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1. Introduction

When science raises awareness about ecological limits (Georgescu-Roegen, 1979; Jackson, 2009/2017; Rocktröm et al., 2013; Steffen et al., 2015), and when social issues are arising or worsening (Wilkinson and Pickett, 2009; Piketty, 2014; Keeley, 2015), there is an urge to orient society towards ecological and social transformation (Cassiers et al., 2015; 2017, among others). During the last decades, several movements intended to face this challenge. Sustainable development movements, led by international institutions and initiatives such as the UN and its Sustainable Development Goals, were an attempt with a top-down perspective. In parallel, a movement in the same direction emerged from the corporate sector to transform business from within, through Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) (Quairel and Capron, 2013) or Social Enterprise (SE) (Akhabar and Swaton, 2011). A third and more recent approach, which could be labeled ‘sustainable transition initiatives’, consists in empowering citizens at the local level in order to face ecological challenges (Seyfang and Smith, 2007).  
The past achievements of these relatively separate movements were not sufficient to invert social and ecological trends: public actions struggle to change businesses’ and consumers’ behavior; CSR initiatives too often remain hampered by profit seeking; and local citizen initiatives have difficulty scaling up. However, if they could all be linked together in a meaningful way, this could be a catalyst towards achieving collective impact (Loorbach, 2007; Kania and Kramer, 2011). For this process to succeed, there is thus a need for a linkage between government-led actions and initiatives from business leaders, non-profit organizations, and local actors. This requires overcoming difficulties emerging from several dichotomies: between micro- and macro-level initiatives, between public and private initiatives, and between for profit and not-for-profit initiatives. 

Succeeding in linking up these dichotomies could be fostered by several features that are yet to be invented or generalized: shared aspirations towards a new development paradigm, a new governance model (e.g. polycentric governance following Araral and Hartley, 2013), and new indicators, on which we shall focus here. It has been shown that indicators are not exclusively tools for planning and evaluating — their direct use — but also for bringing together different actors and helping them to coordinate — an indirect influence (Kirkhart, 2000). When such goals as social or environmental progress can be differently interpreted, the process of establishing a shared measurement system is an essential element for clear common goal setting, and thus a factor of coordination (Kania and Kramer, 2011). Our assumption is that the use of new indicators linking together the national and the corporate sectors is a key issue if we want coordination between these different scales and actors. Moreover, if new indicators become well established among a large number of actors, they are likely to foster the new agenda through their discursive and legitimizing power (Ortega-Cerdà, 2005). This paper will thus approach indicators in their threefold potential: to help in coordinating between micro and macro levels, to bring together various actors, and to do so with the objective of a paradigm shift.
Today, Bhutan has the ambition to tackle these issues by developing a Gross National Happiness (GNH) for business that would be capable of coordinating between the policy level and that of the corporate sector. The Prime Minister of Bhutan addressed the 2015 International Conference on Gross National Happiness with the following words: “The current business model, with its over emphasis on profit maximization, on increasing shareholder value at almost any cost to environment and to the community, is unsustainable. […] Businesses must explore fostering happiness and wellbeing as an alternative business purpose.” (Togbay, 2015). This speech, which has been followed by a Business GNH agenda initiated by the Center for Bhutan Studies & GNH (CBS), is at the root of the 2017 GNH conference. The GNH of business is conceived as the micro level counterpart of Bhutan’s pioneer GNH agenda at the macro level. This approach is important in two respects: on the one hand, it is essential to the continuity of Bhutan’s development model, threatened by the opening of the country to globalization. On the other hand, it can inspire the rest of the world, at the very moment when the need for coordination between different levels of indicators and actors is becoming increasingly obvious.
In this presentation, we focus on the way indicators could foster an ecological and social transformation through the coordination of micro and macro levels on the one hand, and of various actors (public and private, for profit and not for profit) on the other. We will do so by comparing two existing indexes. The first is the GNH index, because of its government support and use, and because of the recent development of a GNH of Business.. The GNH will be compared to the Social Progress Index (SPI). This index is a fruitful one for comparison because it is, to our knowledge, the first Beyond GDP index that is supported by an important network of businesses (among others). Moreover, SPI is already used by several businesses to orient some of their decisions. The status of this index is then somewhat hybrid, as it draws the macro level towards CSR concerns at the corporate level.

Our paper is structured as follows. Firstly, we restate the distinction between micro and macro level indicators and discuss the main questions raised by attempts to link the former to the latter (section 2). We then briefly present each of the two selected indexes: GNH index and SPI (section 3). In the following sections, we take up three points of comparison of these indexes: their embedded values (section 4), the participation of stakeholders (section 5) and coordination across multiple scales (section 6). Finally, in a concluding session, we gather a few lessons that can be drawn to improve ecological and social indicators used by businesses.
2. Indicators to orient business towards an ecological and social transformation
Two major streams of thought and/or action led to a rethinking of indicators at the end of the last century, one in the corporate sector, the other at the national level. We shall briefly present each of them, while highlighting what they contribute as well as their limits in their capacity to orient business towards ecological and social transformation. 
2.1 Corporate sector indicators

The last decades have seen an increasing number of businesses question or qualify the standard goal of maximizing profit, with the aim of tackling environmental and social issues. Social Enterprise (SE) and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) emerged to challenge the corporate sector’s objectives. The former came out of the tradition of social and solidarity-based economics, the latter brought together diverse philanthropic movements from throughout the corporate sector. Although these streams show several differences in terms of origin, practices, and degree of radicalism (Blanc, 2008), they all share a growing use of quantifiers of social and environmental performance. As a consequence, reporting tools and indicators have been developed for nearly twenty years now and are used by both large businesses and small-scale enterprises (Crutzen & Van Caillie, 2010; Mouchamps, 2015). The most famous of these tools are the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), Social Return on Investment (SROI), Impact Reporting and Investment Standards (IRIS), and ISO 26000. Some of them focus on environmental variables, others on social and economic variables; some are monetary, others are non-monetary. The general idea underlying these tools is to measure the impact of the business on its stakeholders, in order to improve positive impact and reduce negative impact.
However, CSR and SE have their limits, for several reasons. As far as CSR initiatives are concerned, the main weakness is that they rarely challenge the very fact that making profit is the first objective of the business (Vogel, 2007). This posture constrains the scope of environmental or social initiatives. For instance, the entire chain of value is seldom covered by CSR, which allows for easy window dressing at the last link in the chain. If we look at the global impacts of CSR during the last decades, there is no evidence that all the efforts undertaken have shaped current social and environmental trends or radically changed businesses’ behaviors (Godard and Hommel, 2005). The net impact of CSR remains thus uncertain. In this respect, CSR indicators have been ambiguous. On the one hand, they surely were levers towards better environmental and social performance. But on the other hand, they were also tools for window dressing policies, because they mainly focused on certain positive aspects of businesses’ performance, omitting the negative ones (Boiral, 2013). 
In the case of SE, it is not so much the quest for profit that limits change, but the difficulties in scaling up. Indeed, the role played by SE in the global economy is small and growing slowly (e.g. Wilkinson, 2015). We should note that this difficulty in becoming more widespread is also shared by more radical CSR approaches such as “Buddhism in business” (Ashtankar, 2015). If the corporate sector contribution to an ecological and social transformation has to be recognized, one should also acknowledge that the efforts undertaken up to now have been insufficient for a paradigm shift.
2.2 Macro level indicators


A second type of indicator has been developed over the last decades. On the macro level, it has been increasingly recognized that GDP cannot alone be considered as an indicator of prosperity, as it ignores dimensions such as inequality, environment, and subjective wellbeing. To answer this challenge, Beyond GDP indicators emerged at the national level as measures of wellbeing and/or sustainability across a wide perspective (Singh et al., 2009; Gadrey and Jany-Catrice, 2012; Fleurbaey and Blanchet, 2013). Their common feature is to take social and/or environmental problems into account on top of or instead of GDP. Over the years, a growing number of international institutions (including the OECD and the UN) and public stakeholders (as seen in the report by Stiglitz, Sen, and Fitoussi on economic performance measures and social progress [Stiglitz et al., 2009]) have begun to support or produce Beyond GDP indicators. Among these indicators, those that have received the most widespread attention are the ecological footprint (EF), the Human Development Index (HDI), and the Better Life Index (BLI).

However, macro indexes haven’t been widely used by governments (Seaford, 2013a) and even less by the corporate sector. Part of this difficulty in dissemination or uptake is caused by a disconnect between indicators and their potential users (Seaford, 2013b). Moreover, when Beyond GDP indicators have been used, it hasn’t led to substantial changes. It is a fact that as long as the major economic actors are private businesses that remain within the classical for profit model, governments have little power to make society depart from the principle of economic growth. Another obstacle in the way of Beyond GDP indicators contributing to a paradigm shift is that they are not always designed to fit this purpose. Some of them, like HDI or SPI, are highly correlated to GDP (eg. McGillivray, 1991; Cahill, 2005; Malay, 2017), while others do not coherently account for economic, social, or ecological issues (e.g. Thiry, 2015). Moreover, contrary to GDP, which is the sum of businesses’ value added, Beyond GDP indicators are not linked to any micro level accountability. For these reasons, until now this new wave of indexes has had a limited impact on society. In Bhutan, GNH and its indicator have produced effects at the macro level, but the risk now is that they will increasingly enter into conflict with businesses facing international competition. A Beyond GDP agenda at the government level alone seems insufficient to foster a paradigm shift. 
2.3 Bridging the gap

Bridging the gap between the micro and the macro levels could begin by bridging the gap between the micro and the macro level indicators. This could be done either by using micro level indicators that are linked to macro level priorities, or by encouraging businesses to use the existing macro level indicators as a guideline for their strategy or as a coordination tool. In recent years, both movements have been observed. 
Firstly, some business reporting grids have been constructed in alignment with macro level priorities or philosophies, such a GNH for hostels (Sebastian, 2011) or a Corporate HDI (Spangenberg and Bonniot, 1998). Except for a conceptual link with the corresponding macro level philosophy, these indexes remain regular CSR indicators and are not radically new. However, the new movement of “science based targets” seems more challenging. It aims to set greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for every individual business, in line with climate science.
 Different methodologies are used, but the common ground of these methods is to objectivize the efforts required by any business following macro level objectives in terms of greenhouse gas reduction. These attempts to link firm indicators with the macro level remain marginal, but are part of a growing trend. In this respect, the new GNH of business is at the crossroads of CSR and science-based targets, as it is a reporting grid that integrates targets based on macro level priorities (some of them emanating from science).
Secondly, there has been a recent use of macro level Beyond GDP indicators by businesses, especially when they are calculated at the local or at the regional level. At the regional level, indicators can emphasize CSR or SE in one of two ways. The first is to help a business’s location strategy. Consider the example of a business that wishes to sell a product that is both profitable and improves nutrition. Such a business could use an account of the number of badly nourished children in each locality or region, in order to target the places that will benefit the most from its presence. In this case, the use of an index improves both the profits and the social impact of the business, in a ‘shared value’ perspective (Porter and Kramer, 2011). To say it in economic terms, a local or regional index helps to target the location of the positive externalities and internalities of the business. Another use of Beyond GDP indicators by businesses was mentioned in our introduction and consists in helping the coordination of different actors, including businesses. Kania and Kramer (2011) showed that the process of agreeing to a common indicator and using it as benchmark can improve collaboration between actors. For instance, when public administrations, businesses, and non-profit organizations act together to clean a polluted river, they can have different or competing approaches to the problem. In this case, the use of a specific indicator as common goal (e.g. the percentage of clean water) may foster the coordination and help solve the problem. The indicator used can be a component of the Beyond GDP index calculated at the regional or local level. 
Any strategy that aims to engage business in an ecological and social transformation could explore one or both of these two routes.Whichever route is taken, a paradigm shift can only happen if the weaknesses of most current CSR, SE or Beyond GDP initiatives are overcome. In sections 2.1 and 2.2 we highlighted several limits to these initiatives, such as the upkeep of a profit seeking or growth logic; the poor design of the indicator in relation to the change it is supposed to induce; or the difficulty in disseminating it. Moreover, we discussed the necessity of articulating micro and macro levels. To put it in a positive way, indicators will orient business towards an ecological and social transformation only if (1) they clearly embed not for profit or “not for growth” values; (2) they contribute to the spreading of such values, by helping actors to coordinate and through stakeholders’ participation; and (3) they help to link together multiple levels of involvement. This paper will thus compare the way GNH and SPI perform on these three criteria.
3. Gross National Happiness index and Social Progress Index 
This section intends to present the two indexes analyzed, before comparing them according to the three criteria described in the previous section. As we see from Figure 1, there are both similarities and differences in their respective structures.
Figure 1. General structure of GNH and SPI
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Sources: Zangmo et al. (2017) and Social Progress Imperative (2016).
3.1 Gross National Happiness Index

In 1972, the fourth King of Bhutan promoted Gross National Happiness, rather than economic growth, as a development goal for Bhutan. The definition of happiness to which it refers is not explicit, but the following is widely used:

“Gross National Happiness (GNH) measures the quality of a country in a more holistic way [than GNP] and believes that the beneficial development of human society takes place when material and spiritual development occurs side by side to complement and reinforce each other.”
 
Bhutan gradually wished to support this development paradigm with quantitative tools, and thus created a measurement framework capable of orienting government towards that objective. In 2005, the Center for Bhutan Studies & GNH (CBS) was charged by the Bhutanese government to develop a GNH index, a task that was achieved in 2010, with the help of international researchers.
 The index was updated in 2015, which allows for comparison over time. More recently, in November 2017, CBS proposed a GNH of business (Zangmo et al., 2017). It is a reporting tool that can be used voluntarily by businesses in order to integrate GNH values in their operations. We first present the macro level index, followed by the business level index. 
In the macro level index, the GNH philosophy is reflected in the 9 domains, subdivided in 33 indicators, based on 124 variables. The 9 domains aggregate traditional socioeconomic measurement (standard of living, health, education), alongside issues that are more specific to the Beyond GDP agenda (psychological wellbeing, time use, cultural diversity, good governance, community vitality, and ecological diversity). A closer look at the indicators and variables in each domain reveals some unique traits, such as emotional balance, spirituality, sleeping hours, unpaid work, frequency of attendance at community meetings, or speaking a native language. The 2015 data have been gathered through population interviews with a total of 7,153 Bhutanese (CBS, 2016).
A second and important characteristic of the GNH index is the existence of sufficiency thresholds, inspired by the Alkire-Foster method (2011). In each of the 33 indicators, sufficiency thresholds count how much a person needs in order to enjoy sufficiency. Thresholds are determined according to three types of benchmark: some are based on international standards (e.g. for hours of work), others on national standards (e.g. the poverty line), and when standards do not exist or are inappropriate, thresholds are determined after deliberation during consultative sessions. The first step of aggregation is to measure the individual achievements (sufficient or not) on each indicator, depending on the threshold. The implication of this methodology is that the index is not sensible to an increase in the performance of an indicator which is already above its threshold. On the contrary, the focus is put on unsatisfied thresholds, in a sufficientarian perspective (Casal, 2007). Thus, on the one hand, the indicator is indifferent when someone who already owns a lot gets more of it; and on the other hand, such thresholds give an incentive to improve worst performances.
In order to aggregate the 33 indicators and obtain overall the GNH index, a second threshold is used: it counts, for each individual, the proportion of indicators for which sufficiency is achieved. In the simplest version, if an individual satisfies 2/3 of the thresholds, she can be considered as happy (43% of Bhutanese in 2015). There is thus no need to satisfy all 33 thresholds to be considered happy. This intends to account for the diversity of contexts and ways of life, considering that no one has the same possibilities or the same conception of a good life. After the distinction between “happy” and “not yet happy” people, the index is weighted by the intensity of “unhappiness”.
At the micro level, a similar methodology is used in the construction of the GNH of business (Zangmo et al., 2017). This business certification tool is based on the same 9 domains as the macro level index, which are divided into two subgroups: worker happiness (psychological wellbeing, health, time use, education and living standards) and organizational conditions of happiness (good governance, cultural diversity, community vitality and ecological diversity). The 9 domains are subdivided in 49 indicators, based on 216 variables. The indicators include variables similar to those of the global index, but relevant at the private company level. They include for instance the wellbeing of workers, worker turnover, polluting emissions, and the salary gap. As for the macro level GNH, a threshold is attached to each indicator. For instance, worker turnover should be less than 10%. The total assessment score is then defined by the weighted aggregation of the satisfied thresholds. Satisfaction of 80% of weighted thresholds is the current requirement for receiving the highest accreditation (“very good”). Such an accreditation leads to a GNH certification, which can bring some advantages in terms of branding or public support.
With these measurement tools, GNH has attracted international attention as one of the first attempts supported by a government to go beyond GDP, and one of the main contributions of a non-OECD country to the Beyond GDP agenda.
3.2 Social Progress Index

Social Progress Index (SPI) is a composite index that has been updated every year since 2013 for 133 countries. It was developed by the non-profit Social Progress Imperative, a coalition bringing together large private businesses or their foundations (Deloitte, the Skoll Foundation, and the Rockefeller Foundation, for instance) as well as academics from among the most prestigious universities (including Harvard, MIT, and Oxford). Like the GNH index, its ambition is to provide a holistic indicator of social and environmental performance that can be used by governments, NGOs, and business. 
SPI is described by its developers as a Beyond GDP indicator aiming at pursuing social progress, defined as “the capacity of a society to meet the basic human needs of its citizens, establish the building blocks that allow citizens and communities to enhance and sustain the quality of their lives, and create the conditions for all individuals to reach their full potential” (Porter et al., 2017, p.15). Currently, its main purpose is to benchmark countries and highlight those who perform better, in order to reveal good practices and target areas that need improvement. 
In its 2017 version, Social Progress Index is structured around 3 dimensions, 12 components, and 50 indicators. The 3 dimensions and 12 components (see Figure 1) are: basic needs (including nutrition and basic medical care, water and sanitation, shelter, and personal safety), foundation of well-being (including access to basic knowledge, access to information and communications, health and wellness, and environmental quality), and opportunity (including personal rights, personal freedom and choice, tolerance and inclusion, access to higher education). The 50 indicators included in the SPI cover a wide range of topics, except economic indicators such as income or employment. Indeed, the index aims to be a social and environmental indicator, a complement to GDP, measuring outcomes not inputs.
Indicators are aggregated in components using principal component analysis (PCA). This method gives a weight to each indicator in order to capture the maximum amount of variance in the data. It makes it possible to correct for overlapping information between indicators. The score for each component ranges from 0 to 100 and the scale is conventionally determined. Components are weighted equally and aggregated through an arithmetic mean to obtain the SPI.
Aside from this global SPI covering a large range of countries, several SPIs have been created at other levels. For instance, a regional index has been created in Europe (NUTS2), while a community level SPI has been launched in Brazil, and in ten major cities in Colombia. These subnational indexes mostly rely on the same philosophy, domains, and components, but these vary in terms of the indicators included in each component. 
We compare these indexes according to the three criteria raised at the end of Section 2.
4. First criterion of comparison between the GNH index and SPI: Embedded values 

Any index carries values. As Desrosières puts it: “Quantification, understood as the set of socially admitted conventions and measurement operations, creates a new way of thinking, representing, and expressing the world, and acting upon it” (Desrosières, 2008 vol. 1, p. 11, our translation). This creative process is mediated by the values of the index’s producer, who has to make choices about the types of variable to include or other methodological aspects. Some authors such as Börgnas (2016) have shown that implicit theoretical assumptions affect the selection of input variables, which in turn affects the indicator’s output. Indicators are never neutral or consensual, but rather embedded in conventions and normative prescriptions. So, what is the normativity underlying GNH and SPI? What kind of society do they implicitly favor? If the ultimate goal is a paradigm shift, which methodological choices could best fit such a purpose? We select three ways to analyze the normativity of GNH and SPI. We compare them first according to the narrative of happiness they convey; second, according to the methodological choices (variables, aggregation methods, weighting…) they are based on; and third, according to the outcomes they deliver, or the messages conveyed by their results.
4.1 Narrative of the ultimate goal
At a discursive level, both indexes pursue the same goal – happiness – despite naming it differently. However, as we will see, they differ in the interpretation of this concept. 

In the case of GNH, a deep conception of happiness is exclusively privileged over individual wellbeing in a utilitarian perspective, i.e “the fleeting, pleasurable ‘feel good’ moods” (Ura et al., 2012, p. 7). GNH founders wished to internalize “responsibility and other-regarding motivations” in the notion of happiness (Ura et al., 2012, p. 7). Happiness is then phrased as: “A deep abiding sense of harmony with the natural world and with our fellow beings that is characterised by compassion, contentment and joy. This is a societal vision at the core of true human development and is not just a private yearning” (NDP, 2013, p. 6). The Bhutanese planning commission puts it in the following terms: “When tensions were observed between them [i.e. spiritual and material aspects of life], we have deliberately chosen to give preference to our understanding of happiness and peace, even at the expense of economic growth” (Planning Commission 1999, p. 19). Sobriety and harmony with nature and other humans are thus central components of Bhutan’s vision of a true abiding happiness (Ura et al., 2012). 

In the case of SPI, the ultimate goal is described in a methodological appendix: “the question of the nature of the ultimate goal in the light of which we define social progress […] lies in what might be called the eudaimonic” (O’Sullivan, 2014, p. 34), i.e. spiritual wellbeing”. Following this conception, founders wanted to avoid a vision of happiness based on utilitarian principles, where happiness equates to a subjective state of pleasure. Social progress is thus seen as a means towards a happy society, and consists in “the capacity of a society to meet the basic human needs of its citizens, establish the building blocks that allow citizens and communities to enhance and sustain the quality of their lives, and create the conditions for all individuals to reach their full potential” (Porter et al, 2017, p.2).

Despite different names, both indexes thus claim to indicate progress towards a happy society. However, the two indexes have different normative frameworks: for GNH this is Buddhism and the Vajrajana Bhutanese tradition, whereas SPI relies upon features of Greek philosophy and human rights discourse. Moreover, the appeals to a new development paradigm and to moral values such as sobriety or harmony are specific to the GNH philosophy (NDP, 2013), while SPI embraces values more closely associated with the West. We can thus expect to observe differences in the way their shared, ultimate goal – happiness – is operationalized in their respective methodological choices.

4.2 Normativity in the choice of the input variables

If the philosophical core of GNH and SPI does not seem strongly different, a closer look at the variables that are included reveals larger divergences. Both indicators measure a common ground of variables such as standard of living, health, and education. 

At the macro level, GNH includes many more variables related to spirituality, community, or informal activities. Variables such as emotional balance, practice of spiritual activities, importance of ethical values, knowledge of cultural codes, knowledge of a local language, sociocultural participation, community relationship, knowledge of tradition and institutions, artisan skills, unpaid work, volunteering time, all account for spiritual, communal, or informal aspects of life. At the business level, most indicators (29) concern workers’ happiness, which counts for the half of the index score and covers various aspects of working conditions and workers’ lives. The other indicators (20) include rather classical good governance measures, including the salary gap (highest to lowest salary ratio should be less than 20:1); indicators of community vitality (such as a company’s impact on community health), cultural diversity (such as cultural promotion), and ecology (such as pollution and ecological services). Compared to other reporting grids, the GNH of business puts a particular emphasis on workers’ happiness (including very sensitive topics such as the salary gap or working hours) and on business’ active involvement in the community (more than 8 indicators). It weakly accounts for economic impacts and customer satisfaction and has a relatively limited number of ecological indicators. 
The choice of these variables is partly made possible by the fact that the GNH index concerns a single country and thus refers to specific cultural values. We should note that some of them could even be regarded as promoting a very precise conception of the good life. For instance, knowledge and observation of the cultural code Driglam Namzha might be a goal pursued by the government but not necessarily shared by all (Van Norren, 2017). 

Contrary to GNH, SPI includes very few spiritual or community variables. It is instead based on more common standard-of-living variables. But SPI also puts a great emphasis on variables that are quite uncommon among Beyond GDP indicators, mostly in the “opportunity” domain. It includes indicators such as tolerance for immigrants and homosexuals, religious tolerance, discrimination against minorities, the number of globally ranked universities, or access to advanced education. If we look at the way the indicator is globally balanced, SPI can be characterized as a liberal indicator in the European sense of the word. It is economically liberal: individual human rights are present in 5 indicators, while social rights are present in none; freedoms are present in 5 indicators, while equality or working conditions are present in none (Jany-Catrice, 2015). It is also socially liberal: 5 indicators of discrimination and tolerance towards immigrants, minorities, homosexuals or religions; 4 indicators of gender discrimination or gender equality. SPI clearly puts the emphasis on the individual rather than on collective dimensions.

We should also recall that both indexes limit the way monetary flows can affect the composite indicator. SPI simply rejects GDP or any revenue-based variable, while the use of thresholds in GNH induces a sufficientarian perspective: after a certain level of revenue (1.5 times the poverty line), adding more revenue does not improve the GNH index. This gives no positive reporting to individual wealth accumulation and is consistent with the philosophy of GNH.

Moreover, it is noticeable that two dimensions are weakly taken into account in both indexes: inequality and the environment. Neither GNH nor SPI followed the recommendation of the Stiglitz Report (2010) to assess inequality. Gender inequality and educational inequality are present in SPI but respectively for only 2 indicators and 1 indicator, out of 50 indicators. They are not present in the macro level GNH, even though this is partially compensated for by the possibility to report GNH indicators by gender and by the presence of sufficiency thresholds. However, an increase of inequalities at the top wouldn’t directly affect the index. In the GNH of business, income inequalities are indeed present in the salary gap indicator (which is uncommon and worth drawing attention to) but there is no additional measure of inequality (between gender or labor/capital revenue).
This relatively weak emphasis on inequalities is accompanied by a limited weight given to environmental issues (one dimension out of 9 in macro level GNH and out of 12 in SPI). If we look closer at the four environmental indicators present in both indexes, it appears that they suffer from several weaknesses. In the case of GNH at the macro level, two environmental indicators measure how Bhutanese perceive environment as a concern, and their environmental responsibility. This implies that humans’ concern about the environment is assessed, but not the current state of the environment itself. This could be coherent with a happiness view where humans live in harmony with nature even when the state of nature degrades, but fails to take into account potential environmental degradations. The third environmental indicator also raises questions. It measures how wildlife constitutes a threat to crops and how it harms farmers. Again, environment is taken into account for the way it affects human wellbeing, but the state of the environment itself is not directly assessed in the index. The title given to the “ecological diversity and resilience” dimension seems thus rather inadequate because the indicators composing this dimension do not measure either ecological diversity or resilience, but rather how humans perceive and are affected by the environment. Hence, we can argue that there is a weak match between the ecological message of GNH and the way this is embodied in the macro level index. This match has been considerably improved in the constitution of the GNH of business index, which accounts for a wide range of emissions and pollutions, and measures the provision of ecological services by business. However, the ecological thresholds are very easily met: they are satisfied provided that the business realizes “proper assessment and measures to reduce [the pollutions]” (Zangmo, 2017, p.53). It is a step forward to integrate ecological thresholds at the micro level, but it could benefit by being better articulated with macro level ecological targets, following the example of the science-based indicators discussed in section 2.1.
In the case of SPI, two main criticisms could also be levelled at the four environmental indicators. First, the indicator that accounts for CO2 emissions uses a metric calculated at the production level rather than at the consumption level and deflates emissions by GDP rather than by population. The result is that SPI tends to overestimate progress of countries with either high CO2 consumption or high GDP, at the expense of Southern countries with low CO2 consumption and a large population (Gadrey, 2015). Indeed, the CO2/GDP emission ratio is three times smaller for the USA than for Mali, Cameroon, or Mongolia. Another concern over SPI’s account of the environmental quality component relates to the “biodiversity and habitat” indicator, calculated using data on the “protection of terrestrial and marine areas as well as threatened or endangered species” (Porter et al., 2017, p. 71). It does not really account for biodiversity (outcome measure), but for efforts realized to secure areas or species (input measure). This is questionable, as more than 80% of protected areas are in Europe and North America (Hsu and Zomer, 2016), whereas biodiversity mostly depends on countries of the South (William et al., 1997). On the one hand, the use of an input measure is contrary to the SPI principle of measuring only outcomes, and on the other hand, using input rather than outcome on this indicator completely changes the view of who is performing and who is not. The situation of SPI is then similar to macro level GNH: even if the index aims at being a “measurement framework for social and environmental performance” (Porter et al., 2017, p.6), it gives little weight to environmental indicators (1/12 of the index), and the way these are measured are open to criticism. 

To conclude, it appears that if both indexes converge in their ultimate goal, they diverge in the way they include it in the methodological features. On the one hand, GNH explicitly accounts for indicators attached to spirituality and community, or workers and company volunteering at the micro level. Moreover, certain variables such as the salary gap are clearly at odds with the current for profit model. On the other hand, SPI is built around liberal values, with the implicit assumption that they are the steps towards spiritual wellbeing. Moreover, while both macro level indexes claim to attach importance to the environment, this concern appears only weakly in their methodological choices. 
4.3 Normativity conveyed by the outcome

What insights do scores on these two indexes provide? A first outcome of Beyond GDP indexes and reporting grids is to show the best and the worst performances, which gives room in which to design actions in order to improve the weaknesses. We compare the scoring on the GNH index and SPI for Bhutan. 
Despite the fact that the GNH of business is at a preliminary stage, it has been tested on a sample of 41 Bhutanese companies. The result was that none of these performed sufficiently in accordance with GNH to be eligible for the certification. In the current state of the reporting grid, GNH of business thus conveys the message that companies should largely improve their social and ecological performance. As there are no additional data, we restrict the following analysis to the macro level GNH index, followed by the SPI.
The 2015 GNH index can be broken down to show if sufficiency thresholds are reached for the 33 indicators.

Figure 2. Percentage of people enjoying sufficiency, Bhutan 2015
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Source: CBS (2016).

The 10 major contributors to unhappiness are a low level of knowledge, low reported government performance, few years of schooling, a low level of self-reported spirituality, few donations to common causes, lack of knowledge of cultural codes, insufficient community relationships, excessive amount of time spent working, and the lack of political and cultural participation.

At least two insights can be derived from these results. Firstly, income does not appear as a top factor of (un)happiness, as a priority to be given to policy action. On the contrary, most indicators in the bottom 10 – with the possible exception of working time – consist in issues that are poorly linked to economic growth. This gives an incentive to adopt policies that directly contribute to the wellbeing of Bhutanese citizens, without relying on the growth model. Secondly, among these bottom 10 indicators, we find traditional targets of public intervention (schooling, government performance…), alongside variables that are rarely targeted by public policies, such as spirituality and cultural participation. These would require new types of policy – and thus creativity – in order to be improved. SPI can also be broken down in order to highlight the strengths and weaknesses of Bhutan. Figure 3 shows the Top 5 and bottom 5 components (out of 12) of Bhutan’s 2017 partial SPI. 
Figure 3. Top 5 and bottom 5 components (out of 12) of Bhutan’s 2017
 partial SPI
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Source: Porter et al., 2017
According to SPI, Bhutan performs the worst in access to advanced education and in its low degree of tolerance and inclusion. The scorecard also shows relatively low performances in terms of personal rights, environmental quality, and access to information and communication. SPI results are different from those conveyed by the GNH index, but the main results do not contradict each other (except for knowledge and ecological issues). Moreover, they both call for improvements on components that have little connection with economic growth. Nevertheless, SPI calls for a different set of priorities than the GNH index does. While the latter puts most emphasis on cultural, communitarian, and spiritual issues, SPI primarily highlights access to advanced education and tolerance and inclusion. The three critical performances highlighted by SPI are all part of the “opportunity” dimension, which most clearly bears the mark of individual rights and freedoms. 

It is worth noting that the insights derived from this analysis strongly depend on the input variables and the conventions embodied in the methodological choices. For instance, doubling the sufficiency threshold for a household’s income in the GNH index would have probably put this indicator higher in the list of priorities. In the case of SPI, the index does not use explicit thresholds, but some of its variables have an implicit one, which defines an upper and a lower bound for performance (e.g. the implicit number of internationally-ranking universities required to show a good performance). Of course, the variables included in the indicators also matter. In any case, all these are conventions made by the developers of the index, conveying their normative framework. In the end, the outcomes appear to be consistent with the methodological choices in both indexes, which are based respectively on a Buddhist (GNH) and a liberal (SPI) philosophy. SPI would benefit from being more forthright about its own philosophy, rather than disseminating it under the guise of universal values
. 
A second way to observe the normativity of the outcomes is to compare the narratives the indexes tell about a country’s development. In order to observe the trends in Bhutan, Figure 4 shows the increase in GNH (available for 2010 and 2015), SPI (partially available from 2014 to 2017), and GDP per capita (PPP, constant 2011 international $). 
Figure 4. GNH, partial SPI & GDP per capita compared, Bhutan, 2015=100
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Sources: CBS (2016), Porter et al. (2014-2017), World Bank (2010-2016). Authors’ calculations.
While GDP per capita shows a rapid increase over the period (+26%), both the GNH index and SPI, when available, seem to remain (almost) stagnant. The GNH index and SPI show respectively an increase of 1,7% (in five years) and 0,8% (in three years). On one hand, this means that GDP has been weakly translated into welfare gains. On the other, it may come as a surprise that GNH and SPI convey a very close assessment, contrary to what their particular methodological choices would suggest.

This general view can be qualified if one observes performances in sub-domains included within GNH (33) and SPI (12, with 11 available for Bhutan). The slow improvement in GNH between 2010 and 2015 hides contrasting development between different indicators, as has been shown in the 2015 GNH report: material well-being increased strongly – income, housing and assets. There has also been an increase in access to services for 20% of Bhutanese: electricity, clean water, hygienic waste disposal, and health care (CBS, 2016). On the other hand, the main reductions in Bhutan’s happiness are linked to reported emotions, the practice of spirituality, and self-reported health. This breakdown of the GNH index thus shows that in recent years the economic growth of the country has been made at the expense of core Bhutanese values.
Compared to GNH, SPI offers another view of Bhutan’s development:

Figure 5. Evolution of SPI components scores, Bhutan 2014-2017
	
	
	2014
	2017
	Absolute change 2017-2014

	Basic Human Needs
	Water and Sanitation
	71,59
	72,64
	+1,05

	
	Shelter
	79,28
	80,42
	+1,14

	
	Personal safety
	86,09
	89,21
	+3,12

	Foundations of Wellbeing
	Access to Basic Knowledge
	77,58
	80,61
	+3,03

	
	Access to Info and Communications
	58,07
	67,67
	+9,6

	
	Health and Wellness
	71,12
	72,07
	+0,95

	
	Environmental quality
	66,55
	66,15
	-0,4

	Opportunity
	Personal rights
	61,41
	61,46
	+0,05

	
	Personal Freedom and Choice
	71,89
	73,23
	+1,34

	
	Tolerance and Inclusion
	52,68
	48,38
	-4,3

	
	Access to Advanced Education
	17,56
	6,85
	-10,71


Source: SPI database, 2014-2017. Authors’ calculation.
SPI shows a slightly positive growth for most components linked to material wellbeing (the six first components), with a larger increase in access to information and communications. However, these trends have been accompanied by a decrease in tolerance and inclusion, and in access to advanced education. Similarly to the GNH index, SPI thus shows several costs or blind spots of economic growth. However, the issues it highlights are different from those highlighted by the GNH index.  

From this analysis of GNH and SPI outcomes, it appears that both indexes assess performance in a different way to that of GDP. To some extent, they both seem able to orient society toward a paradigm shift, by putting forward different priorities to that of economic growth and by highlighting some positive as well as some negative aspects of economic growth. However, SPI does this without being at odds with the prevailing economic model. In fact, it implicitly espouses the liberal values that have coexisted for a long time with growing inequalities and environmental destruction. The ambiguity inherent in SPI lies in this wish to go beyond GDP without going beyond the values of its paradigm. It conveys only a partial shift, as has been shown elsewhere through an observation of its world ranking (see Malay, 2017). The GNH index, on the contrary, supports an alternative vision of society which is clearly at odds with the current growth model (see also Verma, 2017). It emphasizes cultural and communitarian variables, even if these include reference to some values that might not be shared by all citizens. Most importantly, sufficiency is placed at the heart of the index’s methodology, through the use of thresholds.
5. Second criterion of comparison: Involvement of stakeholders 

A second question concerns the way any index contributes to the spreading of its values by soliciting the collaboration of various stakeholders in its construction process and in its use. The presence of stakeholders in the construction process increases the legitimacy and saliency of the index, while their involvement in its use may help in coordination on social and environmental projects. We shall consider alternately how the GNH index and SPI perform along these two lines. Prior to this analysis, we should note that for most Beyond GDP indexes, the creative process involved only experts and paid little attention to the actors who would potentially use them.

5.1 Stakeholders’ involvement in the construction process

In the case of the GNH index, the methodological choices were made between 2006 (pilot survey in order to design the survey questionnaire and the survey administration) and 2010 (first release of the GNH index). Two types of stakeholder have been consulted by the CBS: government officials and civil servants on the one hand, and Bhutanese citizens on the other. 

As far as government bodies are concerned, focus group discussions were organized by CBS in order to take into account the priorities and perspectives of decision makers (both at the directorial and secretarial levels). Key value judgments and priority in the choice of indicators were identified during such participatory meetings (Ura et al., 2012b).

In addition to government officials and civil servants, CBS also involved citizens in the index’s creation. Their involvement did not influence the choice of variables or the aggregation method, but (1) the sufficiency thresholds of each of the 33 indicators and (2) the weight of the variables. As we already stated, these thresholds are primarily determined according to international or national standards. But when such standards did not exist or were inappropriate, thresholds were based on normative judgments, informed by deliberations during consultative sessions and participatory meetings (Ura et al., 2012).
These participatory sessions had a particular impact by showing that thresholds could hardly be valid for all people and all regions in Bhutan. This led to the determination of a second cutoff (happiness threshold) that allows for variation between people. The determination of weighting of indicators (subjective indicators receive a smaller weight) was also made after participatory discussions, including national leaders, focus group discussions, and fieldwork with local communities. 

GNH of business has been developed within a short timeframe. This has meant that businesses have largely not played a role in the main methodological choices (choice of variables, or thresholds…). On the one hand, it made it possible to adopt a framework and values close to those of the macro level index. But on the other hand, the weak involvement of companies makes the certification tool likely to be seen as an “outside” project, not aligned with the wishes or the practical constraints of its potential users. If that alignment is too narrow or the incentives to use the certification tool are too small, there is a risk that it becomes underused.  

SPI involved a different class of stakeholders as it mainly received the support of businesses and to a lesser extent that of civil society. Existing organizations and scholars supporting SPI regrouped in a foundation called Social Progress Imperative. The main innovation in this network is to include various stakeholders, but also to monitor the spreading of SPI, like CBS does for the GNH index. 

The inclusion of non-academic stakeholders in SPI’s development occurred in two stages. The first was the association of large companies or their foundations (especially consulting groups) in the development of the global SPI that we presented in section 3.2. For example, the board of directors of the Social Progress Imperative has included or today includes members of Fundación Avina, VIVA Trust, Skoll Foundation, IGNIA Partners, Cisko and Deloitte (Porter et al., 2013; 2017). These stakeholders could provide advice, funds, and their own networks in order to foster the spreading of SPI. 

The second stage of inclusion of non-academic stakeholders involved the creation of national, regional, or local SPIs, which differ slightly from the global SPI, as will be seen in section 6. If they were impulsed by organizations members of the Social Progress Imperative, they associated other stakeholders. For instance, the development of a city-level SPI in Costa Rica came about through a platform created by a committee led by the Vice-President of Costa Rica and by bringing together the public sector, corporations, NGOs, and civil society. In the European Union, the Orkestra Basque Institute for Com​petitiveness and DG REGIO of the European Commission have collaborated on the creation of a regional European SPI.

This strategy of including many actors and adapting to local contexts has made the widespread development of SPI possible.

We can therefore observe two different approaches to engaging potential stakeholders, where most Beyond GDP indicators do not engage any. On the one hand, the GNH index has been developed in close contact with the Bhutanese government and has involved some features of participatory democracy. One the other hand, the constitution of SPI has involved actors from the corporate sector, who have brought expertise and contributed to its dissemination, and numerous other national, regional, or local actors during the constitution of subnational indexes. Both are necessary if the issue at stake is a paradigm shift. 

5.2 Bringing together stakeholders through the use of the index

The macro level GNH index is one of the rare indexes used by public officials. The GNH commission is a state body with a mandate to steer “national development towards promotion of happiness for all Bhutanese guided by the philosophy of GNH”. As a result, screening tools based on the GNH index have been put in place.
 Up until now, to our knowledge, the corporate sector has not been involved in creating or using the macro level GNH index to solve specific regional issues, even if the index is calculated at the regional level in 21 Dzongkhags. The recent GNH of business has also been developed by a state body, without strong involvement of businesses in the creation process.
SPI, on the other hand, has been designed to be actionable by public and private stakeholders, and efforts have been made for it to be operationalized. Social Progress Imperative built on Kania and Kramer’s (2011) work on collective impact. The authors identify five conditions of collective success: (1) common agenda, (2) shared measurement systems, (3) mutually reinforcing activities, (4) continuous organization, and (5) the presence of a backbone support organization. SPI has been a prominent piece of experiences using this framework by being the basis for the shared measurement system. One of the first local experiences using SPI was in Brazil, in the state of Amazonas. The Coca Cola Company, Natura (a cosmetics company), Social Progress Imperative, and IPSOS collaborated to create “SPI Communities”. The two corporations mentioned became involved in the project because they were seeking to build a sustainable supply chain in the region. As there was no data for local communities’ social and environmental concerns, the group gathered data through a dedicated survey and built an index in 2014. This was an occasion for making contact with community organizations, in order to have a proper understanding of the issues at stake, and for preparing the second phase of proposed solutions. Based on the results, the Médio Juruá Territorial Management Forum, which regroups various organizations (public and corporate sectors, government, community organizations…) developed policies in order to improve social progress. For instance, public authorities launched a program of sanitation and drinking water infrastructures. Natura supported a school project for people living in more remote areas, in which the students not only graduate from high school, but are also certified as agro-ecology technicians. This could improve education in the region, with a benefit to the population and the participating corporations. Coca-Cola, Natura, and other private and public organizations also supported a technical program in Forestry, Fishing and Management (Social Progress Imperative, 2015). In respect to Kania and Kramer’s five conditions, SPI contributed to two of them, i.e. the setting of a common agenda and a shared measurement system.

In summary, it appears that strategies for engaging stakeholders have primarily focused on the government with the GNH index, while SPI also focused on private actors. The involvement of the latter in the social progress agenda owes little to chance. It is based on the inclusion of corporations in the Social Progress Imperative since the beginning, involving a precise view of the framework and the way they could use the index (multi-actor partnerships). Moreover, corporations’ involvement has been fostered by the SPI network that sparks local and national projects. 

However, we should note that the achievements described above of corporations using SPI can be considered to be quite modest, compared to the global challenges highlighted in the introduction. A clear assessment of the impacts of the inclusion of these corporations in a social progress agenda will require further investigation. In any case, from a procedural point of view, SPI has been a catalyst for aligning messages and coordinating interventions. 
6. Third criterion of comparison: Coordination of multiple scales 

When an index is calculated at different levels, identical principles should be found in the construction of the index at each level, in order to favor consistent action among actors. How is such coordination achieved for the different levels of the GNH index and SPI?

The macro GNH index is calculated at the national and the Dzongkhag level. The coordination between these scales is straightforward: the index is the same in the two cases. Hence, the index can indicate which Dzongkhag shows a lack in certain indicators, in the same way as is done at the national level. Up until 2017, several non-official attempts have been made to bring the GNH philosophy and index to the corporate level, in Bhutan (Sebastian 2011) or elsewhere, as in Thailand (Kim & Suriyankietkaew 2017). Most of them use the same name (GNH) and a similar philosophy. Compared to them, the official GNH of business developed by CBS is linked the closest to the macro level GNH. Beyond a name and a philosophy, macro and micro level GNH also share the same domains, the same aggregation method with thresholds, and the same emitting organization, as has been shown in section 3.1. There are thus numerous common points between both indexes. The differences lie in the choice of the indicators inside each of the 9 domains. Figure 6 offers a picture of the change in indicators between macro and micro level GNH for 2 GNH domains (psychological wellbeing and ecological diversity).
Figure 6. Structure of macro level GNH and GNH of business compared: 
psychological wellbeing and ecological diversity.
	Domain
	Macro level GNH
	GNH of business

	Psychological wellbeing
	Life satisfaction
	Job satisfaction

	
	Positive emotions
	Trust

	
	Negative emotions
	Workplace environment

	
	Spirituality
	Workplace engagement

	
	
	Discrimination

	
	
	Harassment

	
	
	Positive emotions

	
	
	Negative emotions


	Ecological diversity
	Ecological issues
	Emission assessment

	
	Responsibility towards environment
	Solid waste assessment

	
	Wildlife damage
	Environmental volunteerism

	
	Urbanization issues
	Environmental donation

	
	
	Eco-products and services


Source: Zangmo et al. (2017)
The objects that are captured can be very different at the two levels. Hence, at the business level, spirituality is not taken into account, but discriminations and polluting emissions are. This can reveal a shift in terms of values between the two measurement tools. But more generally, it shows the need to adapt measures to the business context. The best example of this is the transformation of life satisfaction into an indicator of job satisfaction. It wouldn’t make sense to have a life satisfaction indicator at the business level (nor a measure of wildlife damages). While name, domain and aggregation method of GNH of business are aligned to those of the macro level, the adaptation to the business context is made through the choice of other indicators.
SPI was initially developed at the global level, in order to compare national performances (see Section 3). However, regional, community, and local versions of the index have been proposed. Attempts to develop SPI at the corporate level have been also made. For instance, Breckinridge Capital Advisors, a Boston-based investment fund, launched a municipal bond analytics tool that uses the SPI framework to measure “inclusiveness” alongside traditional economic metrics.
 However, these attempts are currently undocumented. 

Most declinations of SPI on smaller scales do not perfectly match the global index. Core components of SPI are kept, while there is variation in the way data is gathered and indicators are constructed. For instance, the regional European SPI was calculated for 272 NUTS2 Regions in Europe. It includes 3 domains, 12 dimensions, and 50 indicators. Domains and dimensions remain the same as in the national index, while indicators differ. For example, the indicators accounting for environmental quality in the global SPI are “outdoor air pollution attributable deaths; wastewater treatment; biodiversity and habitat; and greenhouse gas emissions”. In the European SPI, these four indicators were replaced by six indicators: “satisfaction with air quality; air pollution-pm10; air pollution-pm2.5; air pollution-ozone; pollution, grime or other environmental problems; protected land” (Natura 2000). Such changes were made in order to better fit the available data, as well as to make the index more relevant to the European context. 
A similar adaptation can be observed in the Brazilian community for the local SPI described in Section 5. Figure 7 compares the global SPI and the local SPI for Amazonian communities in Brazil in the Basic Need dimension (Social Progress Imperative, 2015). We should recall that the construction of this local index was nourished by a semi-participatory process, in order to assess the needs of the communities. The data was created through surveys conducted on this occasion.

The differently scaled SPI indexes were developed by the same consortium, share a common name and theoretical framework (measuring outputs, non-economic variables, being actionable), and use the same methodological canvas (subdivision in domains and components, use of principal components analysis…). As in the case of GNH, the major difference lies in the content and the data of the 50 indicators. 

Figure 7. Structure of global and local SPI compared: the case of Basic Human Needs in Amazonian communities in Brazil.
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Source : Social Progress Imperative, 2015
The way GNH and SPI articulate their declinations at different scales is particularly fruitful. On the one hand, it improves the actionability of the index by making it adaptable to the needs expressed in any one particular context. On the other hand, the transposition of the index gives an occasion for undertaking a participatory process. When such a process is undertaken (as in the case in Brazil), it improves the involvement of a range of stakeholders. Behind the generic terminology “GNH” or “social progress index”, one can thus find several indexes, adapted to their context, which all point to the same direction. In the case of SPI, a toolbox of good policy examples is added to the index presentation at the annual conference. 
7. Concluding remarks
In the previous sections, we showed how GNH and SPI perform on three criteria: (1) the presence of “not for profit” or “not for growth” values; (2) their contribution to the spreading of such values, by helping actors to coordinate and through stakeholders’ participation; and (3) their capacity to link together multiple levels of involvement.
GNH and SPI share some common strengths that deserve to inspire new sets of indicators. Aiming at the promotion of values, both indexes wish to include as far as possible different stakeholders in reflection on these values, as well as in the process of constructing the index. GNH did this with remarkable results for public actors, while SPI performed best with private companies. This inclusive process partly explains the success and widespread dissemination of both indexes. Moreover, both have been complemented by screening tools, especially GNH, which is used by the GNH commission. Another common strength of these indexes is that both the Center for Bhutan Studies & GNH and the Social Progress Imperative have shown their ability to coordinate between different scales by maintaining a common philosophical and methodological framework, while adapting the index to each context. This allows GNH’s and SPI’s priorities to penetrate many levels of decision making and among various actors. However, as mentioned above, this is done without a wide inclusion of businesses themselves (in the case of GNH), or without a clear departure from today’s prevailing growth or for profit model (in the case of SPI). As a result, GNH of business will probably have some implementation issues, while current utilizations of SPI remain close to CSR, and, to our knowledge, do not substantially change business behavior.  
GNH and SPI also show specific strengths. Two major strengths of the GNH index, as compared to the SPI, deserve to be highlighted: firstly, at the macro level, its developers chose variables that include cultural and communitarian dimensions, which clearly depart from the present state of the world focused on GDP growth. At the business level, the variables included put a large emphasis on workers’ wellbeing, and some of them are clearly at odds with the current for-profit model. Secondly, the use of sufficiency thresholds allows the GNH index to break from the positive value attached to endless accumulation. These features make the GNH index more adequate than the SPI for orienting a paradigm shift.

On the other hand, SPI has certain strengths when compared to the GNH index. Some are hardly replicable, such as the extensive coverage of countries or the support of large corporations. But others could inspire any new indicator. The inclusion of businesses in the Social Progress Imperative, and the gathering of micro level actors around the index in places such as Amazonia is pioneering for the use of macro level indexes. 
Bhutan is currently in a process of improving the proposed GNH of business. The following paragraphs include lessons to be drawn for this specific purpose
.
In Section 2, we suggested two possible and complementary ways of including business in a paradigm shift: (1) creating a business level reporting grid – the route taken by Bhutan – and/or (2) encouraging business and other micro level actors to use the existing indexes as a general guideline for action and as a coordination tool among actors – the philosophy behind SPI. 
In the first route, it is worth mentioning that GNH of business will be revised in the near future. During this process, we would suggest keeping its main strong points, which are the strong articulation with the macro level GNH, and the inclusion of indicators that are at odds with the current for profit model. To push this second strong point further, clearer thresholds for environmental variables could be set, in accordance with scientific research on the topic. Here the challenge is also to induce corporations to use such reporting grids. Including them in the revision processes could be a first step in that direction.
Parallel to the creation of a GNH reporting grid, the use of the current GNH index by micro-level actors could be fostered. The GNH index is already calculated at the level of Dzongkhags. Technical tools thus already exist for gathering various actors around concrete projects. Based on the example of SPI, this would involve creating a backbench organization (or redefining the existing one) that would gather actors around a local base. For instance, the growing construction sector could be encouraged to care more about the impact of new buildings on the community vitality dimension. Gathering different stakeholders around GNH’s “community relationship” indicator in urban Dzongkhags could provide an incentive to corporations to be aware of such an issue and act upon it. 
In this paper, we discussed the way indicators could orient business towards GNH values or a broader ecological and social transition. However, no paradigm shift could ever be reached with the support of indicators alone. More profound changes have to be made, including new governance models, new regulations, or new ideas among entrepreneurs (e.g. the development of social enterprises). Indexes can only indicate how these deeper changes are performed. Attention should thus be given to the framework that permits corporations to develop the expected behavior and sanctions those that depart from it. 
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