
 

International seminar 
on social LCA 

Recent developments in assessing the 
social impacts of the products life cycles 

Agropolis International – Louis Malassis amphitheatre 
Montpellier (France) – May, 5-6, 2011 

SYNTHESIS OF THE PROCEEDINGS 



International Seminar on Social LCA — Montpellier (France) — 5-6 May 2011 2 Synthesis of the Proceedings 

Scientific Committee 

Catherine Macombe (CEMAGREF)  catherine.macombe@cemagref.fr 

Pauline Feschet (CIRAD)  pauline.feschet@cirad.fr 

Denis Loeillet (CIRAD)  denis.loeillet@cirad.fr 

Michel Garrabé (UM1)  michel.garrabe@univ-montp1.fr 

 

 
Organizing institutions 

CIRAD 
http://www.cirad.fr/ 

CEMAGREF 
http://www.cemagref.fr/ 

Université Montpellier 1 
http://www.univ-montp1.fr/ 

ELSA 
http://www.elsa-lca.org/ 

Agropolis 
http://www.agropolis.fr/ 

 

 
With contribution of 

Compagnie Fruitière 
http://www.fruitiere.fr 

Plateforme ecotech-LR 
http://www.ecotech-lr.org/ 

Ecotool - FP7 - Marie Curie Action - International research staff exchange scheme 
(IRSES) 
Ecotool: amélioration des outils d’ACV pour l’évaluation de la durabilité des systèmes forestiers et 
agricoles et des écotechnologies 

 

 
Acknowledgements 

We are very grateful to our colleagues, who have contributed to the organisation of the seminar. Thanks 
a lot to: 

Jean-Pierre Allano, Mélissa Cornelus, Grace Delobel, Michèle Egea, Jean-Michel Fathou, Eric Fouré, 
Cyrille Gourment, Nicolas Jahier, Pyrène Larrey-Lassalle, Eléonore Loiseau, Philippe Radigon,  
Eva Risch, Adolfo Rolo Saez, Philippe Roux, Catherine Sanchez, Nathalie Villeméjeanne 
 
Photographs: Clio Delanoue, Evelyne Dubos, Régis Domergue 



3 International Seminar on Social LCA — Montpellier (France) — 5-6 May 2011 Synthesis of the Proceedings 

Summary 

Social and Socio-Economic Life Cycle Analysis (SLCA) is 
a new and rapidly evolving scientific field.  As demon-
strated in the recent proceedings of the International 
Seminar on SLCA held in Montpellier (France) 5-6 May 
2011, practitioners are debating, defining, designing, and 
testing diverse methodologies and approaches. The 
overall objective is to provide decision makers with infor-
mation to help them make informed and fair decisions.  

The main issues that emerged over the course of the two 
day seminar regarded: 

• SLCA study frameworks: the definition of the bounda-
ries, nature of impacts and impact indicators of the 
study are crucial but problematic tasks.  Although 
there is no single solution, taking the context of the 
study into account emerges as a critical component. 

• Decision makers: these may be governments, compa-
nies, consumers.  All are subject to limitations regard-
ing their capacity to use SLCA outputs. The question 
that thus arises is how best may the needs of these 
various decision makers be met?  The way results are 
presented (array of options or information, single 
scores) have consequences on how they will be inter-
preted and used. 

• Role of researchers: limited by their own subjectivity, 
they need to balance transparency with utility (e.g. pro-
vide outputs that decision makers can understand and 
use) in an imperfect world overflowing with imperfect 
information. 

• Relationship/synergy with environmental LCA: there is 
a need to balance environmental with social assess-
ments, a need to define a shared vocabulary, and a 
need to develop an equivalent SLCA label. 

Thursday May 5, 2011 

Opening: 

Following the welcome address by Michel Garrabé 
(University of Montpellier 1, France), Robert Habib 
(CIRAD, France) briefly introduced the need for SLCA 
studies. Veronique Bellon-Maurel (SUPAGRO, France) 
then presented the ELSA platform, a network of scientists 
and experts studying environmental and social LCA that 
was established in 2008 in Montpellier. More detailed in-
formation on ELSA and a list of upcoming LCA events, 
including awareness raising seminars, a more in-depth 
summer school on LCA methodology, and an interna-
tional conference on environmental and integrated as-
sessments may be found in her attached presentation 
(Attachment 1). 

Presentations1: 

Catherine Macombe (CEMAGREF-ELSA, France):  
The different approaches of social LCA 
(Attachments 2 and 3) 

Macombe provided a broad outline of the topics that 
would be addressed in the seminar. She discussed the 
definition and purpose of SLCA, provided a methodologi-
cal framework for SLCA studies, and discussed the com-
plex decisions involved in their implementation. Through-
out her presentation, she cited the speakers whose pa-
pers touched upon the topics outlined (see Attachment 3, 
slide 9). 

Departing from the definition of “social LCA” provided by 
UNEP/SETAC2, Macombe emphasized that SLCA is a 
method, not a technique or finalized tool, which implies 
that practitioners must continuous examine their assump-
tions and practices. Furthermore, in addition to assessing 
the social impacts caused by the functioning of a produc-

A Synthesis of the Proceedings 
of the International Seminar on Social LCA  

 
Grace Delobel  

Scientific Translator 

1 Note: The order of the presentations differed slightly from the established programme 

2 “A social and socio-economic Life Cycle Assessment (S-LCA) is a social impact (and potential impact) assessment technique that aims to assess the 
social and socio-economic aspects of products and their potential positive and negative impacts along their life cycle encompassing extraction and 
processing of raw materials; manufacturing; distribution; use; re-use; maintenance; recycling; and final disposal.” Benoit C, Mazjin B (eds). 2009. Guidelines 
for Social Life Cycle Assessment of Products, p. 37. UNEP/SETAC 

http://acv-sociale-2011.cirad.fr/content/download/3249/31239/version/1/file/Macombe-SocialLCApresentation.pdf
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tion chain, the purpose of applying the method is to as-
sess change in the functioning of a chain and change be-
tween two chains providing the same service.   

After presenting a basic methodological framework for 
social LCA studies (Attachment 3, slides 4-6), Macombe 
points out that once one begins to analyze the compo-
nents, the exercise rapidly becomes very complex. Each 
step involves decisions that will affect the study’s outputs. 
One must choose how to define the functional unit of the 
product under study, describe the chain of organizations 
involved and then choose the limits or parameters of the 
study, choose who should define the impacts to be ad-
dressed (theory? stakeholders? experts?), decide what 
the impacts are (a state? a change?) and define how 
these impacts should be measured. When considering 
the definition of impact categories, the context of the 
study emerges as a crucial issue.     

The outputs of an SCLA study are meant to help deci-
sion-makers (policy makers and managers of private en-
terprises and non-profit organizations) make informed 
and fair decisions.  Who should interpret the outputs of a 
study – the research scientists conducting it, decision 
makers, the general public – would be an important topic 
of debate later in the seminar.   

 

Deana Aulisio (University of New Hampshire, USA): 
Social Hotspot Assessment of US Orange 
Juice: Overview and Application of the SHDB 
(Attachments 4 and 5) 

Deana Aulisio introduced the Social Hotspot Database 
(SHDB) and illustrated how it may be used with a pilot 
study on orange juice produced in the USA.  In so doing, 
she discusses the tools and information needed to 
achieve greater transparency in value chains. 

The need to identify supply chain “hot spots” was noted 
in the 2009 SLCA guidelines produced by UNEP/SETAC.  
Social hotspots are areas of concern, or points along a 
supply chain where a company may wish to take action, 
and site-specific issues that need to be considered be-
fore doing business in a region/country, including associ-
ated opportunities and risks.  The SHDB was developed 
to fill a need for site-specific data that hitherto had been 
lacking in SLCA tools and databases. Aulisio also intro-
duced Life Cycle Attribute Assessments, which are fol-
lowed by site-specific field evaluations to determine the 
gravity of a given issue and the level of the risk.   

Detailed information on the history, objectives, and con-
tents of the SHDB is available at www.socialhotspot.org 
(also see Appendix 5, slide 35 for related links). Aulisio 
also provided examples of issues currently addressed in 
the database, associated data sources, and risk indica-
tors on a sector and country basis in her presentation 
(see Appendix 5). Finally, she provided details of the pilot 
study on orange juice produced in the USA, a sector dis-
tinguished by the fact the production site and primary 
source of raw material are both located within the USA.  

In the discussion that followed, the issue of data quality 
and variability was raised.  Aulisio acknowledged that all 
sources do not provide the same quality of data, and that 
this could be a problem, but that the point was to high-
light areas of concern that then should be studied 
through a site-specific assessment. There is an intention 
to develop data quality indicators but this task will take 
some time to complete. 

Another issue discussed was the role of and support pro-
vided by individual companies.  Aulisio noted that some 
companies such as Walmart are supportive due to con-
cern for their reputation and an interest in better control 
over the supply chain in terms of both environmental and 
social impacts.   

Lastly, she explained that the program was very user-
friendly and eventually may be used to give products a 
score to help consumers make choices based on consid-
erations other than price. 

 

Andreas Jorgensen (DTU, Denmark): 
Exploring the effect of 3 different 
SLCA methodologies 
(Attachments 6 and 7) 

Starting from the premises that SLCA is a decision sup-
port tool, and that the design of any kind of tool should be 
determined by the tool’s intended purpose, Jorgensen 
discussed how SLCA may be designed to improve social 
conditions for stakeholders in a product’s life cycle.  He 
presented three SLCA methods – management, conse-
quential, and educative SLCA – that are distinguished by 
slightly different purposes and intended users. 

In management SLCA, the value chain manager and 
SLCA decision maker is the same. SLCA creates an ef-
fect by identifying hotspots (see Aulisio’s presentation) so 
that the value chain manager/SLCA decision maker may 
improve them.  Site specific data is required, and the fo-
cus is on parts of the life cycle on which the value chain 
manager can directly control.  

In contrast, in consequential SLCA, the value chain man-
ager and SLCA decision maker are not the same.  SLCA 
creates an effect by identifying the social impacts caused 
by decision alternatives. The decision maker chooses the 
decision alternatives leading to the most favourable so-
cial impacts. The focus is on the complete life cycle, 
seeking to assess the impact of a choice beyond what 
the manager can control, including production and non-
production impacts.   

Educative SLCA resembles consequential SLCA in that 
the value chain manager and SLCA decision maker 
again are not the same. SLCA creates an effect by as-
sessing social conditions related to decision alternatives. 
The decision maker chooses decision alternative with a 
‘good SLCA score’, which can become a competitive ad-
vantage, leading to changes in company conduct.  Stan-
dardization is probably more important in this method 

http://acv-sociale-2011.cirad.fr/content/download/3114/29890/version/1/file/3-Aulisio%26al-Application+of+the+social+hot+spot+database+to+the+orange+juice+supply+chain.pdf
http://acv-sociale-2011.cirad.fr/content/download/3115/29893/version/1/file/4-Jorgensen%26al-The+effect+of+three+different+SLCA+methods.pdf
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than the other two, making it easier for companies to 
adopt. 

Jorgensen concluded with the observation that while all 
three methods have beneficial aims, none are free of 
problems (see Attachment 7, slide 23). 

In the discussion that followed, several participants asked 
how these problems could be resolved, but as yet, no 
clear solutions exist other than pursuing the research. 

Another issue discussed was whether SLCA could be 
used as a marketing tool by companies, but thus far 
Jorgensen had not yet observed this (with the exception 
of a study on cut roses).  He agreed with the observation 
of another participant that consequential SLCA may be 
more relevant in a business to business context (for ex-
ample, when one company is considering purchasing an-
other company).  He also noted an additional distinction 
between consequential and educative SLCA being that in 
educative SLCA, study results must be communicated to 
the market for the market to become educated.  This is 
not the case for consequential SLCA, where results are 
communicated only to the decision maker.  

Finally, the question was raised whether SLCA could be 
integrated into a bigger framework or set of tools, eg 
whether sustainability environmental/economic indicators 
could be incorporated into the method.  Jorgensen noted 
that the structure of SLCA and its use may be different 
than methods used for environmental issues but the di-
rect integration of SLCA into an environmental framework 
may be possible, he just had not yet considered it. 

 

Louise Camilla Dreyer (DTU, Denmark): 
A site specific approach to life cycle manage-
ment of labor rights issues:  
Using the Social LCA toolbox  
(Attachments 8 and 9) 

The principle behind Dreyer’s approach is that the life cy-
cle management (LCM) of labor rights issues involves not 
only identifying risks, but managing these risks to im-
prove social conditions. Due to the sensitive nature of la-
bor rights violations, a site-specific approach to assess-
ments is necessary to identify risks. To facilitate improve-
ments, additional tools also are needed to prioritize the 
scope of LCM. 

Dreyer presents four tools in the SLCA tool box that may 
be used alone or in combination to execute site-specific 
company assessments and prioritize scope: 

1) Product chain analysis: identify who is embraced by 
the responsibility of the product manufacturer and to what 
degree. 

2) Context assessment: the external risk of labor rights 
violations.  The context is the country/region and the sec-
tor. 

3) Influence assessment: the product manufacturer’s lev-
erage in the product chain.  The underlying premise is 
that with influence comes responsibility. 

4) Company assessment: the internal risk of labor rights 
violations. Is the company willing and able to manage la-
bor rights violations? The purpose is to assess risk and 
facilitate improvement through dialogue and a process 
approach. In her experience, the process here is more 
important than the final product. 

In terms of the application of these tools, Dreyer sug-
gests using tools 1 and 2 (product chain analysis and 
context assessment) for hotspot analysis (see Deana Au-
lisio’s presentation, Appendixes 4 and 5). Influence as-
sessment helps companies to prioritize where they have 
influence (short term perspective) and should seek influ-
ence (long term perspective). 

Examples of tables produced by these tools, with indica-
tors and scores, are provided in Appendix 9.  They are 
drawn from the assessments of six companies in six dif-
ferent countries.  

In the discussion that followed the presentation, ques-
tions were raised regarding the location of the companies 
assessed (= Malaysia, Brazil, Croatia, Hungary, Israel 
and Denmark), their type (packaging) and whether the 
assessments were conducted on-site. The question also 
was raised regarding activities a company may wish to 
hide. Dreyer emphasized that assessments to support 
LCM must be undertaken on-site – they have no value 
otherwise. She points out that the process of scoring is 
carried out with company representatives and that after a 
few days together going through their practices, inter-
viewing employees, examining documents, it is hard to 
keep much hidden. Furthermore, when there is a dis-
agreement regarding a score, this reveals an issue that 
needs to be addressed -- the score itself is less impor-
tant. She stressed that the assessments should be car-
ried out in a spirit of partnership with the objective of sup-
porting companies’ LCM efforts.  

One participant inquired into the relationship of the 
method and the product/service provided by a company, 
and asked what the functional unit was in this case.  
Dreyer responded that as the method is a quantitative 
method combined with a risk assessment, it is a partial 
LCA, and additional steps would be needed for a full 
SLCA involving functional units.  

 

Catherine Brodeur (AGECO, Canada)  
& Mario Laquerre (Recyc-Québec, Canada): 
The use of SLCA in the elaboration of an Ex-
tended Producer Responsibility policy: testing 
end of life scenarios for 
computer Products in Quebec 
(Attachments 10 and 11) 

Laquerre first presented the context of the study, which 
was important to understand given the study’s goal to as-

http://acv-sociale-2011.cirad.fr/content/download/3237/31123/version/2/file/5-Dreyer-A+site+specific+approach+to+life+cycle+management+of+labour+rights+issues.pdf
http://acv-sociale-2011.cirad.fr/content/download/3223/31025/version/2/file/2-Brodeur%26Laquerre-The+use+of+SLCA+in+the+elaboration+of+an+extended+producer+responsability+policy_end+of+life+scenraios+for+computer+in+Quebec-EV.pdf
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sess local impacts. In Quebec, the government recently 
earmarked 2.5 € for studies to improve knowledge of re-
sidual material management following a life cycle ap-
proach.  Recyc-Quebec is committed to using LCA as a 
decision-making tool for implementing sustainable devel-
opment in waste management, and has applied LCA ap-
proaches to several products over the past few years.  
The people of Quebec also appear to be enthusiastic 
about waste management, recovering in 2008 more ma-
terials than they eliminated, and the government hopes to 
do better through new regulations expending EPR 
(extended producer responsibility) to more products. 

The study was implemented to respond to the question of 
what to do with old computers coming from industrial, in-
stitutional and commercial sectors – should they be re-
used or recycled?  An environmental LCA was conducted 
that suggested 100% recycling was best.  A SLCA then 
was conducted to see if the result would be similar. Al-
though the relationship between environmental and so-
cial LCA was discussed at several points during the 
seminar, this is the only presentation in which environ-
mental and social LCA studies were directly combined 
and compared.  

Brodeur then presented the results of the SLCA (see At-
tachment 11).  Under one of the two possible scenarios 
considered, and in contrast with the results of the envi-
ronmental LCA, reusing computers emerges as the better 
option.   

The focus of the ensuing presentation was on the difficult 
methodological issues that emerged and lessons learned 
in the process of conducting the freshly completed study. 

The methodological issues regarded: 

• Multi-functionality of the systems 

• Knowledge of the sectors under study 

• Data collection 

• Unexpected information regarding recycling rates 

• Scenarios of comparison and results presentation 

• Review process 

Details of each issue are provided in Attachment 11 
(slides 14-30). 

The lessons learned were as follows: 

• Importance of documenting the value chains 

• Importance of working jointly since the very beginning 
of the LCA and at every step (definition of goal and 
scope, data collection, analysis and presentation of re-
sults, critical review) 

• The nature of the social data and of the impacts as-
sessed poses great challenges for presenting inte-
grated results 

In the question and answer session that followed, the first 
question pertained to how the study may have been dif-
ferent if computers were produced in Quebec (which they 

are not).  Laquerre responded that the starting point of 
the study was “we have a computer – what do we do with 
it?” without going into the issue, “should we have a com-
puter?”.  It is a limitation to the study imposed by time 
and budget reasons.  

In response to a related remark regarding the French 
government’s attempts to encourage people to trade in 
their cars every five years, with the difference being cars 
are manufactured in France, Laquerre noted the impor-
tance of taking the purpose of a study into account, which 
was on local impacts.   

A question regarding whether all of the social impacts 
could be aggregated into a single score, the response 
was that they did not wish to aggregate impacts of differ-
ent natures.  The objective was to provide a detailed pic-
ture for the decision maker – in this case, the government 
of Quebec – who could then weigh the results. How re-
sults should be presented was later debated at length in 
the plenary discussion at the end of the seminar. 

 

Pauline Feschet (CIRAD, France)  
& Adolfo Rolo Saez (CIRAD, France):  
The pathway « Preston » linking  
economic activity and population health.  
The Cameroun case (Banana industry) 
(Attachments 12 and 13) 

Feschet started with the following question: if increasing 
economic activity has a positive effect on the health of a 
population in a given country, and if one sector contrib-
utes to this activity, could the functioning of the core 
product chain of this sector contribute to improvement in 
the health of the population?   

To answer this question, she tested the “Preston” path-
way.  The Preston curve is an empirical cross-section re-
lationship between life expectancy and real per capita in-
come, in which life expectancy increases with income un-
til a certain point where it flattens out.  An assumption be-
hind its use is that life expectancy and GDP are respec-
tively the best proxies for health and income.  

After presenting the Preston relationship, Feschet out-
lined the debate over whether wealth improves health or 
vice versa, which points to the need for a multi-criteria 
approach when assessing the relationship in a given 
country. She then proposed four conditions that had to be 
met before the Preston pathway could be applied to as-
sess whether the activity of a given economic sector con-
tributed to increased potential life expectancy: 1) the 
country had to be poor (GDP < 10,000 $/capita) 2) the 
sector had to be operating regularly for a certain period of 
time, 3) value added generated by the sector remains in 
the country, 4) the sector has a relevant weight or influ-
ence in the national economy.    

The remainder of the presentation described the applica-
tion of this approach in Cameroon to the banana sector, 
which was represented by a single large company.  De-
tails of this partial life cycle study (partial because it was 

http://acv-sociale-2011.cirad.fr/content/download/3224/31028/version/3/file/6-Feschet%26al-The+Pathway+Preston+linking+economic+activity+and+population+health.pdf
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a ‘well to gate’ assessment) are provided in Attachment 
13 (slides 12-17).    

The conclusions of the study regarded the case in par-
ticular and the approach in general.  With regard to the 
case: “The ‘potential life expectancy (LEX) change’ per 
ton of exported bananas result is interesting but not 
meaningful in itself, it may be compared with: 1) other 
scenarios, 2) potential LEX changes caused by bananas 
in another country (Ghana, Ecuador), and 3) potential 
LEX changes of another banana industry in Cameroon”. 
In terms of the approach, Feschet acknowledged that 
there was still much room for improvement, pointing out 
that potential LEX is only useful for comparisons, GDP 
per capita is an insufficient reflection of individual income, 
the informal economy is not captured by GDP, and fac-
tors other than income influence health status. 

The discussion that followed regarding the relationship 
between macro and micro levels of analysis, and be-
tween potential and actual impacts (such as LEX), further 
reflected the experimental nature of this approach which 
is seeking to capture trends influenced by multiple fac-
tors.  

Friday May 6, 2011 

Claudia Reitinger (HumTec, Germany):  
Proposals for social impact categories 
from a philosophical perspective 
(Attachments 14 and 15) 

How impact categories should be defined in a SLCA 
study was a question raised in Catherine Macombe pres-
entation on the first day of the seminar. In this presenta-
tion, Reitinger approached the task from a “logos” or phi-
losophical perspective.   

She started by explaining that philosophers are working 
on life cycle analysis because the field overlaps with int-
ergenerational justice, which seeks to secure the well-
being of future generations.  This then leads to the follow-
ing questions: what is well being and how can it be evalu-
ated?  

She explained that a capabilities perspective on well-
being leads to the definition of subcategories.  One can 
broaden the concept of well-being, however, to include 
other dimensions of human flourishing, or impact catego-
ries. When considering the impact of a product and its 
consumption, a question that is raised is what capabilities 
or dimensions are valuable or worth protecting (= areas 
of protection, or AoP)?  And when one sets about evalu-
ating human life, what information consequently is 
needed? Existing indicators such as GDP, preferences, 
needs, each have drawbacks.  Reitinger therefore sug-
gests a ‘capabilities & functionings’ approach that consid-
ers achieved and attainable functions. 

To find an intermediary level between the abstract con-
cept of well-being and the more basic concept of capabili-
ties, Reitinger proposed seven ultimate human goals, or 
dimensions of well-being which reflect human capacities 
(see Attachment 15, slides 10-11).   With the addition of 
‘fairness’, the list is a definition of impact categories that 
is part of a normative framework. She then explained 
how the framework may be combined with methodologi-
cal sheets for SLCA, and presented numerous examples 
of sub categories and their associated indicators and im-
pact categories (see Attachment 15, slides 14-18).  

In the discussion that followed, Reitinger clarified that the 
methodological sheets spell out the sub-categories re-
lated to SLCA guidelines available on the internet.  She 
also agreed with one participant, who noted that some 
sub-categories seemed like indicators while others like 
categories of impact, that this was a problem that needed 
to be worked on. Another participant commented on the 
very broad nature of the approach, asking she could give 
example of anything that did not fit in.  Reitinger’s view 
was that when describing life everything fits, but if a focus 
was needed, international conventions and stakeholders’ 
opinions could be used. 

 

Syndhia Mathé (University of Montpellier, France): 
Integrating participatory approaches 
in social LCA. What about functional unit 
and impacts? Fish farming cases 
(Attachments 16 and 17) 

The conceptual framework of this study was that SLCA 
paradigms regarding companies and evaluations are 
changing.  An expanded range of stakeholders and ser-
vices are being considered, which has led to the develop-
ment of participatory approaches in evaluations.  The 
study was based on two projects and focused on fish 
farming, a sector distinguished by the relatively short 
value chain. 

Criteria to construct a typology of stakeholders for SLCA 
were developed and applied in a combined bottom-up 
and top-down approach called the PCI (Principle-Criteria-
Indicator) method.  The iterative process applied in the 
case study integrated participatory approaches with ex-
pert reflection. The services considered were expanded 
to include ecosystem services provided by the function-
ing of the fish farming companies. These were consid-
ered within a context defined by an economic value chain 
that is affected by an aquatic system, and aquaculture 
system, and a regulatory system in the region.  The 
stakeholders considered included those who were im-
pacted as well as those who can have an impact. Mathé 
presented a list of functions provided by ecosystems with 
suggestions of one or two functional units that could be 
used to take each function into account. 

Mathé concluded the presentation with an outline of the 
advantages of including participatory approaches in 
SLCA: 

• It promotes dialogue around the selection of principles 
and criteria  

http://acv-sociale-2011.cirad.fr/content/download/3119/29905/version/2/file/7-Reitinger-Proposals+for+social+impact+categories+from+a+philosophical+perspective.pdf
http://acv-sociale-2011.cirad.fr/content/download/3225/31031/version/2/file/8-Mathe-Integrating+participatory+approaches+in+social+LCA_what+about+functional+units+and+impacts+choices.pdf
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• It selects categories of impacts which make sense 
(consensual agreed list) 

• It permits the contextualization of the social impacts 

• It takes into account the plural character of the values 
and of the interests of everyone  

• It makes use of profane knowledge  

• The criteria level allows comparisons even between 
indicators which are measured in different ways  

• It simplifies the research of the indicators  

In the discussion that followed, Mathé emphasized that 
as the method was based on an iterative approach, it 
could adapt to changes such as an evolution of needs.  
When asked how functional units could be compared or 
combined, she noted that the functional units that she 
presented identify the service given, and were not meant 
to be combined with others. 

 

Vincent Lagarde (CREOP, France) 
& Catherine Macombe (CEMAGREF, France): 
Taking into account the social effects 
of competition between products: 
example of Croatian pig industries 
(Attachments 18 and 19) 

Speaking first, Lagarde presented a theoretical frame-
work that Macombe then illustrated with a case study in 
Croatia.  Pursuing the issue first raised in Macombe’s 
presentation the preceding day, Lagarde addressed the 
issue of how to determine a perimeter when studying the 
social effects of competition between products or firms.  
Noting that the functioning of one value chain affects oth-
ers because the chains are competing or working to-
gether, he explores whether economics and manage-
ment science can contribute models or tools that may 
help design the perimeters for SLCA.  

Lagarde first presented several different approaches and 
models used in industry analysis and business strategy 
development. He then discussed the limits of a value 
chain perspective and the contributions of ‘filiere’, an al-
ternative French concept that seeks to capture the rela-
tionships and flows defining an economic sector.  Draw-
ing from all of these elements, he introduces the concept 
of ‘strategic arena’ (see Attachment 17, slide 15) which 
encompasses a firm’s competitors, customers, and sup-
pliers as well as those of competing ‘filieres’.  

To compensate for the static nature of a strategic arena, 
he then introduced the notion of competitive dynamics 
and ‘coopetition’, a combination of cooperation and com-
petition that can take place between the same firms. Fi-
nally, Lagarde presented the value net, a coopetition 
model seeking to “identify and explain the underlying 
mechanisms in a firm’s environment and how these 
mechanisms can be changed to the firm’s advantage”. 

Macombe then described how this value net model was 
tested in a study of the pig industry in Croatia.  The Croa-
tian pig industry is characterized by numerous small pig 

farms concentrated in the north near the main cities. 
There are three types of farms: part-time family farms 
(very small), full-time family farms (classic Western Euro-
pean farm), and farm enterprises (large but rare).  The 
question posed is whether Croatia should continue with 
the traditional system of part and full-time family farms, 
where conditions may not be ideal from an economic, en-
vironmental, or ethical point of view, or pursue a plan to 
build 250 new farm enterprises that complied with EU 
standards.  The aim of the study was to assess whether 
there would be a gain or loss of rural jobs under the  pig 
production development plan, with the assumption that 
employment was an indicator that could allow a calcula-
tion of social impact. 

Macombe then compared results depending on how the 
borders of the system under study were defined 
(Attachment 19, slide 33): using the concept of 1) “filiere” 
or value chain or 2) value net with strategic arena (for a 
wider definition). Under the first approach, they found that 
13 rural jobs were created with the establishment of each 
new enterprise farm.  However, the second approach re-
vealed that full-time family farms had the same outlets 
(supermarkets) as new enterprise farms, therefore new 
farms would take retailers away from the family farms 
which, due to their high specialization, could not switch 
as easily as expected to other activities. In contrast, part-
time farms were more flexible, had their own unique 
sales outlets, and were not in competition with the others. 
They thus found that for every 1.8 skilled jobs gained with 
the enterprise farms, 12 rural jobs would be lost 
(including unpaid family workers).  The new enterprise 
farms also did not produce more pigs than full-time family 
farms. Their conclusion was that the value net+strategic 
arena approach was very useful within a context of coop-
eration and competition. 

In the Q&A session that followed, several questions con-
cerning the mechanics of the economic analysis (did you 
take into account the possibility of exporting production? 
include elasticities of substitution and direct and indirect 
employment effects? opportunity costs of labor? how can 
you compare job losses and gains when some positions 
are paid and others not?) opened the door to a discus-
sion on the role of a SLCA assessment: to shape policy 
decisions or to provide information that policy maker’s 
use to make decisions according to his or her priorities.  

The authors argued that in this case, they sought to pre-
sent information to the policy maker, with the results of 
their assessment being one of several elements that 
needed to be considered when making a decision. The 
main purpose of the study was to test the approach with 
the focus being to find the best way to define a good pe-
rimeter. 

 

Pekka Leskinen (Finish Environment Institute, Finland): 
Analyzing tradeoffs between social 
and other dimensions of sustainability in LCA 
(Attachments 20 and 21) 

In this next to last presentation, Leskinen addressed the 
question discussed in the preceding Q&A regarding the 

http://acv-sociale-2011.cirad.fr/content/download/3116/29896/version/2/file/9-Lagarde%26Macombe-Taking+into+account+the+social+effects+of+competition+between+products.pdf
http://acv-sociale-2011.cirad.fr/content/download/3117/29899/version/1/file/10-Leskinen-Analysing+tradeoffs+between+social+and+other+dimensions+of+sustainability+in+LCA.pdf
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use of LCA assessment results. He opened by explaining 
that while the initial focus of LCA was on environmental 
impacts, new dimensions (economic/social/cultural sus-
tainability) increasingly are being taken into account, and 
that decision making would be facilitated if all of these di-
mensions could be considered within a common frame-
work.  However, he noted that environmental and social 
LCA studies do not always reach the same conclusions 
(this point was illustrated in the end of life computer study 
conducted in Quebec by Brodeur and Laquerre). What 
may seem to be the most beneficial alternative from an 
ecological perspective is not always optimal for other di-
mensions of sustainability.  

Leskinen argued that tradeoffs between different dimen-
sions need to be analyzed by combining LCA with multi-
criteria decision analysis (MCDA). He presented a gen-
eral framework for LCA-MCDA that consists of overall 
sustainability with three subcategories of economic, eco-
logical, and social sustainability, each with associated cri-
teria and life cycle stages (Attachment 19 PPT slide 3).  
The key point is that at the bottom level there are deci-
sion alternatives. The model shows the differences be-
tween alternatives, it does not produce an absolute 
value. 

The principles of the LCA-MCDA combination is that it is 
either 1) a standard MCDA model but one that presents 
decision alternatives or production chains or 2) a stan-
dard LCA model but one that has multiple dimensions of 
sustainability. The tradeoffs involved are the key interest, 
eg: “How large economic disadvantage you are willing to 
accept to achieve certain social or ecological benefit?” 
The solution offered by MDCA is a theoretical utility 
scale. There are many different methods in MCDA, which 
is another form of tool box from which you can select a 
tool to suit the context given (eg interval scale models, 
ration scale models etc).  

Two important elements are: 1) how the decision problem 
is framed and 2) rooting the assessment within a given 
context. In terms of the first, the central idea is to create a 
model to compare alternatives, usually a small number 
(ergo discrete choice models often are used whose aim 
is to find an optimal decision alternative). With regard to 
the second, the analysis must be carried out on a case-
by-case basis. The dimensions of sustainability, decision 
criteria/indicators, and alternatives are derived from the 
decision problem and context.   

Leskinen then presented different viewpoints of how to 
measure social impacts within this framework and some 
general properties of the MCA model (Attachment 19, 
slides 6-7).  An important assumption is that decision cri-
teria/indicators be independent, although this often is ig-
nored. Data sources in measuring social impacts include 
empirical data sets (the ideal), but if unavailable, can 
consider other possibilities such as expertise, stake-
holders’ preferences (see Mathé’s presentation) and un-
certainties. The data always should be collected with re-
spect to a functional unit. He presented two processes to 
define indicators depending on whether sustainability in-
dicators are or are not available (Attachment 19, slide 8) 
and various preference rating techniques. 

In his concluding discussion, Leskinen noted that social 
LCA is less established than environmental LCA, which 

opens the door to new research and applications of dif-
ferent rating techniques. He reiterated the importance of 
remembering the viewpoint of decision making.  As social 
impacts should be evaluated against other dimensions of 
sustainability, MCDA-models need to be implemented 
along with weighting/rating techniques, and local condi-
tions must be taken into account. 

In the Q&A session, one participant inquired as to how, in 
the light of Reitinger’s seven different dimensions of well 
being, all of these could be combined into a single utility 
function.  The response was that the focus is on compar-
ing alternatives given different policy options.   

The second questions concerned the complicated situa-
tions faced by multi-national companies with operations 
in different environments and different social impacts. 
Sometimes one indicator eg job creation, is very different 
if creating a job in Peru or France.  So does the model 
weigh the indicators in the same way?  Leskinen re-
sponded that the weights are contextual – the point is not 
to compare countries but choices within a country/
context. 

 

Katja Lähtinen (Finish Environment Institute, Finland): 
Empirical assessment of socio-cultural sus-
tainability in LCA: case forest based bio-
energy production in Eastern Finland 
(Attachments 21 and 22) 

Lähtinen presented how a hybrid LCA-MCDA model was 
applied to forest-based bioenergy production in Eastern 
Finland.  After presenting the background of the Biosus 
project and the regional context (massive quantities of 
wood in eastern Finland), she discussed the aims and 
methods of the study. 

Forest biomass is the most effective renewable energy 
produced on a large scale. The study aimed to develop 
and test a theoretical framework to analyze multi-
dimensional sustainability of bioenergy production in 
Eastern Finland.  Four dimensions were included 
(ecologic, economic, social and cultural sustainability). 
The model used is a hybrid LCA-MCDA model as it uses 
data from two types of sources, with sustainability indica-
tors defined using a bottom-up approach based on inter-
views of experts.  

The study was based on a list of questions (see Attach-
ment 21, slide 5) regarding how social sustainability 
should be defined in the given context, the relative bene-
fits of different bioenergy production chains, how produc-
tion chains may be developed in terms of social sustain-
ability, and methodological challenges and the limits of 
data. Lähtinen presented the four bioenergy chains stud-
ied (Attachment 21, slides 6-7), each with different char-
acteristics in terms of the location of impact (producing 
for local consumption or not, raw materials local or im-
ported, etc). The framework used consisted of a literature 
review, a description of production processes to define 
boundaries, a two-phase expert interview process within 
a MCDA framework to define social indicators, data gath-

http://acv-sociale-2011.cirad.fr/content/download/3118/29902/version/1/file/11-L%C3%A4htinen%26al-Empirical+assessment+of+socio-cultural+sustainability+in+LCA.pdf
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ering for LC inventory analysis, and interest group inter-
views.  Details on the two-phase interview process are 
provided in Attachment 21 (slides 9-12).  

The main findings of the study was that it is crucial to 
take into account regional characteristics when doing a 
SLCA, but it also is important to link these with national 
and European levels.  Furthermore, a list of indicators is 
insufficient as the relative importance of different indica-
tors needs to be identified.  Finally, the functional unit 
used was the MWh as they had to have a common unit 
for comparison, but the interpretation with regard to so-
cial sustainability measurements is open to debate. 

____________________ 

The debate that followed Lähtinen’s presentation 
quickly evolved into a debate on the proceedings of the 
entire seminar. The first questions related to choices 
made with relation to the choice and weighing of indica-
tors. The issue of weights led one participant to comment 
that weighting should be a question of politics more than 
expertise, and as it related to social objectives and val-
ues, it should be done by community stakeholders in an 
explicit and transparent manner.   

The response was that using this type of approach also 
enables the use of indicator values without weights.  The 
authors thought that when it comes to complex relation-
ships, expert opinion is needed because local people 
may not have sufficient information on production proc-
esses (etc) but they now also are gathering locally 
sourced information to compare with expert opinions.  In 
addition, they are integrating a 3rd level of local manage-
ment and are gathering information from companies to 
compare with experts. 

The next questions and comments concerned the advan-
tages and drawbacks of offering decision makers a single 
score compared to a choice of information. This diverted 
into a discussion of the aims of assessments – to keep 
the discussion open, to reflect differences between differ-
ent dimensions, to serve as a decision support tool.  One 
participant noted that from the perspective of companies 
seeking to make an investment, the company wants to 
compare this investment with another in terms of environ-
mental/social impacts.  Even if it is simplistic, having a 
combined indicator is very useful to companies but they 
have to maintain a comprehensive overview to make de-
cisions and need something that says this is the best. 

In their response, the authors noted that this also is true 
of government minister who is considering different op-
tions.  If presented with 50 indicators he might throw the 
paper out and decide based on other elements. 

However, another participant noted that rating the impor-
tance of different social issues is the purpose of policy 
making decisions. The policy decision maker’s job is to 
rank what is important, both for environmental and social 
issues. Lähtinen’s response was that it is a policy 

maker’s job to make these decisions but the question is, 
are they able to do that?  Our objective is to facilitate the 
task. 

Jergensen supported her view, noting that a Danish poli-
tician was reported to receive 6000 pages of information 
per day -- some simplification clearly is necessary.  Al-
though small business owners are operating on a differ-
ent level, Lagarde noted a similar response: many often 
opt for a solution they considered before a study because 
they do not have time to thoroughly evaluate the options 
presented.   

The discussion of the aim of SLCA was further pursed by 
another participant with a comparison with environmental 
LCA, where the main aim is not to answer the question, 
what is the best way to produce a kilowatt of energy, but 
to point out the pollution transfer of each option.  The aim 
of SLCA then is not to answer a question but to point out 
that decisions have repercussions. 

The discussion then turned to the subjectivity of everyone 
involved, each with their own agendas, opinions, values.  
Experts are one set of stakeholders among many others.  
Values affect everything, it is unrealistic to aim for objec-
tive truth, but the use of frameworks and the inclusion of 
as many stakeholders as possible at least leads one 
closer. 

A brief discussion on environmental labeling then en-
sued, with one participant opposing it because an exclu-
sive focus on the environment ignores other dimensions 
and leads consumers to make decisions based only on 
environmental criteria while ignoring social impacts  
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Programme 

Thursday 5th of May 2011 
Welcome reception from 12 a.m. Beginning of the conference at 1 p.m. 

Time schedule Speakers Themes 

13:00-13:10 Michel Garrabé (Professor of Economics - 
University of Montpellier 1, France) 

Welcome address. 

13:10-13:40 

Robert Habib (Director of Persyst 
Department of Cirad, France) 
Véronique Bellon-Maurel (plate-forme 
Ecotech LR, SupAgro/Cemagref/ELSA, 
France) 

Societal call for assessment of the social impacts 
of products. 
Investment of the Montpellier’s laboratories in 
social LCA. 

13:40-14:00 Catherine Macombe (Cemagref/ELSA, 
France) 

Seminar presentation: the different approaches 
of social LCA. 

14:00-14:30 
Catherine Brodeur (AGECO, Canada) 
Mario Laquerre (Recyc, Canada) 

The use of SLCA in the elaboration of an 
Extended Producer Responsibility policy: testing 
end of life scenarios for computer Products in 
Quebec. 

14:30-15:00 
Deana Aulisio (University of New 
Hampshire, USA) 

Application of the Social Hotspot Database to the 
Orange Juice Supply Chain: A Methodology for 
Social Scoping of Consumer Products. 

Coffee break (30 mn) 

15:30-16:00 Andreas Jorgensen (DTU, Denmark) Exploring the effect of 3 different SLCA 
methodologies. 

16:00-16:30 Louise Camilla Dreyer (DTU, Denmark) Social LCA: taking into account the risk of 
infringement of workers’ rights by the company. 

16:30-17:00 
Pauline Feschet (CIRAD-UR 26/ELSA,  
France)  
Adolfo Rolo Saez (CIRAD-UR26, France) 

The pathway « Preston » linking economic 
activity and population health. The Cameroun 
case (banana industry). 

From 17:00 All participants Plenary debate. 

Friday 6th of May 2011 

Time schedule Speakers Themes 

09:00-09:30 Claudia Reitinger (HumTec - Aachen, 
Germany) 

Proposals for social impact categories from a 
philosophical perspective. 

09:30-10:00 
Syndhia Mathé (University of Montpellier 
1, France) 

Integrating participatory approaches in social 
LCA: what about functional unit and impacts? 
Fish farming cases. 

10:00-10:30 

Vincent Lagarde (Limoges University, 
France) 
Catherine Macombe (Cemagref/ELSA, 
France) 

Taking into account the social effects of 
competition between products. 

Coffee break (30 mn) 

11:00-11:30 Pekka Leskinen (Syke, Finland) Analyzing tradeoffs between social and other 
dimensions of sustainability in LCA. 

11:30-12:00 Katja Lähtinen (Syke, Finland) Empirical assessment of socio-cultural 
sustainability in LCA. 

12:00-13:00 All participants Plenary debate. 
Lunch 

   



http://social-lca-2011.cirad.fr/ 

 

International seminar 
on social LCA 

Agropolis International – Louis Malassis amphitheatre 
Montpellier (France) – May, 5-6, 2011 


