
the NeXt index. We explain the main differences between them and the opposite extreme of
static expert-based indicators, how they integrate firm-level scores with compliance with
macro multidimensional wellbeing indicators (such as UN Sustainable Development Goals)
and how they complement with ongoing regulatory standards currently under development.
We as well discuss caveats, policy implications and impact in terms of subjective wellbeing.
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1. Introduction

Environmental and social goals are bound to be always more integrated with traditional
economic goals in the next future. The pressure coming from ecological transition and the
awareness of financial investors that environmental sustainability and reduction of exposure
to ESG (environmental, social, governance) risk will be crucial factors for future firms’
competitiveness are pushing them to integrate always more the three dimensions. In this new
scenario the development of sound and implementable environmental and social indicators
becomes a crucial tool enabling companies to evaluate, learn about and signal their progress



in ecological transition to consumers and investors, helping them to attract public and private
financial resources as well as increase consumers’ willingness to pay for sustainable products.
Social and environmental indicators will also be a fundamental intermediate tool for crucial
policy related actions such as: i) developing standards for non-financial reporting metrics; ii)
defining admissible investment for private and government green bond issues,® iii)
elaborating minimum environmental criteria regulating access to the “institutional vote with
the wallet” in public procurement;? iv) gaining access to green finance guarantee funds or tax
allowances; and v) outlining key performance indicators used as benchmark for managerial
bonuses and workforce wage premia.

Our paper aims to contribute to the literature of social and environmental indicators by
discussing the innovation of “living” indicators with specific reference to the experience of
NeXt multi-stakeholder community-based indicators®. In what follows we will explain the
difference between the NeXt “living” multi-stakeholder community-based approach based on
the principles of self-evaluation, dialogue and simplification and, at the opposite, traditional
static expert-based indicators.

Multidimensional wellbeing development goals demanding the creation of fit-for-purpose
indicators are gradually becoming mainstream as researchers, analysts and policy makers
become aware that GDP growth is not a proper measure of life sense and satisfaction
(Easterlin, 1974, Stiglitz et al. 2012). In parallel, the social science literature has developed a
wide set of social and environmental indicators measuring quality and progress in the relevant
wellbeing domains. The set of indicators and methodologies adopted obviously differ on
whether multidimensional wellbeing is calculated in levels on territorial units (i.e. countries,
regions, municipalities), on firms or in first differences (impact) on private and public
investments.

What in general happens, however, is that in most cases indicators are created by
technical experts without stakeholder involvement and without an ex ante defined revision
process for adjustment over time. This approach has several shortcomings. First,
stakeholders’ knowledge, experience and point of views incorporate crucial information that
usually does not overlap with that of the technical experts. To make some examples trade
unions have a definite idea of what is workers’ wellbeing (even though in some cases their
advice can be biased in the direction of the interest of their organisations). In the same way

! The market of private and government green bonds is dramatically growing in the last years. The Climate Bond
Initiative reports that the total volume of issues amounted to an adjusted USD 257.7 billion in 2019, 51% more
than in the previous year. https://www.climatebonds.net/resources/reports/2019-green-bond-market-
summary (accessed 6 March 2021).

2 The importance of green public procurement for sustainable development has been acknowledged with a
specific target within the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) - SDG target 12.7: “Promote public
procurement practices that are sustainable, in accordance with national policies and priorities”. Public
procurement is estimated to be around 13-20% of GDP for a total amount of nearly 9.5 trillion US dollars
(https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/feature/2020/03/23/global-public-procurement-database-share-
compare-improve).(World Bank, 2020).

3 Next is a multi-stakeholder not-for-profit organization created by a network of constituents including
consumers’ associations, trade unions, entrepreneurial organisations, public administrations, NGOs, schools and
universities with the goal of promoting social and environmental responsibility.
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consumers’ associations have a clear idea on how product quality and customer service can
contribute to consumers wellbeing, which cannot be identified with the mere consumer
surplus (i.e. the difference between the reservation and the market price) as it is done in
standard textbook microeconomics. At the same time environmental NGOs have experience
and knowledge related to the most suitable green indicators and therefore consultation of
their knowledge and experience could help experts to create better indexes in this specific
domain.

Failure of technical experts to incorporate stakeholders’ information with timely
consultation mechanisms can therefore lead to the design of poorer multidimensional
wellbeing indicators, especially if we look at the problem in a dynamic perspective, where the
evolution of economic and social conditions can change importance and appropriateness of
indicators over time.

The “living” NeXt indicators based on a multi-stakeholder co-design and consultation
process repeated over time address these two limits of static expert based indicators. The
indicators at firm level in each of the relevant wellbeing domains are as well integrated with
macroeconomic indicators such as Sustainable Development Goals, thereby measuring
corporate progress toward and contribution to those goals. Another crucial characteristic of
the NeXt living indicators is the corporate self-assessment starting point of the process,
helping to reduce fixed costs of evaluation that represent a barrier for small and medium sized
companies and ensure proper adjustment to changes in the social and economic environment
and dynamics.

This is the reason why, as we argue in what follows, “living” indicators based on a dynamic
process of multi-stakeholder co-design, revision and participation can produce better
outcomes than static technical expert indicators. The “assets” produced in the two cases are
completely different. In the latter case the asset is the static indicator subject to depreciation
over time, in former case the asset is the multi-stakeholder community and its process of
dialogue and co-design and, as such, it has higher value being hardly replicable and
depreciable.

The rest of our paper is organised as follows. In the second section we present a short
review of the literature also identifying hybrid ancestors of the NeXt living indicator that
follow intermediate methods between the static expert-based approach and the NeXt
approach, in the third section we sketch a theoretical framework on quality and social
acceptance of indicators. In the fourth section we present characteristics of the NeXt
indicators in detail. In the fifth section we describe their limits, policy implications and
complementarities with the ongoing development of regulatory taxonomies.



2. A short review of the literature

The literature on multidimensional wellbeing indicators originates from the consideration
that GDP is not a sufficient indicator of subjective well-being as shown by the empirical
contributions in the life satisfaction literature (Easterin, 1974 and 200); Oswald, 1997,
Tideman et al., 2008; Diener, 2000; Diener et al., 2010; Dolan and White, 2007; Di Tella and
McCulloch, 2006; Easterlin, 2001; Blanchflower and Oswald, 2004; Di Tella et al., 2001; Frey
and Stutzer, 2000, 2002; Graham, 2012; Kahneman et al., 1999; Kahneman and Krueger, 2006;
UNDP, 1996, 2010; Kahneman et al., 2006; Veenhoven, 1996).

Accordingly, there have been numerous attempts to offer an alternative that has the same
synthetic clarity as the GDP, which communicates its message with a single number or score
(composite indices and indices directly in competition with GDP). These attempts include the
Green GDP, the Ecological Footprint, the Index of Human Development, the Happy Life Years,
the Happy Planet Index and the Happiness Atlas. These and similar attempts share a common
culture of multidimensional well-being (2007 Istanbul Declaration and the 2009 Stiglitz-Sen-
Fitoussi Commission). Among the latter, at an international level, mention similar innovative
patterns have been followed by the Gallup research, the Australian experience, the Gross
Domestic Happiness, the Canadian Index of Wellbeing, the Quality of Life index, the Better
Life Index and the UN Happiness Report.

All these methodologies are mainly expert based and do not include developed forms of
stakeholder participation. The creation of BES (Benessere Equo e Sostenibile) indicators in
Italy is an example of intermediate hybrid form between the NeXt living community index and
static expert-based indexes. The creation of the index followed “beyond GDP” suggestions of
the Sen-Stiglitz commission.*

In order to develop the BES the Italian National Statistical Institute (ISTAT) developed a four-
step process. In the first step representative stakeholders of the Italian society were asked to
define the main wellbeing dimensions (these including: health, education and training, work
and life time balance, economic well-being, social relations, politics and institutions, safety,
subjective well-being, landscape and cultural heritage, environment, research and innovation,
quality of services). In the second step statistical and social science experts worked in groups
in each of these dimensions to develop proper indicators. In the third step the set of indicators
created by experts was discussed with stakeholder representatives. In the fourth step the
experts of each group defined the final list of selected indicators.

Overall, the BES includes 140 indicators grouped in the following three category lists: 1) global
outcome indicators - able to provide information on the phenomenon as a whole; 2) specific
life cycle indicators - which enrich global information with in-depth analysis related to risks
that characterize specific phases of the life cycle; 3) indicators relating to risk factors or health
protection factors deriving from lifestyles - useful for assessing the sustainability of the
current levels of health of the population and their desirable improvement.

The BES system is a hybrid intermediate example between the static expert-based system and
the living community-based system. It includes a process of dialogue with stakeholders, even

+* Downloadable at http://www.stiglitz-sen-fitoussi.fr/documents/rapport_anglais.pdf.
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though neither a co-design process nor a joint periodic update involving relevant
stakeholders. As well, differently from the NeXt index, it is directed to measure wellbeing at
geographical level and not at firm-level and, consequently, the interaction with corporate end
users (starting in the NeXt indicators case from corporate self-assessment) is not as relevant
as it is the case when measuring corporate sustainability.

Beyond the BES process, community participation approaches gained prominence in recent
years from improving governance and sustainability practices to fair and valid evidence of
impacts, from being the supply of information to the active involvement of stakeholders in
projects decision. According to a “bottom-up” perspective, also driven by the awareness of
“top-down” approaches past limits, participatory methods can generate accurate both
guantitative and qualitative data, as well as they can capture local priorities for a higher final
decision validity. Second, the legitimacy of the final outcome is higher when potentially
affected parties can state their own case before their peers and have equal chances to
influence the outcome (i.e., the process was fair). Third, public participation is identified with
proper conduct of democratic government in public decision-making activities, since citizens
mature into responsible democratic citizens and reaffirm democracy when they become
involved in working out a mutually acceptable solution to a project or problem that affects
their community and their personal lives. Furthermore, participants can grow to understand
their own strengths and abilities, leading to a sense of empowerment, specifically like in the
case of empowerment evaluation (Barber 1984; Webler et al. 1995, Mayoux and Chambers
2005; Miller and Campbell 2006; Fraser et al. 2006; Esteves et al. 2012; Worthen et al. 2019).

3. A theoretical sketch of our hypothesis

In what follows we sketch a theoretical argument outlining the difference between the NeXt
multi-stakeholder community indicators and the static expert-based indicators.

We define the quality® of an indicator as a function of the incorporated knowledge and
experience of the different relevant stakeholders (ST) and corporate end users (EU) plus the
competence and technical skills of the statistical experts (SE)

Ql=Ff(EUs, SE, 5:STi) where =1,..,N

Relevant stakeholders are those having skills, experience and competences on the given
wellbeing domain (i.e. trade unions for the workers domain, consumers’ association for the
product quality domain, environmentalist NGOs for the environmental sustainability
domain). Statistical experts are those having know-how on the state of art and methodologies
of wellbeing indicators, while end users are the same companies object of the NeXt score that

5 For quality of an indicator we mean the capacity to capture synthetically the crucial features a given
phenomenon, its granularity (ie. its capacity to translate different performances of corporate end users in
indicator differences on a quantitative scale), the biunivocal correspondence between ranking order and
guantitative order of two different performances. Using the language of the utility function in economics these
properties translate into reflexivity, transitivity and monotonicity.



accept to be scrutinized and become users since they take advantage from its definition in
terms of learning and monitoring their competitive position in ecological transition.

We assume that knowledge, experience and skills of the three actors do not perfectly overlap.
More specifically, we assume that technical experts dispose of all analytical and statistical
skills but, without sector specific experience, can miss the fact that some technically valid
solutions fail to capture relevant aspects of the reality in that domain, or that it is impossible
for corporate end users to collect reliable information on a given indicator. On the other hand,
corporate end users and relevant stakeholders have important domain and sector specific
knowledge but fail to understand how that knowledge can be translated into
methodologically rigorous indicators.

Relevant stakeholders, corporate end users and statistical expert abilities update following
the evolution of the state of affairs in the social, environmental and economic dimension as
follows:

STit=k(Wt) , EUt=E(Wt) , SEit=S(Wt)

where k, e and s are the different functional forms reflecting how different actors of the index
update their skill w over time.

The level of social and political acceptance of the indicator on stakeholders’ and corporate
end users’ side is in turn a function of its quality, cost (in terms of adoption and compliance),
friendliness, and involvement. All of the four factors are higher in living index due to the
process of dialogue between experts and stakeholders producing first a co-design of the
indicators and after it a periodic consultation for revision..

SA=g(Ql,Ct,Ft,Invt)

To the opposite extreme, a static expert-based index fails to incorporate information from
stakeholders. Its quality is lower and the degree of acceptance by stakeholders markedly
inferior also due to lack of involvement in the process.®

This theoretical framework makes it easy to understand how a static expert only based index
(SEIl) is at the extreme opposite of a living multi-stakeholder community (NEXT) index.

We in fact end up with

Qly(SEI)=f(SEw) < Qlt(NEXT)= f(EUy, SEt, 2iSTit)

and

SA«(SEI)=g(f(SEt0)) < SA(NEXT)=g(f(EUt, SEt, ZiSTi),Ct,Ft,Invt)

Another crucial difference between a SEl and a NEXT index is that the asset of the former is
the set of indicators defined at given point in time. As such the asset is subject to strong
depreciation and can be easily imitated. In the NeXt case the asset is the community of

6 We refer here to the theoretical and empirical literature of procedural utility (Frey and Stutzer, 2005)
showing that acceptance of a given decision of an individual depends on the degree of her/his involvement in
the process leading to such decision.



technical experts, relevant stakeholders and corporate end users in dialogue and
consultation. Such asset is not subject to the same rate of depreciation and cannot be easily
imitated.

To conclude, higher quality and higher rate of adoption of living multi-stakeholder indexes
creates conditions for their superior contribution to progress in sustainability. The NeXt index
therefore results to be much more suitable for a process of trial, error and update required
by the complexity of the task at stake and the evolving nature of the economic scenario.

4. The process for the construction of the NeXt Index

The basic tool to calculate NeXt indicators is the Participatory Self-Assessment Survey
2.0 (PSAS 2.0) co-designed over time by a community including statistical experts, relevant
stakeholders and corporate end users and timely revised at regular intervals.” The group of
statistical experts is based on members of the NeXt Scientific Committee (see the list provided
in Appendix 1).

The Survey includes five indicators for each of the following six relevant domains: i)
governance; ii) workers; iii) consumers; iv) the environment; v) suppliers in the value chain;
vi) local communities, for a total of 30 indicators. Scores for each indicator are provided on a
discrete qualitative scale from 1 (minimum) to 5 (maximum) (questionnaire details describing
each domain and the related indicator are in Appendix 2).

4.1 Calculus and ponderation of individual NeXt indicators

The evaluation process follows two steps. In the first step corporate end-users perform their
self-assessment report attributing a score in a 1-5 range to each of the 30 indicators in the 6
different domains. For any indicator the survey presents a column where corporate end users
are asked to copy links to corresponding documents supporting their self-assessed score. In
the second step of the evaluation process the relevant stakeholders and statistical experts
evaluate whether the information provided is consistent with the self-assessed score. If so,
they confirm the self-assessed score, otherwise they ask for further evidence consistent with
the self-attributed score or revise the latter consistently with the available information.

If statistical experts evaluate that a given indicator does not apply to the given business the
indicator is left missing and the overall score is reparametrized using a standard n/n-m
correction factor that takes it into account where m is the total number of indicators in the
Next index and m is the number of missing indicators.

7 The PSS 2.0-NeXt index can be accessed on-line on www.nexteconomia.org where corporate end users are
asked to register before performing their self-assessment.
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4.2 Aggregation of NeXt indicators

Aggregation of indicator specific scores from each of the five domains (for total scores in
domains and across domains) is performed using the Mazziotta-Pareto (2018) Index (MPI)
(see Appendix 3). This methodological choice has been made to penalize horizontal variability
(i.e. companies with higher variability in individual scores) for a given same unweighted
arithmetic mean in order to give value to regularity and penalize low scores on some
indicators implying poor evaluation from some of the relevant stakeholders. The theoretical
rationale is that, the logic of “integral (all-round) sustainability implies a penalty for low scores
on a specific indicator or area.

The total aggregate scores and total domain scores are rescaled on a 0-100 interval.

4.3 Calculation of NeXt indicators impact in terms of macroeconomic BES and SDG domains

Each indicator is linked to a priority reference BES and SDG domain. More specifically
on this point, the overall structure of the PSAS2.0 NeXt index is based on a two-sided
reference framework:

i) an international framework calculating links and consistence of NeXt
indicators with Sustainable Development Goals of Agenda 20308 issued
in 2015 by the United Nations (this implies that each of the 30 NeXt
indicators is linked with a reference priority SDG®);

ii) a national framework calculating links of NeXt indicators with the 12
domains of Benessere Equo e Sostenibile,*° the Italian multidimentional
wellbeing framework designed by Istat and CNEL (2013), here
recalibrated on a corporate basis, becoming BESA, which stands for
“fair and sustainable corporate wellbeing” (this implies that each of the
30 NeXt indicators is linked with a reference to a priority BES domain'?),

8 https://unric.org/it/agenda-2030/

9 Link made by connecting the survey indicators, the GRI framework indicators
(https://www.globalreporting.org/Pages/default.aspx) and the SDGs to each other. The first match was made
by the NeXt Study Center, while the SDGs Compass platform (https://sdgcompass.org/) was used for the second
match. This platform helps companies implement coherent business strategies with the social and
environmental sustainability indicators set by UN Agenda 2030.

10 https://www.istat.it/it/benessere-e-sostenibilit%C3%A0/la-misurazione-del-benessere-(bes)/gli-indicatori-

del-bes

11 1ink made by connecting the survey indicators, the GRI framework indicators and BES domains to each
other. The first match was made by the NeXt Study Center while the BESA theoretical framework was used for
the second match.
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Reference to these three frameworks enables the PSAS2.0-NeXt to calculate the corporate
end user capacity to generate multidimensional wellbeing, through activation of network
based processes of sustainable development (for methodological details see appendix 4).

At the end of the evaluation process the final set of NeXt scores (compared with past
evaluation if they apply) is given by: i) total aggregate score; ii) degree of corporate
commitment in terms of BES and SDG domains; iii) domain score; iv) individual scores for each
of the 30 indicators.

5. Discussion

The success of the living index depends on the level of commitment of the three involved
actors’ categories (statistical experts, relevant stakeholders and corporate end users) and
their willingness to participate and activate the process. This, in turn, will depend on the
perceived participation benefits. The benefits of statistical experts consist in the refinement
of their indicators (and underlying theories and methodologies) with knowledge and
experience of the relevant stakeholders and corporate end users allowing them to design
proof tested, better fit-for-purpose indicators. The benefits of relevant stakeholders consist
of the possibility of co-designing tools that can help them to achieve their statutory goals
represented by the wellbeing of their stakeholder category. The living indicators can in fact
create a dialogue with corporate end users that foster progress toward higher labor dignity
and worker satisfaction (the goal of trade unions), higher product quality and consumers’
satisfaction (the goal of consumers’ association), higher environmental sustainability (the goal
of environmentalist association) and higher quality of life of local communities (the goal of
other NGOs and organisations included among relevant stakeholders). The benefit of
corporate end users consists in having a dashboard of indicators allowing them to monitor
progress and position in terms of stakeholder satisfaction. Monitoring such position is going
to be increasingly relevant given the recent strategies and orientation of financial investor
and regulators. 12 In this perspective the living index tends to create a separating equilibrium
among potential corporate end users. On the one side those reporting high scores that find
optimal to make them public in order to have reputational gains (thereby going on the NeXt
good practice web geo-referenced map that can lead to the individual scores).!®* On the other
side those having lower scores that prefer not to become public but nonetheless find it

12 The CEO of the first global investment fund (BlackRock) in its 2018 letter to CEOs said that “Without a sense
of purpose, no company, either public or private, can achieve its full potential. It will ultimately lose the license
to operate from key stakeholders. It will succumb to short-term pressures to distribute earnings, and, in the
process, sacrifice investments in employee development, innovation, and capital expenditures that are necessary
for long-term growth. It will remain exposed to activist campaigns that articulate a clearer goal, even if that goal
serves only the shortest and narrowest of objectives. And ultimately, that company will provide subpar returns
to the investors who depend on it to finance their retirement, home purchases, or higher education.“
https://corpgov.law.harvard.edu/2018/01/17/a-sense-of-purpose/

13 https://www.nexteconomia.org/
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important to calculate values of the indicators in order to monitor their position across
relevant stakeholders.

An important limit of the NeXt approach is that the score attribution starting from the
corporate end user self-assessment can certainly reduce costs and simplify the process, at the
cost however of running the risk self-reporting bias. The NeXt approach corrects for it in three
ways. First, it defines strict correspondence between objective outcomes and indicator scores
in items where this is possible (i.e. the ratio between top and bottom corporate wage taking
value from one to five according to different intervals of the corporate top-bottom wage
ratio). Second, it asks companies to provide evidence and documents, where available, to
justify their own self-assessment. Third and more important, it asks to relevant stakeholders
an evaluation of those self-reported scores.

A second crucial issue is how the NeXt indicator interacts with existing regulation in progress.
As well known, there has been a growing effort in incorporating ESG (environmental, social,
governance) factors in the financial industry over the recent years. According to a recent PWC
survey 77 percent of global fund managers plan to exclude stocks with low ESG standards
from their portfolios in the next two years and most of them calculate exposure of stocks to
ESG risk considered a risk factor independent from those traditionally considered.** Given
the growing relevance of CSR concerns and the willingness to pay for it of responsible financial
investors, temptation of fraudulent CSR reporting grows and, with it, the risk of greenwashing
if expected gains from washing are higher than expected costs of detection and punishment
in economic and reputational terms. This is why EU institutions have launched two main
initiatives. The first is the EU Taxonomy on sustainable activities'> where characteristics of
investment that can be regarded as sustainable in each of the six domains (climate
adaptation, climate mitigation, circular economy, pollution, water, biodiversity) are
progressively defined for each industry. The second is the Regulation on Sustainability related
disclosure in the financial services sector®® that is redefining ESG disclosure exactly to
address greenwashing. According to this regulation investment funds can promote their
ESG characteristics to investors only if they rigorously report progress in environmental
quality of their portfolio of stocks and alignment to EU Taxonomy for the so-called article
8 and article 9 products.

Differently from the recent EU regulation mainly concerning large capitalisation listed
securities the Next approach is implementable also for small and medium sized companies
(the large majority, especially in European economies) and covers a wider range of CSR
domains not limiting its scope to environmental issues. The issue of following as close as
possible (or not falling in contradiction with the two ongoing regulatory processes)
nonetheless applies when the different measurement paths apply to the same companies.

1 https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-10-19/almost-60-of-mutual-fund-assets-will-be-esg-by-
2025-pwc-says

15 https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/banking-and-finance/sustainable-finance/eu-taxonomy-
sustainable-activities_en

16 https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/banking-and-finance/sustainable-finance/sustainability-
related-disclosure-financial-services-sector_it



A crucial issue arising with the living indicator approach, not differently from what happens
with static indicators, is the risk of not speaking the same language with international
standards that are going to be progressively created in the field. The reasons why this can
occur in the two different cases are however different. In static expert-based indicators this
occurs because of the missing revision process. In the case of living indicators, it can happen
because the dynamic evolution driven by the interaction among participants can lead to
directions that do no converge to the international standards. The living index has however
two strategies to cope with the problem. The first is endogenous in the process since all
participants feel the need to comply with international standard and push in that direction.
The second is that the system includes methodologies that translate the original indicators
into effort in standard classification domains (as it is for BES and SDGs.).

6. Conclusions: limits and direction for future research

Social and environmental indicators will play an increasing role in the future of ecological
transition under the pressure of the urgent transformation required by the climate challenge
and the induced reforms of the regulatory framework.

In our paper we argue that the move from static expert-only based indicators to “living” multi-
stakeholder community- based indicators developed in processes of participation and co-
design among statistical experts, end users and relevant stakeholders is crucial for the quality
of indicators and their success in terms of adoption by end users and the overall society. While
in the first type of index the main asset is the static set of indicators and, as such, it is exposed
to rapid obsolescence and depreciation, in the second type of (living multi-stakeholder) index
the asset is the dialogue and interaction (co-design and periodic revision) in the
heterogeneous community of technical experts, relevant stakeholders and end users.

We as well emphasize that the living community-based index has other important advantages
as it fosters a process of learning among participants, it simplifies and reduces costs of
reporting for companies and is therefore easily implementable also by small and medium
sized firms allowing them to keep the pace and monitor their progress in ecological transition

The main policy conclusion of our research is that the development of community-based living
indicators can significantly improve upon traditional ones in several respects such as better
consideration of point of view of end users and relevant stakeholders leading to easier social
acceptance, easier implementation from small and medium sized firms, timely updating and
higher involvement and participation of all the relevant actors in the society. For these
properties it has the advantage of stimulating more effectively involvement in ecological
transition goals and therefore progress in sustainability.
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Figure 1 — Showing QAP2.0-NeXt results: an example'’

Next Participatory Self-Assesment survey 2.0:
final score
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The corporate and its governance

Transparency among shareholders and sources of capital

Corporate culture and actions to combat illegality and corruption

Management strategy and attention to diverse stakeholders

Employee participation and involvement in corporate strategy decisions

Differential between min. and max. remunerations within the company

Source: own preparation

Appendix 1 List of the 42 NeXt stakeholders by stakeholder type

Stakeholders Stakeholder type

EarthDay ltalia, Legambiente, Kyoto Club, Environmental Ngos
Acli, AOI Cooperazione, ARClI, | Other Ngos
Cittadinanzattiva, CSVNet, CVX, Fondazione
Lanza, Forum Nazionale del Terzo Settore,
Transparency International, Opera del
Murialdo, Fondazione Ebbene

17 The numbers are referred to only by way of example in the current figure and do not take into account any
steps of the methodology which is here proposed.



Adige, Fim-CISL, CGIL, CISL, First Social Life,
Flaei, UIL,

Trade Unions and/or workers’ associations

Adiconsum,  Adoc, Federconsumatori,
Movimento Consumatori,

Consumers’ association

Aipec, Anima, UCID, Fondazione Sodalitas,

Entepreneurs’ associations

Altromercato, Banca Etica, Confcooperative, | Cooperative associations and/or social

Federcasse, Legacoop, business

FairTradeltalia, Impronta Etica, PEFC Italia, Label and/or certifying and rating
companies

Istituto Maria Ausiliatrice, Tor Vergata,
Unitelma Sapienza, ErsHub,

Education institutions

Vita

Media Companies

Appendix 2 — The NeXt Participatory Self-Assessment Survey 2.0 (PSAS 2.0): areas and

indicators
LINK with
AREAS INDICATORS SDGs and
BES
1.1 Transparency on shareholders and sources of
capital
Criterion: transparency on capital ownership with
respect to a control group (percentage value). For
example: if the main shareholders are X (15%), Y Bas
(12%) and Z (8%), the information concerns 35% of ¥,
the ownership.
- Lessthan 10% (score 1)
- 11%-30% (score 2)
THE - 31%-50% (score 3)
CORPORATE - 51%-70% (score 4)
AND ITS - Greater than 70% (score 5)
GOVERNANC
1.2 Corporate culture and actions against illegality
and corruption
Criterion: control of suppliers’ legality and —
transparency, to be expressed in percentage terms Y,
with respect to the controlled suppliers total
amount
- Less than 10% (score 1)
- 11%-30% (score 2)
- 31%-50% (score 3)
- 51%-70% (score 4)




- Greater than 70% (score 5)

1.3 Management strategy and attention to diverse
stakeholders

Criterion: levels and modes of stakeholders’
engagement, to be expressed through numerical
values

- The firm disregards stakeholders’
engagement (score 1)

- The firm is aware of the stakeholders’
engagement value, but there is no direct
involvement (for example, the company only
engages them via indirect links and online
research) (score 2)

- The firm is aware of the stakeholders’
engagement value and their direct
involvement (for example, one meeting with
stakeholders) (score 3)

- The firm dialogues with its stakeholders and

also involves them in corporate strategy
decisions (for example, at least two meetings
with stakeholders (score 4)
The firm dialogues with its stakeholders,
involves them in corporate strategy decisions,
and measures stakeholders’ satisfaction
levels (for example, at least three meetings
with stakeholders and measurement of
satisfaction level for each of them)

1.4 Employee participation and involvement in
corporate strategy decisions

Criterion: stakeholders’ engagement in corporate
strategy decisions, to be expressed in percentage
terms (100% stands for their engagement in every
corporate decisions made)

- None (score 1)

- Consulting employees for less than 30% of
corporate decisions (score 2)

- Consulting employees for more than 30% of
corporate decisions (score 3)

- Sharing and asking for employees’
participation in less than 30% of corporate
strategy decisions (score 4)




- Sharing and asking for employees’
participation in more than 30% of corporate
strategy decisions (score 5)

*Explain what kind of decision is shared.

1.5 Differential between min. and max.
remunerations within the company

Criterion: differential between the maximum annual
remuneration for the best paid and the minimum
annual remuneration for the least paid.

- Lessthan 6 (score 5)

- 6-12 (score 4);

- 13 -25(score 3);

- 26-40 (score 2);

- More than 41 (score 1)

PEOPLE AND
THE WORKING
ENVIRONMEMT

2.1 Collaborative, participatory and supportive
working environment

Criterion: job satisfaction share based on work
climate surveys, (percent of at least satisfied

workers)

- Lessthan 40% (score 1)
- 41%-50% (score 2)

- 51%-65% (score 3)

- 66% - 80% (score 4)

- More than 80% (score 5)

*To be applied to companies with more than 100
employees only.

For companies with less than 100 employees:
express the company’s own value, explaining the
choice on the basis of employees’ participation/
engagement.

2.2. Respect for employee dignity through fair
remuneration (concerning work schedule, tasks
performed, and responsibilities assigned)

Criterion: positive differential between the total
amount of remunerations paid by the company and




the minimum levels set by the main union contracts
(annual basis), to be expressed in percentage terms

- None (score 1)

- Less than 5% (score 2)

- 5%-10% (score 3)

- 11%-20% (score 4)

- More than 20% (score 5)
*To be applied to companies with more than 50
employees only. In any other case, to be considered
as “not applicable”

2.3 Dialogue with workers representatives on health
and safety at work

Criterion: attendance and engagement (of both
informative and consultative kind) of one workers’
representative for safety and one workers’
representative for territorial safety

- None (score 1)

- Attended, but neither informed nor consulted
(score 2)

- Attended, but informed only on a few aspects
(score 3)

- Attended and informed on all aspects (e.g.:
accidents at work, risk assessment,
prevention and organizational measures, etc.)
(score 4)

- Attended, informed, and consulted on all
aspects (score 5)

2.4 U Work-Life balance (smart working, gender
opportunities, etc.)

Criterion: attendance and diversity of work-life
balance agreements

- None (score 1)

- One agreement or unilateral decision on
work-life balance for a specific employee
category (score 2)

- One agreement or unilateral decision on
work-life balance for all employee categories
(score 3)

- Two agreements or unilateral decisions on
work-life balance for a specific employee




category or for all employee categories (score
4)

- More than two agreements or unilateral
decisions on work-life balance for a specific
employee category or for all employee
categories (score 5)

2.5. Employee career development, rewarding
employees skills and experience through training
and lifelong learning

Criterion: for each employee, annual average of
training and continuing education hours

- Lessthan 10 (score 1)

- 11-20 (score 2)

- 21-30(score 3)

- 31-50(score 4)

- Higher than 51 (score 5)

RELATIONSHIPS
WITH CITIZENS
AND
CONSUMERS

3.1. Listening, dialogue and relationships tools with
consumers to understand and improve their
satisfaction (by facilitating dialogue on both new
and traditional media, etc.)

Criterion: attendance and diversity of relational tools
with clients/ consumers

- None (score 1)

- Unilateral dialogue (e.g., toll-free number)
(score 2)

- Regulated dialogue (e.g., regulated toll-free
number) (score 3)

- Digital/ analogue channels with precise
guidelines (score 4)

- Digital/ analogue channels with dedicated
employee(s), in accordance with corporate
mission and culture (score 5)

3.2. Full and documented information on the
environmental and social sustainability of
products/ services and all related processes,
available to customers

Az

(V1]




Criterion: information on products/ service available
on labels and informative material

- Information available on labels as legally
required (score 1)

- Additional information available on labels,
beyond the legally required information
(score 2)

- Additional information available on labels,
through a link to the corporate website (score
3)

- Additional information available on labels
about supply chain traceability (score 4)

- Additional information about supply chain
through ICT/ multimedia systems (e.g.,
blockchain, GS 1 barcode) (score 5)

*To be applied to companies developing services for
citizens only

3.3. Customers’ valorization as a stimulus for
partnership innovations and co-design of
products/services

Criterion: attendance and diversity of interaction
modes with clients

- The firm disregards customers’ suggestions
and indications (score 1)

- The firm considers customers’ suggestions
and indications (score 2)

- The firminteracts with single customers’ (e.g.,
through social media and F.A.Q.) (score 3)

- The firm interacts with consumers
associations (score 4)

- The firm develops shared improvement
actions (score 5)

3.4. Effective ways for complaint management and
resolution, guaranteeing proper response times
and satisfaction levels

Criterion: attendance and diversity of complaint
management strategies

- No way of contact with customers after-sale
(score 1)




- Unregulated and unilateral after-sale contact
with customers (e.g., online form) (score 2)

- Direct after-sale contact with customers
(score 3)

- Regulated and direct after-sale contact with
customers (score 4)

- Joint conciliation and activation of stable
partnerships with consumers associations
(e.g., ethical and control committees created
with consumers associations in order to
monitor processes and all tracking criteria)
(score 5)

3.5 Measurement of customers satisfaction rate
(percent of customers at least satisfied customers)

Criterion: customer satisfaction rate

- Less than 60% (score 1)

- 60% -70% (score 2)

- 71% - 80% (score 3)

- 81%-90% (score 4)

- Higher than 90% (score 5)

THE SUPPLY
CHAIN

4.1 Supply chain transparency

Criterion: public visibility of suppliers on the
company’s website, to be expressed in percentage
terms (percent value share of visible suppliers on
total suppliers value)

- No information available (score 1)
- Lessthan 10% (score 2)

- 10% - 30% (score 3)

- 31%-60% (score 4)

- Higher than 60% (score 5)

4.2 Activation of criteria and procedures
concerning the choice of direct suppliers and
their socio-environmental sustainability

Criterion: relationship between sustainable suppliers
and all suppliers, to be expressed in percentage terms




(avoiding  minimum price bid auctions without
concern for environmental and social criteria and
choices based on cost savings only)

- None (score 1)

- Less than 10% (score 2)

- 10% - 30% (score 3)

- 31%-60% (score 4)

- Greater than 60% (score 5)

4.3 Adoption and applications of monitoring tools
by suppliers on the socio-environmental
sustainability

Criterion: monitoring suppliers’ care towards ethics
and human rights, through local visits as well as
interviews to managers and employees, to be
expressed in percentage terms (percent of the value
share of monitored suppliers on total suppliers value)

- None (score 1)

- Lessthan 10% (score 2)

- 10% - 30% (score 3)

- 31%-60% (score 4)

- Higher than 60% (score 5)

4.4 Fair and transparent agreements on suppliers’
payments

Criterion: late payments with respect to the total
amount of payments to suppliers, to be expressed in
percentage terms

- Higher than 70% (score 1)
- 51%-70% (score 2)

- 31%-50% (score 3)

- 11%-30% (score 4)

- Lessthan 10% (score 5)

4.5 Indirect suppliers’ compliance with
sustainability principles for the purchase of raw/
processed products




Criterion: relationship between the number of

materials/ tools/ products purchased according to

sustainability criteria and the total number of

materials/ tools/ products, to be expressed in

percentage terms

- Less than 10% (score 1)

- 11%-30% (score 2)

- 31%-50% (score 3)

- 51%-70% (score 4)

- Higher than 70% (score 5)

ATTITUDES/
RESPONSABILITY
TOWARD THE
ENVIRONMENT

5.1 Climate change mitigation and energy efficiency

Criterion: energy efficient deviation from the sectors’
standard greenhouse gases emissions, percent

- None (score 1)

- Less than sector standards (score 2)
- 0%-5% (score 3)

- 6%-15% (score 4)

- Higher than 15% (score 5)

5.2. Circular economy approach through proper
waste management

Criterion: efficiency trend about resource use
(reduction of landfill waste), percent

- None (score 1)

- 1% -5% (score 2)

- 6%-10% (score 3)

- 11%-20% (score 4)

- Higher than 20% (score 5)

5.3 Energy supply from renewable sources

Criterion: energy supply from renewable sources,
percent

- Less than 30% from outside distributors
(score 1)
- 31% - 60% from outside distributors (score 2)




- More than 60% from outside distributors
(score 3)

- 31% - 60% from own renewable sources
(score 4)

- Higher than 60% from own renewable
sources (score 5)

5.4 Communication and education initiatives to
promote environmental responsibility among
citizens

Criterion: availability of communication and
education initiatives to promote environmental
responsibility among citizens, to be expressed in
percentage terms (e.g., if the firm provides
information for environmental education on 30
products over 100, the answer is 30%)

- Information for environmental education on
less than 20% of products/ services (score 1)

- Information for environmental education on
20% - 40% of products/ services (score 2)

- Information for environmental education on
41% - 60% of products/ services (score 3)

- Information for environmental education on
61% - 80% of products/ services (score 4)

- Information for environmental education on
more than 80% of products/ services (score
5)

5.5 Responsible consumption of natural resources
(raw materials, water, soil, etc.)

Criterion: two-year reduction trend of raw materials

consumed for corporate activities, percent

- No reduction (score 1)

- 3%-5% (score 2)

- 6%-7% (score 3)

- 8%-10% (score 4)

- Greater than 10% (score 5)

ATTITUDES/
RESPONSABILITY
TOWARDS THE

6.1 Openness and confrontation with local
communities on corporate activities and their
impact




LOCAL
COMMUNITY

Criterion: worked hours in activities such as meetings
on the local heritage, in comparison with the total
amount of worked hours, percent

- None (score 1)

- Less than 2% (score 2)

- 3%-4% (score 3)

- 5%-6% (score 4)

- Higher than 6% (score 5)

6.2 Constant dialogue and sharing with local
stakeholders (institutions, organizations and
others)

Criterion: average number of meetings with each
stakeholder’s category (initiatives and working

grougs!

- None (score 1)

- 1-2(score?2)

- 3-5(score 3)

- 6-10(score4)

- Higher than 10 (score 5)

6.3 Participation and support to local development
policies, including valorization of local environment
and cultural heritage

Criterion: reference to projects supporting local
development policies, to be expressed in percentage
terms in comparison with the corporate profit

- Lessthan 1% (score 1)

- 1% -5% (score 2)

- 6%-10% (score 3)

- 11%-20% (score 4)

- Higher than 20% (score 5)

6.4 Promotion and growth of stable work at a local
level

Criterion: increase in permanent jobs (on a three-
year basis), related to locally trained people, percent

- No growth (score 1)
- Less than 1% (score 2)
- 1,1% - 2% (score 3)




- 2,1% - 5% (score 4)
- Higher than 5% (score 5)

6.5 Mission achievement in collaboration with other
companies and local stakeholders

Criterion: local outsourcing, supporting local supply
chains and non-profit organizations, percent 1

- Less than 10% (score 1)

- 11%-20% (score 2)

- 21%-40% (score 3)

- 41% - 50% (score 4)

- Higher than 50% (score 5)

Source: own preparation

Appendix 3 The Mazziotta-Pareto approach to calculation of the final index score

The score for each domain is computed as

Ai - MAl - SDlCVl

where:
5 5 5 (i 2
1 1 Z.= L:Ws > (l' —M) Wi SD:
M; = ]61 Lo MA =2 sp = | ——— CVi=MAl
j=1%j j=1%j i
and
iii) A; is the i-th domain score
iv) ij is the j-th indicator score
V) w; is the score weight
vi) M; is the unweighted arithmetic average of indicators’ scores in the i-
th domain

vii) MA; is the weighted average of indicators’ scores in the i-th domain

viii)  SD; is the weighted standard deviation of indicators’ scores in the i-th
domain

ix) CV; is the weighted coefficient of variation in the i-th domain



The final total score is computed as:
T = MT — SDT = CVT

where:

5 LA 6 (A; — MT)? SDT
_ &i=11" — i=1\""1 . —
MT = ;SDT c ; T

and:

X) T is the aggregate (NeXt Index) score

xi) A; is the i-th domain score

Xii) MT is the unweighted arithmetic average of domain scores
xiii)  SDT is the standard deviation of domain scores

xiv)  CVT is the coefficient of variation of domain scores

Appendix 4 — Measuring corporate commitment for BES domains and SDGs

With the aim of measuring the overall corporate commitment to improve multi-dimensional
well-being and sustainable development processes, two elements are considered: the direct
commitment and the indirect one. The first element is given by the relation between the sum
of all the scores which were obtained for each indicator associated to priority BES domains/
SDGs and the sum of maximum achievable scores for indicators. The second element relies
on the construction of interlinkages between BES domains/ SDGs dynamics, and serves to
enhance the multidimensional characteristics of well-being and sustainable development.

Regarding the construction of the interlinkages among BES domains, regional-level
components are considered for each domain, as indicated in the “Report on SDGs 2019.
Statistical information for the 2030 Agenda in Italy” by ISTAT, with a total of 168 observations
and a time reference of 8 years. The correlation is calculated through the Spearman index
(Pinar, 2019)*8, adjusted with the Bonferroni methodology (“*” is attributed to the correlation
value with a 99% significance). Results are listed in Table A4.1.

18 pinar, M. Multidimensional Well-Being and Inequality Across the European Regions with Alternative
Interactions Between the Well-Being Dimensions. Soc Indic Res 144, 31-72 (2019).
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-2047-4.



Table A4.1 — Degree of correlation between BES domains

| work and li economic v safety health education i social relat politics anc subjective ' [andscape i environme innovation quality of s
work and life-time balance 1

economic well-being _ 1
| safety 1

health

*] 01562 1
02314 | 0,6024%
0,1803

|education and training
| social relations

politics and institutions x 5 -0,0734

| subjective well-being 0,7467* 0,7045* 03255* 0,

‘landscape and cultural heritage _ 0,1402 0,481

environment |0,5310% 04866° 0,4022* 0,5489% | 1

research and innovation £ | 0,4294* -0,0593 1

|quality of services 0,1484 0,4802® 04670 1

Source: CeSVa based on Istat (2019)

Based on the degree of correlation, three different interlinkages intensities emerge. In
particular:

- Light/ weak interlinkages (Fig. A4.1): interlinkages between BES domains with a
correlation level between 0 and 0,4 (included)

- Medium interlinkages (Fig. A4.2): interlinkages between BES domains with a
correlation level between 0,4 and 0,8

- Stronginterlinkages (Fig. A4.3): interlinkages between BES domains with a correlation
level equal to or more than 0,8

Drawing from the degree of correlation, the following maps of interlinkages are made
(respectively: light/ weak, medium and strong)

Fig. A4.1 — Interlinkages between BES domains: light/ weak case
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Fig. A1.2 — Interlinkages between BES domains: medium case

Source: CeSVa based on Istat (2019)

Fig. Al1.3 — Interlinkages between BES domains: strong case

Source: CeSVa based on Istat (2019)

In order to consider the interlinkages between BES domains in the calculation of all
companies’ contribution to the improvement of multidimensional well-being, as indicated by
the score they obtained for each Participatory Self-Assessment Survey 2.0 indicator, their
percentage of commitment is calculated in the following way:



- Percentage ratio between the sum of all the scores obtained for all the indicators
associated to BES domains and the sum of maximum achievable scores for the same
indicators, considering the interlinkages dynamic as follows:

o If the interlinkage between the priority BES domain (the NeXt index is related
to) and other domains is light/ weak, 0,25% of priority BES domain indicator
score is added to the commitment score of the other domains calculated when
the latter are priority domains

o If the interlinkage between the priority BES domain (the NeXt index is related
to) and other domains is medium, 0.50% of priority BES domain indicator score
is added to the commitment score of the other domains calculated when the
latter are priority domainslf the interlinkage between the priority BES domain
(the NeXt index is related to) and other domains is strong, 0.75% of priority
BES domain indicator score is added to the commitment score of the other
domains calculated when the latter are priority domains

The intensity of interlinkages between SDGs is readapted by the “Report on SDGs 2019.
Statistical information for 2030 Agenda in Italy” by Istat (Istat, 2019.) Synthetic
representations of the relationships among goals are given by the indicated interlinkages sum
(when UN-IAEG- SDGs metadata are available, analysis of relations among objectives, targets
and indicators, defining possible connections with other indicators’ goals: when metadata are
available and well-defined, interrelated targets are reported for each indicator), without
taking directions into consideration. In this way, light/ weak interlinkages (from 1 to 3
interlinkages — Fig. A4.4), medium interlinkages (from 4 to 10 — Fig. A4.5) and strong
interlinkages (more than 10 — Fig. A4.6) are shown.

Fig. A4.4 — Interlinkages between SDGs: light/ weak case
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Fig. A4.5 - Interlinkages between SDGs: medium case

Source: Istat (2019)

Fig. A4.6 — Interlinkages between SDGs: strong case

Source: Istat (2019)

In order to consider the interlinkages between SDGs in the calculation of all companies’
contribution to the activation of sustainable development processes, as indicated by the score
they obtained for each Participatory Self-Assessment Survey 2.0 indicator, their percentage
of commitment is calculated in the following way:

- The percentage ratio between the sum of the scores achieved in the indicators
connected to each SDG *° and the maximum achievable score in the same indicators?°,
taking the interlinkages dynamics into consideration as follows:

19 For the link between indicators and priority SDGs, see NeXt Participatory Self-Assessment Survey 2.0. By way
of example, SDGs 16 is considered as such for the following indicators: 1.1, 1.2 e 6.5.

20 The maximum achievable score for each SDGs is: SDGs 16, 15; SDGs 12, 50; SDGs 8, 35; SDGs 10, 5; SDGs 4,
10; SDGs 9, 5; SDGs 13, 5; SDGs 7, 5; SDGs 14, 5; SDGs 15, 5; SDGs 11, 15. With respect to SDGs 1, 2, 3,5,6 e 17,



o If the interlinkage between the priority SDG domain (the NeXt index is related
to) and other domains is light/ weak, 0,25% of priority SDG domain indicator
score is added to the commitment score of the other domains calculated when
the latter are priority domains

If the interlinkage between the priority SDG domain (the NeXt index is related to) and other
domains is medium, 0.50% of priority SDG domain indicator score is added to the
commitment score of the other domains calculated when the latter are priority domains. If
the interlinkage between the priority SDG domain (the NeXt index is related to) and other
domains is strong, 0.75% of priority SDG domain indicator score is added to the commitment
score of the other domains calculated when the latter are priority domains. From a
Mathematical point of view, the total commitment in each BES domain or SDG is determined
by the following general formula (for a detailed description of the commitment calculation in
each BES domain and SDG, see Table A4.2):

i PrI:D; i Prl:D  PrI: D
IRDL-=M+O,25< 2 2 Paly D >+0,50< 2y ; PeliDy )
Zj PmaijDi ZszPmaijDz Zij PmaijDy
+0,75< ZijPRIjDv >
ZijPmaijDv

where
Iz D; stands for the commitment in the i-th domain/ SDG.

2. PrI;D; stands for the sum of the score achieved in j-th indicators of i-th domains/ SDGs
(direct commitment).

Y.j PnaxliD; stands for the sum of the maximum achievable score in j-th indicators of i-th
domain/ SDG (maximum direct commitment).

e Zj Pr1;D, stands for the sum of the score achieved in j-th indicators of z-th domains/ SDGs.
Z-th domains/ SDGs have a “light”/ weak interlinkage with i-th domains/ SDGs.

Y.z 2 BnaxI;D, stands for the sum of the maximum achievable score in j-th indicators of z-th
domains/ SDGs.

Zy Zj Prl;D,, stands for the sum of the score achieved in j-th indicators of y-th domains/
SDGs. Y-th domains/ SDGs have a medium interlinkage with i-th domains/ SDGs.

Yy 2j PnaxljD,, stands for the sum of the maximum achievable score in j-th indicators of y-th
domains/ SDGs.

the percentage of commitment is calculated by considering the interlinkages dynamics, since they cannot be
primarily related to any indicator of the NeXt Participatory Self-Assessment Survey 2.0.



Y 2. Prl;D, stands for the sum of the score achieved in j-th indicators of v-th domains/ SDGs.
V-th domains/ SDGs have a strong interlinkage with i-th domains/ SDGs.

2w 2.j PrmaxI;Dy, stands for the sum of the maximum achievable score in j-th indicators of the
v-th domains/ SDGs.

The calculation of the total commitment percentage of all BES domains/SDGs is determined
by the following formula:

IxD;

%ID;, = ———
% ' ImaxDi

where

ImaxD;i stands for the maximum achievable commitment in i-th domains/ SDGs?.

21 The maximum achievable score for each BES domain/ SDG: Health, 4,5; Education and training, 3,75; Work
and life-time balance, 4,75; Economic well-being, 4,75; Social Relations, 4,5; Politics and institutions, 4,25;
Safety, 0,75; Subjective well-being, 3,5; Landscape and cultural heritage, 5; Environment, 3,75; Research and
innovation, 3; Quality of services, 4,75; SDGs 1, 6; SDGs 2, 2; SDGs 3, 3,5; SDGs 4, 4,25; SDGs 5, 3; SDGs 6, 3,5;
SDGs 7, 1,5; SDGs 8, 4; SDGs 9, 3,25; SDGs 10, 2; SDGs 11, 5; SDGs 12, 3,75; SDGs 13, 4,25; SDGs, 14, 2,25; SDGs,
15, 2,25; SDGs 16, 2,25; SDGs 17, 2,5.



Table A4.2 — Formula to calculate the commitment in each BES domain and SDG

BES Formula
domains/SDGs??
IDyss = 0 50( 2.j Prl;Dg, i Prl;Dgyy 2.j PrI;Dsy
Zj PmaijDRI Zj PmaijDENV Zj PmaijDSW
2. Prl;Dp; 2.j PrliDgr %j PrliDgg )
Zj PmaijDPI Zj PmaijDET Zj PmaijDSR
Health?3 +0 75( Z] PRIjDLCH Z} PRI]'DWLB )
. Zj PmaijDLCH Zj PmaijDWLB
IrD
%IDHEA = —I R gEAA
max*~HE.
IgDgr = —Zj Fel Der + 0.25 <—Z] PrljDsr >
Zj PmaijDET Zj PmaijDSR
10 50( Zj Prl;Dycy Zj Prl;Dg, Zj Prl;Dy1p
Education and Zj PmaijDLCH Zj PmaijDRI Zj PmaxljDWLB
training Z] PRIjDPI ZjPRIjDENV >
Zj PmaijDPI Zj PmaijDENV
IxD
%IDET = I R gT
max*~ET
i PrI; D i PrI;D
IRDWLB= 2] RYJ¥WLB +025< Z] RYjMRI )
Zj PmaijDWLB Zj PmaijDRI
40 50( Zj Prl;Dgny Zj Prl;Dsy Zj Prl;Dp;
Work and work- . Zj PmaijDENV Zj PmaijDSW Zj PmaijDPI
life balance ZJPRI]DET ) +075< Z]PRIJDLCH Z]PRI]DSR
Zj PmaijDET Zj PmaijDLCH Zj PmaijDSR
IxrD
%IDWLB = —I R IV)VLB
max~WLB

22 |n formula, BES domains are abbreviated as follows: Health, HEA; Education and training, ET; Work and life-
time balance, WLB; Economic well-being, EW; Social relations, SR; Politics and institutions, Pl; Safety, SAF;
Subjective well-being, SW; Landscape and cultural heritage, LCH; Environment, ENV; Research and innovation,

RI; Quality of services, QS.

23 For those BES domains (Health, Safety, Quality of services and Economic well-being) and SDGs (1, 2, 3,5, 6 e
17) which cannot be primarily related to any indicator of the NeXt Participatory Self-Assessment Survey 2.0.,

one may calculate only the direct commitment.




IDgg = 0 50( Zj PrliDgr Zj PrliDg; Zj Prl;Dp;
Zj PmaijDET ZijaijDRI ZijaijDPI
ZjPRIjDSW ZjPRIjDENV )
Economic Zj PmaijDSW ZijaijDENV
well-being 10 75( Zj PRIjDLCH Zj PRIjDWLB Zj PRIjDSR )
Zj PmaijDLCH Zj PmaijDWLB Zj PmaijDSR
IxD
%IDEB = —I R gB
max™~EB
I Dew — Y.j PrliDsp 0 <ZjPRIjDET X PrliDg, )
RESR Zj PmaijDSR . Zj PmaijDET Zj PmaijDRI
050 <+ 2. PrliDpy 2.j PrliDsw 2j PrliDeny )
. Zj PmaijDPI Zj PmaijDSW Zj PmaijDENV
Social relations o 75( Y PrI;Dycy % PrIiDy1p )
. Zj PmaijDLCH Zj PmaijDWLB
IxD
%IDSR == —I R ;iR
max
i PrI;D i PrI; D
IDpy = 2] rLjLUpr +O.25< 21 rRIjVENY )
Zj PmaijDPI Zj PmaijDENV
+o 50( 2jPrliDgr | XjPrliDwip .j PrliDsg
Politics and Zj PmaijDET Zj PmaijDWLB Zj PmaijDSR
Institutions 2 PrliDpg, i PrliDicy %j PrliDsy )
Zj PmaijDRI Zj PmaijDLCH Zj PmaijDSW
IxD
%IDPI =I R gI
max*~Pl

1D _ 025( ZjPRIjDSW ) 50< ZjPRIjDENV )
RESAE . ijmaijDSW . ZijaijDENV
Safety
IrnD
%IDSAF = I R ;lz:F
max
Subjective

well-being




LDy = % PrliDsw ., ( 2j PrljDgr X PrljDgy )
Zj PmaijDSW Zj PmaijDET Zj PmaijDRI
N 0.50< %.j Prl;Dsg 2 PrliDp; 2 PrliDycy
Zj PmaijDSR Zj PmaijDPI Zj PmaijDLCH
Zj PRIjDWLB Zj PRIjDENV >
Zj PmaijDWLB Zj PmaijDENV

IrDsy
%IDgy, =
vsw I maxDSW

Landscape and
cultural heritage

Dy = i PelDicn
Zj PmaijDLCH
N 0.50< 2 PrliDp, Y PrliDgr X PrliDgyy
Zj PmaijDPI Zj PmaijDET Zj PmaijDENV
X PrliDpg, %j PrliDsy >
Zj PmaijDRI Zj PmaijDSW

N 0.75< Y PrliDy1p Xj PrliDsg )
Zj PmaijDWLB Zj PmaijDSR
IRDLCH
%ID;cy =
o LeH ImaxDLCH

Environment

ZjPRIjDENV ZjPRIjDPI
IrDgny = 2\ T
Zj PmaijDENV Zj PmaijDPI
+0 50< 2jPrliDer XjPrliDwip | X PrliDsg
Zj PmaijDET Zj PmaijDWLB Zj PmaijDSR
ZjPRIjDLCH ZjPRIjDSW )
Zj PmaijDLCH Zj PmaijDSW

IxD
%IDENV == —I R gNV
max*~ENV
o~ % PeliDa
RERI Zj PmaijDRI
n 025( Zj PRIjDWLB Zj PRIjDSR Zj PRIjDSW )
Research and Zj PmaijDWLB Zj PmaijDSR Zj PmaijDSW
Innovation o 50( Y PrIiDicu Y. PrliDpy Y. PrI;Dgr )
Zj PmaijDLCH Zj PmaijDPI Zj PmaijDET
IrnD
%IDg; = RURI

max*~RI




[ Do = 050( ZjPRIjDENV ZjPRIjDSW ZjPRIjDPI
fkres . Zj PmaijDENV Zj PmaijDSW Zj PmaijDPI
Zj PRIjDET ZjPRIjDRI
. Z'PmaxI'DET Z'P I'DRI
Quality of J ] J maxsJ
services 10 75( Zj PRIjDLCH Zj PRIjDWLB Zj PRIjDSR )
Zj PmaijDLCH Zj PmaijDWLB Zj PmaijDSR
IRDQS
%IDgs = ———
es ImaxDQS
1D — 025( Y PrIiD; X PrliDqg >
kL . ijmaijD7 ijmaijDlo
+050< Y. PrliDg 2 PrliDy )
ijmaijDS Zj PmaijD9
" 40 75( Zj PRIlel Zj PRIjD4- Zj PRIjD16
SDGs 1 Zj PmaijDll Zj PmaijD4- Zj PmaijDlé
2 PrliDss 2 PrliDyy 2 PrliDy3 )
Zj PmaijD15 Zj PmaijD14 ZijaijDB
Ix D,
%ID; =
! maxDl
1D, = 0.25< 2j PrliDyq YjPrliDg  XjPrliDy  X;PrliDis )
ijmaijDll ijmaijDS ijmaijD9 ijmaijDls
i PrI:D  PrI:D
SDGs 2 +0.50<Z] RYjM4 Z] R%j 14>
s ijmaijD4 Zj PmaijD14
IrD;
%ID, =
2 maxDZ
IgD3 = O.25< 2, Prly D1z 2, PaliDs )
ijmaijDlz ijmaijD9
SDGs 3 +o 50( Y. Prl;iD; 2 PrliDy3 % PrliDqy )
ijmaijD7 Zj PmaijD13 ZijaijDll
N 0.75< %j PrliD, 2.j PrliDg )
ijmaijD4 Zj PmaijDS

24 In formula, SDGs are abbreviated by indicating only their numbers




IxD;

D, i PrliD,
X PnaxliDs
N 025( 2. PrliD1; 2. PrljDy 2 PrliD16
ijmaijDlz ijmaijDll ijmaxljD16
2.j Prl;D; >
Y BnaxliDy
SDGs 4 +050< S PrlDi;  Y;PaliDy X, PglDy, )
" \XjPraxliD1s  XjPnaxliDo  XjBnaxliD1o
+0.75 <+ i PrliDs )
Zj PmaijDB
wib =5
IxDs = O.25< 2 PrljD7 2j PrliD1s 2 PrliDy3
2 PnaxliD7 2 BnaxliD11 XjPnaxliD1s
Zj Prl;Dy, >+050< Zj PrliDy6 )
Zj PraxliD12 . Zj PraxliD16
SDGs 5 +075< % PrliDs X PrliDis )
©\Yj PnaxiDs X PraxliD1a
-
IgDg = 0.25< 2jPrliD;  XjPrliDio  XjPrliDg X PrliDiy )
i PnaxliD7 X jPnaxliDio  XjPnaxliDs X jPnaxliDia
N 0.50< X PrliD, 2.j PrliD16 2.j Prl;D1q
YjPnaxliDa  XjPmaxliDi6 ~ XjPmaxliD11
SDGs 6 S PeliDis X PeliDys )
2 BraxliD1s  Xj PnaxliD1s
wine =75,
SDGs 7 | IxD, _ XDy ( 2jPrliDy  XjPrliDi )
Y PraxliD; 2 PnaxliDs ~ Xj PnaxliD11




IrD;

max*=~7
> Prl;D
jImax!jls Zj BrnaxliD16 Z]. PraxliD1o
+ 0_5()( ZJPRIlel ZjPRIJ-Dg
SDGs 8 sz:Pr;aijDn Zj BrnaxliDy
+ 0.75( jPrliDs X PrljD1a
Zj PmaijD4 Zj PmaijD12
max*~’'8
> PrI:D
Z]'PmaxI'Dg ' ZP J jiRIjY14
] i BnaxliD12 X j PnaxliD Y P
Y Prl;D xliDi1 2 PnaxliD1s
SDGs 9 +050( 5 L rliDis  XjPrliDs X PrliDs
%IDQ = IRD9
D
max*~9
> Prl;D
IxDyo :MJFO_ZS N Y PrliDi; X, PrliDg
Z] PmaijD1o Z.p I.D
j fmax!jl11 ijmaxI'D
Y. Prl;D I
SDGs 10 +0.50 (#)
i I:D
jIfmax!jla
%ID,y = I’RDll)o
max*~10
Z1' PmaijD11
+ 0.25 (ZZJI'JPRIJ'DH 2. PrliD14 Y PrliD,
i I.D .
jBnaxliD12 X PnaxliD P .
SDGs 11 Zj PRIjD7 Z'PRI-D ax'j 1?1 Z] max1]D4-
S P j FrijP1o Y. Prl;Dg
j max£D7 Zj Bnax1iD1o Zj Praxl;Dg
+ 0.50( j PrliDs 2. PrliDss
sz:PmaijDS 2j BnaxliD1s
+ 0.75 ( j PrliD1s 2. PrliDse
21’ PrnaxliD13 Zj PraxliD16




IRD11

%IDll = i D
max*~11
o _ ZiPelDi
RE12 ZijaijDlz
+0.25 ( 2jPrliDy ~ X;PrliD1y  X;PrliDis
Zj PmaijDg Zj PmaijDll Zj PmaijD15
2 PrliD13 2j PrliD, >
SDGs 12 Z]- PmaijD13 Zj PmaijD4-
+o 75( 2. PrljDg 2 PrliDy4 >
ijmaijDS Zj PmaijD14
IxD
%D, =1 R 2)2
max*12
.P.1.D i PrI:D
IoDss = 2] rljl13 +O.25< 21 rljl12 )
Zj PmaijD13 Zj PmaijDlz
Zj PmaijD4 Zj PmaijD9 Zj PmaijDls
. ijmaijDll Zj PmaijD14
IrD
%ID13 = I R 11)3
max*~'13
1D = i PrliDyy < 2.j PrliDg %j PrliDqq )
ko Zj PraxliD1a . z:j PrnaxIjDs Z}' PraxljD11
S PpI:D
SDGs 14 + 0'75< D
ijmaijDIB
IxD
%ID,, = I R g}
max*~14
IRD15 = —Zj PR[leS . 5<—Zj PRIleZ >
Zj PmaijDls Zj PmaijDlz
SDGs 15 + 0.50( 2 PrliDy | 2 PrljDis )
ijmaijDll Zj PmaijD13

I,D
%D, = RrRV1s

max~15




1D = 2 PrliDig 5< 2 PrliD, ZjPRIjD8>
Rte ijmaxI]D16 . ijmaijD4 ZijaijDB
+0.75 (2 PRlPu
SDGs 16 . Zj PmaijDll
IxD
%D =7 )
max*~'16
_ Y PrliD, Y.j PrliDg 2 PrliDig X PrliDy,
[rD17 = 025{ 5= =", N PoocdliDg Y iPrgliDig i PpaxliD
ijaxjét jfmax!1j~8 jfmax!tjt10 j fmaxtjH12
2 PrliD16 +0.50 2j Prl;Dy
ZijaijDls . ijmaijD‘a
SDGs 17 \ 075 <+ X, PrliDy, >
. ijmaijDM
IxD
%D =
max*~17

Source: NeXt CeSVa

Drawing from the results obtained from a NeXt Participatory Self-Assessment Survey 2.0
(Table A4.3 e A4.4) distributed in real life, the table A4.5 offers an example to the reader and
helps to understand the methodology applied.

Table A4.3 —Scores obtained from NeXt Participatory Self-Assessment Survey 2.0 indicators

(example)
Indicator Sco're BES domain SDGs
obtained
1.1 5 Politics and Institutions 16
1.2 1 Politics and Institutions 16
1.3 3 Politics and Institutions 12
1.4 5 Politics and Institutions 8
1.5 5 Work and life-time balance 10
2.1 5 Work and life-time balance 8
2.2 3 Work and life-time balance 8
2.3 5 Politics and Institutions 8
2.4 1 Work and life-time balance 8
2.5 5 Education and training 8
3.1 5 Social relations 12
3.2 2 Education and training 4
3.3 5 Research and innovation 9
3.4 3 Subjective well-being 12



https://www.nexteconomia.org/cesva-centro-studi-e-valutazioni-next/

3.5 4 Education and training 12
4.1 5 Social relations 12
4.2 1 Social relations 12
4.3 1 Social relations 12
4.4 5 Social relations 12
4.5 1 Social relations 12
5.1 5 Environment 13
5.2 5 Environment 12
5.3 2 Environment 7
5.4 1 Education and training 4
5.5 1 Environment 14/15
6.1 2 Social relations 11
6.2 4 Social relations 11
6.3 1 Landscape and cultural heritage 11
6.4 5 Work and life-time balance 8
6.5 1 Social relations 16
Source: CeSVa based on NeXt (2021)
Table A4.4 - Direct commitment in BES domains and SDGs (example)
BES domains D|r'ect SDGs D|r.ect
commitment commitment
Politics and institutions 0.76 4 0.3
Education and training 0.6 7 0.4
Work and life-time balance 0.76 8 0.83
Social relations 0.55 9 1
Environment 0.65 10 1
Research and innovation 1 11 0.47
Subjective well-being 0.6 12 0.66
Landscape and cultural heritage 0.2 13 1
14 0.2
15 0.2
16 0.47

Source: CeSVa based on NeXt (2021)

Table A4.5 — Total commitment in BES domains and SDGs (example)

BES domains/SDGs

Calculating total commitment

Health

ImaxDuga=4.5

> %IDyp,=2.8*100/4.5=62.22%

IxDyE4=0.50(1+0.65+0.6+0.76+0.6+0.55) + 0.75(0.2+0.76)=2.8

Education and
training

I Dyr=0.6+0.25(0.55) + 0.5(0.2+1+0.76+0.76+0.65)=2.4225




ImaxDET=3-75

> %IDp;=2.4225%100/3.75=64.6%

Work and life-time
balance

I Dy 5=0.76+0.25(1) + 0.5(0.65+0.6+0.76+0.6)+0.75(0.2+0.55)=2.8775

ImaxDWLB=4-75

> %IDy5=2.8775*100/4.75=60.58%

Economic well-being

IxDgyy=0.50(0.6+1+0.76+0.6+0.65) + 0.75(0.2+0.76+0.55)=2.9375
ImaxDEW=4-75

> %IDgy,=2.9375*100/4.75=61.84%

Social relations

IrDgr=0.55+0.25(0.6+1) + 0.5(0.76+0.6+0.65)+0.75(0.2+0.76)=2.675
ImaxDsgr=4.5

= %IDsg=2.7775*100/4.5=59.44%

Politics and
institutions

IxDp;=0.76+0.25(0.65) + 0.5(0.6+0.76+0.55+1+0.2+0.6)=2.7775
ImaxDPI=4-25

= %IDp;=2.7775*100/4.25=65.35%

Safety

IgDs4r=0.25(0.6) + 0.5(0.65)=0.475
LinaxDsar=0.75

> %IDg,;=2.7775*100/0.75=63.33%

Subjective well-
being

Iz Dgy,=0.6+0.25(0.6+1) + 0.5(0.55+0.76+0.2+0.76+0.65)=2.46
ImaxDsw=3.5

> %IDgy,=2.46*100/3.5=70.28%

Landscape and
cultural heritage

IxD, c1=0.2+0.50(0.76+0.6+0.65+1+0.6) + 0.75(0.76+0.55)=2.9875

ImaxDrcu=5

> %ID, -4=2.9875*100/5=59.75%

Environment

I Dgny=0.65+0.25(0.76) + 0.5(0.6+0.76+0.55+0.2+0.6)=2.195
LnaxDenv=3.75

> %IDgyy=2.195%100/3.75=58.53%

Research and
innovation

Iz Dp;=1+0.25(0.76+0.55+0.6) + 0.5(0.2+0.76+0.6)=2.2575

ImaxDg;=3




> %IDg;=2.2575*100/3=75.25%

Quality of services

IgDs=0.50(0.65+0.6+0.76+0.6+1) + 0.75(0.2+0.76+0.55)=2.9375
ImaxDQS=4-75

- %ID,5=2.9375*100/4.75=61.84%

SDGs 1

IrD;=0.25(0.4+1) + 0.50(0.83+1)+0.75(0.47+0.3+0.47+0.2+0.2+1)=3.245
ImaxD1=6

- %ID,=3.245*100/6=54.08%

SDGs 2

Iz D,=0.25(0.47+0.83+1+0.2) + 0.5(0.3+0.2)=0.875
ImaxD2=2

> %ID,=0.875%100/2=43.75%

SDGs 3

I,D5=0.25(0.66+1) + 0.5(0.4+1+0.47)+0.75(0.3+0.83)=2.1975
LnaxD3=3.5

- %ID3=2.1975*100/3.5=62.78%

SDGs 4

IrD,=0.3+0.25(0.66+0.47+0.47+0.4) + 0.5(1+1+1)+0.75(0.83)=2.9225
LpaxDs=4.25

- %I1D,=2.9225*100/4.25=68.76%

SDGs 5

IrD5=0.25(0.4+0.47+1+0.66) + 0.5(0.47)+0.75(0.3+0.2)=1.2425
ImaxDs=3

= %ID5=1.2425*100/3=41.42%

SDGs 6

IxD=0.25(0.4+1+0.83+0.2) + 0.5(0.3+0.47+0.47+0.2+1)=1.8275
ImaxDe=3.5

= %IDg=1.8275*100/3.5=52.21%

SDGs 7

1,D,=0.4+0.25(0.3+0.47)=0.5925
ImaxD7=1.5

- %I1D,=0.5925*100/1.5=39.5%

SDGs 8

IR Dg=0.83+0.25(0.47+1) + 0.5(0.47+1)+0.75(0.3+0.66)=2.6525
ImaxDg=4

= %IDg=2.6525*100/4=66.31%




SDGs 9

IrDy=1+0.25(0.66+0.47+0.2) + 0.5(1+0.83+0.3)=2.3975
ImaxD9=3.25

= %IDy=2.3975%100/3.25=73.77%

SDGs 10

IxD;1¢=1+0.25(0.47+0.83) + 0.5(0.3)=1.475
ImaxD10=2

> %ID,,=1.475%*100/2=73.75%

SDGs 11

IgD;1=0.47+0.25(0.66+0.2+0.3+0.4+1+1)
0.5(0.83+0.2)+0.75(1+0.47)=2.9775

ImaxD11=5

- %ID;1=2.9775*100/5=59.55%

SDGs 12

IxD,,=0.66+0.25(1+0.47+0.2+1+0.3) + 0.75(0.83+0.2)=2.175
ImaxD12=3.75

> %ID;,=2.175*100/3.75=58%

SDGs 13

IpD15=1+0.25(0.66) + 0.5(0.3+1+0.2)+0.75(0.47+0.2)=2.4175
ImaxD13=4.25

- %ID;3=2.4175*100/4.25=56.88%

SDGs 14

IxD1,=0.2+0.25(1+0.47) + 0.75(1)=1.3175
ImaxD14=2.25

> %ID,,=1.3175*100/2.25=58.55%

SDGs 15

I,D;5=0.2+0.25(0.66) + 0.5(0.47+1)=1.1
InaxD15=2.25

> %ID;5=1.1%¥100/2.25=48.89%

SDGs 16

IxD,¢=0.47+0.25(0.3+0.83)+0.75(0.47)=1.105
ImaxD16=2.25

= %ID;4=1.105%100/2.25=49.11%

SDGs 17

IrD;,=0.25(0.3+0.83+1+0.66+0.47) + 0.5(1)+0.75(0.2)=1.465
ImaxD17=2.5

- %ID;,=1.465%100/2.5=58.6%

Source: NeXt CeSVa based on NeXt (2021)




