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SOCIOCYBERNETICS traces its intellectual roots to the rise of a panoply of new approaches to
scientific inquiry beginning in the 1940's. These included General System Theory, cybernetics and
information theory, game theory and automata, net, set, graph and compartment theories, and
decision and queuing theory conceived as strategies in one way or another appropriate to the study of
organized complexity. Although today the Research Committee casts a wide net in terms of
appropriate subject matters, pertinent theoretical frameworks and applicable methodologies, the
range of approaches deployed by scholars associated with RC51 reflect the maturation of these
developments. Here we find, again, GST and first- and second-order cybernetics; in addition, there is
widespread sensitivity to the issues raised by "complexity studies," especially in work
conceptualizing systems as self-organizing, autocatalytic or autopoietic. "System theory", in the form
given it by Niklas Luhmann, and world-systems analysis are also prominently represented within the
ranks of RC51.

The institutionalization of sociocybernetic approaches in what was to become RC51, the Research
Committee on Sociocybernetics of the International Sociological Association, began in 1980 with the
founding of an ISA Ad Hoc Group and proceeded with the organization of sessions at succeeding
quadrennial World Congresses of Sociology. The eventual RC51 became a Thematic Group and then
a Working Group. Finally, in recognition of its extraordinary success (growing from some 30
members in early 1995 to 240 in 1998), the group was promoted to the status of Research Committee
at the 1998 World Congress of Sociology in Montreal.

Over these past two decades, sociocybernetics has attracted a broad range of scholars whose
departmental affiliations represent the entire spectrum of the disciplines, from the humanities and the
social sciences through the sciences, mathematics and engineering. Furthermore, the many countries
of origin of these RC51 members attest to the wide international appeal of sociocybernetic
approaches. Within this highly diverse community, there is wide agreement on some very general
issues, for instance, on developing strategies for the study of human reality that avoid reification, are
cognizant of the pitfalls of reductionism and dualism, and generally eschew linear or homeostatic
models. Not surprisingly, however, there are also wide divergences in subject matter, theoretical
frameworks and methodological practices.

Many have argued that models developed for the study of complexity can be usefully appropriated
for the study of human reality. Moreover, however, the emphasis in complexity studies on
contingency, context-dependency, multiple, overlapping temporal and spatial frameworks, and
deterministic but unpredictable systems displaying an arrow-of-time suggest that the dividing line
between the sciences and the historical social sciences is fuzzier than many might like to think. What
is more, in the humanities, the uniquely modern concepts of original object and autonomous human
creator have come under serious attack. The coincidence of these two phenomena substantiate the
impression that across the disciplines there may be observed a new concern for spatial-temporal
wholes constituted at once of relational structures and the phenomenological time of their
reproduction and change.

In this context of rich history and exciting possibilities, the Research Committee on Sociocybernetics
of the International Sociological Association extends an open invitation through the Journal of
Sociocybernetics to all engaged in the common quest to explain and understand social reality
holistically and self-reflexively without forsaking a concern for human values--human values not
construed simply as a matter of individual ethics, but conceived as an integral part of a social science
for our time.
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NOTE FROM THE OUTGOING EDITOR

Apologies to our readers for the long delay since the last issue of JoS. This is chiefly because I took
on the task of helping to edit a double special issue of the journal Kybernetes, a festschrift published
in honour of Felix Geyer, Honorary President of RC51. My co-editors were Vessela Misheva and
Cor van Dijkum. We highly recommend this twenty article collection as an overview of current
activity in the field of sociocybernetics and beyond (Kybernetes, 35, 3/4).

This double issue of the Journal of Sociocybernetics, marks the end of the present editor's tenure.
Beginning with Volume 6, JoS will be in the able hands of Karl-Heinz Simon (thus all manuscripts
should be submitted to him at simon@usf.uni-kassel.de). I wish to thank Karl-Heinz for his help in
assembling this double issue. I wish him well with his future endeavours.

Bernard Scott, June 117 2007.
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MODELLING ORGANISATIONAL FACTORS AFFECTING THE DEVELOPMENT OF E-
LEARNING IN A UNIVERSITY USING A CYBERNETICS APPROACH'

Sandy Britain, Oleg Liber?, Sharon Perry, Wynne Rees

Abstract

The recent emergence of internet-enabled software tools to support e-learning has prompted many
UK universities to begin to attempt to integrate such Virtual Learning Environments (VLESs) into
their teaching. It is generally recognised that to be effective in an institutional context, VLEs need to
be joined up to existing information and administration systems. In this paper we argue from a
cybernetic perspective that in addition to the technical demands of this task, there are a wide variety
of organisational, social and political factors associated with the way a university is structured, the
dynamics of its internal operation and its recent history that present a significant risk of project
failure if they are not given sufficient recognition and appropriate strategies for change put in place.
These complex challenges can usefully be addressed from a cybernetic perspective. The remainder of
this paper describes an approach to modelling an institution's socio-technical systems using a
combination of the Viable System Model, drawn from management cybernetics and action research
techniques.

Introduction

There has recently been a surge of interest amongst UK universities in both e-learning and the
development of 'joined-up' university IT systems to support e-learning. The central notion is that
internet-aware software applications can provide a 'Virtual Learning Environment' that extend the
capabilities of the physical learning environment traditionally provided by a university. For such
virtual learning environments (VLEs) to be effective in an institutional context, they need to be
integrated with a variety of management information systems that support university administrative
functions. In the UK, the project of joining-up all relevant university administration systems with a
VLE is currently being termed a managed learning environment (MLE).

Figure 1. below shows a schematic diagram produced by a public funding body in the UK of what an
MLE conceptually involves:

! A version of this paper was presented in the sessions of the Research Committee on Sociocybernetics (RC51),
International Sociological Association, 15th World Congress, Brisbane July 8-13, 2002

2 The University of Bolton, Deane Road, Bolton, BL3 5AB, UK; o.liber@bolton.ac.uk
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Figure 1. MLE illustration from Joint Information Services Committee (JISC)

The above diagram was produced by JISC in 1999 to show some of the key relationships between
university administrative systems and a virtual learning environment. It also (unintentionally) shows
a number of the widely-held assumptions about e-learning and also some confusion. However, what
it does illustrate is that E-learning developments are unlike any technology development in
universities to date in that they involve the whole system: academic, administration, service and
support. This task presents complex challenges for universities by having to coordinate parts of the
institution that have traditionally maintained cultural and functional independence e.g. Information
Services, Library Services, Staff Development and Academic departments.

A feature of university organisation is that academic departments, and individual lecturers have
considerable autonomy about how they teach their subject. There is a concern that decisions made
about e-learning by information services managers (who regard technology as their territory, but do
not understand teaching) will constrain the way lecturers can teach and manage their classes using
virtual environments.

This paper asks what are the system effects of decisions to implement e-learning in universities?
What are the issues for the design of new learning environments? and what are the organisational
change issues for universities?

These are questions about the cybernetics of technology and organiations. This paper illustrates the
use of a cybernetic methodology to address these questions.
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Methodology

The modelling work included in this paper forms part of an ongoing project at University of Wales -
Bangor, which also involves technical innovation and systems design. The broad aims of the project
(Comantle - celt.bangor.ac.uk/comantle) were to examine approaches to MLE development suitable
for the context of UWB and to highlight areas of organisational change. In this sense the work
reported here is in the spirit of action research in which the existence of the research project itself
acts as a reflexive input to the system under consideration.

Methodologies appropriate to this type of study are a combination of action research and soft
systems methodology, (e.g. Checkland, 1981; Checkland & Scholes, 1990) in which the project team
collect data about the existing nature of the institution through qualitative research methods such as
interviews, focus groups and participant-observation® in order to structure and elaborate a rich
description of the problem domain. This description is then used to develop a systems
characterisation of the problem which in turn is used to inform problem-solving activities in the
organisation. Espejo et al., (1996) describe a similar approach which they refer to as the 'cybernetic
methodology'. This methodology condenses a variety of systems and socio-technical approaches into
single approach. The advantage of this methodology is it was developed to be used in conjunction
with the VSM which provides the theoretical framework for this study.

The basic form of the methodology used is depicted schematically in figure 2

1. Observing:
Finding out about the
problem situation

2. Describing:
Structuring the
problem situation

4. Reporting:
Diagnosis and
Design

5. Implementing:
Creating
solutions

3. Modelling:
Studying cybernetics
of the problem
situation

Figure 2The cybernetic methodology (adapted from Espejo et al., 1996)

The ‘problem situation’ in the context of the current work refers to the development and
implementation of systems to support e-learning at UWB.

3 All the above techniques were employed in data collection during the Comantle project.
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1. Observing

This is the process of collecting information about the organisation that is relevant to the problem of
study. Techniques for information collection relied on typical of qualitative approaches such as
action-research, case-study research and market research. These included participant-observation,
semi-structured interviews, focus groups, collection of documentation including existing surveys and
other data.

2. Describing

This process involved using the information collected to develop a rich picture of the organisation
within the scope of the problem definition ( see Checkland and Scholes, 1996). This provides
structure to the problem situation

3. Modelling

From the rich picture developed by describing the organisation and the problem situation, cybernetic
models were created using the VSM. These provide the basis for an analysis of the organisation from
a cybernetic perspective.

4. Reporting

Having used the cybernetic modelling to diagnose aspects of the organisation which need to be
adapted to support e-learning developments in the institution, specific recommendations for
organisational change and MLE design can be reported.

S. Implementing

The report of the study can be used to feed into institutional mechanisms for implementing e-
learning. Part of the project involves VLE adaptation to work with university systems.

Iterative modelling and reflection

Stages 1 —3 of the methodology have been continuous and iterative throughout the study. Initial rich
pictures and cybernetic models have been used to identify further information that needs to be
gathered to elaborate and improve the cybernetic model. Where possible the model building process
has been done in partnership with university stakeholders. Although this has been difficult due to
time constraints and the difficulty of explaining the modelling form, it has been highly productive in
some instances. There is a second loop missing from figure 2 which depicts the process of reflection
on the part of the research team on the nature of change in the university.

In the next section we describe in more detail the problem situation.

Describing the problem situation - the Why? and How? of E-learning.

In attempting to structure the problem situation, it is crucial to establish why, despite the expense and
uncertainty involved, university vice-chancellors are considering taking e-learning on board in an
institutional sense, and precisely Zow they expect it to help the institution. These are hard questions
to answer because in order to answer them requires a clear model of the organisational identity,
strategy, management and operations. In other words it requires that some sub-system(s ) of the
organisation develop a model of the whole system. *

Insight into the why question, can be obtained by taking a closer look at the current context of UK
higher education. "Two decades ago one in eight school-leavers went on to higher education. Now

* This is an interesting application of the models put forward both by Scott (2000) and Espejo et al., (1996) after Harri-
Augstein and Thomas in relation to organisational learning.
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more than one in three do. But universities are creaking under the strain of years of expansion in
which student numbers have gone up but the funding for each student has gone down.......As student
numbers increased by 88% between 1989 and 2002, government funding per student fell by 37%,
which followed a 20% cut from 1976-1989." (Woodward, 2002).

In essence, the government wants to educate more people through the higher education system and
they want to do it for less money. Recently the British government declared a goal of putting 50% of
the under 30's through some form of higher education by 2010.

Although it is the opinion of many in the HE sector that is the "wrong target at the wrong time"
(Woodward, 2002), it means that universities are recruiting an increasingly diverse body of students
with different skills and backgrounds that do not conform to the traditional expectations of a school-
leaving student with three A-levels. Conversely, the structures and processes in many UK
universities are still tailored towards the profile of the traditional student. Vice chancellors recognise
that the environment universities inhabit is changing. Increasingly they are thinking of how to create
courses to match students changing interests and requirements. All this involves being more dynamic
and responsive to the environment.

This background sketch of the wider pressures on universities throws one central question into sharp
relief: How can universities educate more students, for less money and still maintain and
improve the quality of education?

Since the Dearing Inquiry report (1997) pointed in the direction of the potential of communication
and information technologies (C&IT), e-learning is now squarely on the political agenda for the
future of higher education.

There are some problems with this picture however. As pointed out by Mayes (2000), there are two
pedagogies commonly associated with C & IT. There is delivery of information, which is the "IT"
bit, and there is a tutorial dialogue, which is the "C" bit. Of course successful teaching relies on both
content and conversation, but the problem is that IT is cost-effective, C is not. Unfortunately,
suggests Mayes, it is the C, that is pedagogically the more important component and is the bit that
gets left out. A number of constructivist writers have expressed similar criticisms of educational
technology that relies on delivery of information at the expense of conversation and reflection
(Bopry, 2001; Laurillard, 1993; Scott, 2000). Indeed according to a constructivist perspective that is
central to many cybernetic accounts of learning and knowing, a pedagogy based on information
delivery is patently nonsensical (e.g. Kjellman, 2002).

So the question remains how can e-learning help universities educate more students, cheaper? In this
paper we draw on work we have been conducting with the management cybernetics Viable System
Model of Stafford Beer, (Beer, 1979, 1981, 1986) to address this question.

THE VIABLE SYSTEM MODEL

Here we can only give a very brief introduction to the main features of the Viable System Model
(VSM). Comprehensive introductions to this subject are provided by Beer (op.cit.), Espejo and
Harnden (1989), Espejo et al. (1996).
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The VSM provides an elegant general cybernetic desription of organisations. It is built upon two key
insights. The first originates in Ashby's law of Requisite Variety, which is that for any control system
the variety of the controller must match the variety of the controlled system. In the general case the
controlled system (plant) will have more variety than the controller. Therefore the controller is faced
with a problem, which can be overcome through designing the system in such a way that the
controller's variety can be amplified (increased) and excess variety in the controlled system can be
attenuated (reduced). Fortunately, the controller rarely has to deal with all the variety of the
controlled system, as much of it is soaked-up by self-organisation of the plant. This is an important
concept to which we shall return.

The second insight is that viable systems (i.e. those systems that can operate autonomously in their
environment) both contain and are contained by viable systems with an identical general internal
structure. This provides a powerful 'recursive' model of organisational systems which emphasises the
dynamic regulation and interaction between the sub-systems of an organisation and the system as a
whole.

The management of variety

The cybernetic goal of an organisation both in its operations and management is to maintain viability
(i.e. to sustain an independent existence) and the means by which viability is attained is through the
management of complexity (or variety in VSM terms’). An organisation intrinsically has less variety
than the environment with which it interacts and the management structures of an organisation in
turn have less variety than does the organisation. (See figure 3 below).

To manage variety, either managers need to attenuate (reduce) the variety of operations or must
amplify their own variety, or some combination of the two. (Variety is the measure of complexity).
In fact, this is what always does happen, according to the Law of Requisite Variety, which simply
states that varieties MUST match between controller and controlled. However, HOW variety is
managed affects the nature and success of the operation. A balance of amplification and attenuation
of variety through out the organisation needs to be achieved. A classic example of variety
engineering based solely on attenuation is Taylorism (Hammer and Champy, 1993). This makes the
system predictable and easily manageable, but at the cost of human unhappiness, loss of creativity,
and a small product range leading to customer dissatisfaction. Keeping variety as high as possible, by
increasing management options in how it handles operations, enabling self-organisation through
autonomous working, and using flexible production is more likely to lead to success - but requires
careful design. Information systems are crucial tools in helping manage variety at a high level, and
integrated systems should be used to provide support throughout the organisation. In the modern age
of the global economy, flexible organisations that can operate in high variety environments are more
likely to succeed, giving weight to Beer’s first principle of organisation:

“Managerial, operational and environmental varieties, diffusing throughout an organisation, tend to
equate; they should be designed to do so with minimum damage to people and to cost.” (Beer 1986,

p35)

> Variety is a measurement of complexity originating in information theory. (Shannon and Weaver, 1949). It refers to the
number of states of which a system is capable of attaining.
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Hence, effective variety management involves amplifying the variety of the organisation to absorb as
much of the variety of the environment as possible, whilst also attenuating excess variety inherent in
the environment which the organisation is not capable of handling. The same relationship holds
between an organisation and its management. It is a balancing act between potentially volatile
dynamic systems that requires the management of an organisation to maintain a stable internal
environment in the organisation (homeostasis) to prevent possibly catastrophic oscillations in the
system and also to steer the organisation to respond and adapt to changes in the environment.

Figure 3 shows a model of the problem of managing complexity, known as the simple Viable System
Model (VSM).

amplifier amplifier

operations management

attenuator attenuator

Figure 3: The Simple Viable System Model

Unfolding Complexity: Indentifying Recursions

Unfolding the complexity of an organisation involves identifying the recursions of viable sub-
systems within the organisation. A university can be seen as consisting of a number of departments,
which could be in theory be spun off as separate institutes. In fact the processes of spinning off and
incorporation or merger are frequent events in most businesses, as they struggle to gain some
advantage, and depending on whether centralisation or decentralisation is in the ascendant. Beer’s
insight was that there is an optimal degree of autonomy, where the benefits of autonomy are
balanced against the benefits of cohesion.

When considering which parts of an organisation are viable sub-systems and which are not, it is
crucial to keep the identity in mind. Many organisation units are regulatory — administrative, service
or managerial.
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Figure 4: Recursion Diagram for a University

So, whereas a subject department can be seen as a viable sub-system, the finance department cannot.
Of course it could also be spun off, but it would not be in the same business — accountancy firms do

not teach nor do research.
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The recursive process of identifying viable sub-systems continues in both directions. Sub-systems
have sub-sub-systems and so on; and the organisation itself will be a sub-system of larger systems.
These may have a formal structure, like a parent company; or they may be less formal, like an
industry. This embedding of systems, each of which is potentially viable, is known as recursion.
Figure 4 is an example recursion diagram for a university.

For the purposes of the current model we treat departments and modules as viable sub-systems for
teaching and learning and we make the assumption that faculties may be thought of as organisational
devices.® We can therefore simplify our model by restricting it to 3 recursions. These are:

Recursion 1: The Institution
Recursion 2: The Department
Recursion 3: The Module / Course

Identifying the sub-systems for each recursion

Beer identifies five key sub-systems that must be in place for a system to operate effectively in its
environment. Figure 3 shows the full VSM model with the different sub-systems labelled. Inside
system 1 the same overall structure is replicated at the next level of recursion down.

The five systems are:

System 1: Implementation. This is the primary activity of the organisation. The primary activity plays
a large part in defining the identity of the organisation. 'An organisation is what it does' ( Beer,
1986). In the case of a university, the primary activities are explicitly declared to be teaching,
research and service. (Birnbaum, 1988).” The weighting of these activities depends on the particular
institution. In the case of e-learning we are most interested in the teaching activities of universities.

The system 1 for any viable system is at the centre of its recursive structure as it will contain the
viable system at the next recursion down. In universities, departments are generally responsible for
teaching and learning activities

System 2: Coordination. Strictly speaking this is a regulatory function that dampens oscillation
between the sub-systems and ensures that they work synergistically especially with respect to shared
resources such as physical space. System 2 functions typically provide communication channels
between management, support units and sub-systems. Other functions are mechanisms for
coordination such as timetables, a particularly important system 2 mechanism in universities. This an
important growing area for IT systems.

% Evidence to back up this assumption is provided by Bolton institute, which has recently decided to get rid off faculties
as they were deemed a functionally inert managment layer in a recent review.

7 There are many other ways of constructing the primary activity of an organisation other than the expicit one. This can
lead to interesting and fruitful alkternative conceptualisations of an organisations identity. A police force, for example,
may be viewed as a 'body for public protection' or 'a body for public oppression'. The different statements about identity
provide different constaints on the specifics of system modelling.
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System 3: Control. This is the function that is responsible for the day to day management of the
internal environment of the system. There is a channel for resource negotiation with systems 1. In
universities there is a loose relationship between management and departments. Departments are
closely connected to their own environments. Birnbaum (1988) suggests this is good cybernetic
design for universities. There is an additional vertical channel which allows for monitoring of the
'health' of subsystems.

System 4: Strategy. This is the function responsible for adaptation of the system to changes in the
environment. In universities the system 4 function is played by senior management bodies/personnel
that have good links outside the university and a role in institutional decision-making. As a general
design principle there need to be strong communication channels between systems 3 and 4. This is
especially true for the implementation of e-learning.

System 5: Policy. System 5 provides closure to the organisational system and a mechanism for
absorbing any residual variety left-over from the interactions between systems 3 and 4.

The entire prototypical VSM is shown in figure 5 below:
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How is variety
management
manifest in an
educational
institution
such as a
university?
The education
system is
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variety
management
tasks at
several levels.
For example,
in order to
reduce the
complexity
inherent in any
academic area
of study
departments
create
programmes
of study which
consist of a
structured set
of content and

activities to guide the student progressively through what would otherwise be a bewildering mass of
information. The division of knowledge into subjects, courses, modules and topics represents an
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attempt to attenuate excess environmental variety. Teachers also attempt to amplify the students’
variety sufficiently to be able to graduate from the course and be able to operate independently in the
domain. In theory, the graduate student should then be able to handle the complexity inherent in the
domain having acquired the necessary skills, knowledge base, conceptual distinctions and specialist
discourse.

Now let us view, for the sake of this example, the lecturer as the manager of the course or module the
student is engaged upon. If there is only one student on the course, and it is the only course the
lecturer teaches, the lecturer has no difficulty in matching the variety of the student as there is a one-
to-one relationship between two systems of similar complexity. However as the number of students
in a class increases and the lecturer has to manage multiple classes, a variety imbalance occurs and
the lecturer has insufficient variety to handle the complexity of the students. Let us use a notional
property of ‘mental states’ as the dimension of variety management here and let us say
conservatively that a lecturer manages 100 students. However many mental states the lecturer is
capable of generating, then even accounting for duplication of mental states amongst the students
their total variety will be far greater than the lecturer can match.

Thus to achieve requisite variety in both the course and the lecturer, the educational system must
employ techniques and tools for variety management — amplifying and attenuating variety as
required. The lecture is a classic example of a tool for attenuating the variety of a group of students
such that it is manageable by a single lecturer. It involves treating all the students essentially as if
they were a single student. By providing very limited opportunity for the lecturer to engage with the
variety of conceptions (and misconceptions) generated by the students, the one-to-one variety
relationship is restored. The downside of this is that can be argued (e.g. Laurillard, 1993; Britain and
Liber, 1999) that the lecture is a poor educational tool precisely because it doesn’t provide a
mechanism for the lecturer to understand the students' conceptions. In other words there is over-
attenuation of the variety in the student body and under-amplification of lecturer variety.

To return to our initial question in its new form, how can the university achieve better variety
management with limited resources of money and time ?

C&IT is a powerful variety management tool. From this perspective VLEs can be viewed as ways of
managing variety in universities to meet the demands of a changing environment, in much the same
way as books, libraries, cataloguing systems, computers, student records systems. A VLE can be
thought of as primarily a tool for managing the variety involved in teaching and learning. But this is
only one level of university operation in which variety needs to be managed for the whole
organisation to be viable. There are several layers of organisational structure and management in a
university and variety dissipates freely across layers. Modules are managed by departments, which
are managed by faculties, which are managed by senior committees and so on. At each recursive
layer the management needs to be given requisite variety to effectively control their sub-system.
According to the cybernetic framework control is the outcome of systemic self-regulation and
effective communications. (Espejo et al., 1996)

It is a fair bet that the designers of commercial VLEs and MIS products will typically have not
designed their systems with any explicit notion of variety management in mind. In fact software
designers of educational technology design their software with a model (that is often implicit) of
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what education involves. Thus the locus of control of pedagogy is removed a step from the teacher to
the software designer. It is important to be aware of such shifts in emphasis. Bopry (2001) cites
Johnson and Taylor (1991) in noting that a 300 year old tradition of letting first the teacher and then
the designer take reponsibility for learning has left us with students who think learning is something
that someone else does for you.

In conclusion to this paper, we consider insights gained from the VSM modelling process in relation
to the design of virtual and managed learning environments and the organisational change
implications for universities.

Cybernetic principles for the design of virtual and managed learning environments

1. Employ techniques and tools to amplify variety within the operations (teaching and learning).

In the view of many in the field of educational technology, high variety interaction is a hallmark of
good quality university teaching, (Laurillard, 1993; Bopry, 2001; Scott, 2000). In other words
whatever complexity is thrown at the system by the environment in terms of either student learning
demands or new ground-breaking research published elsewhere, the department can absorb the
variety through the depth and breadth of knowledge and experience in the academic discipline of the
lecturing staff. Departments typically have strong connections to their environments.

One of the criticisms that has been levelled at university teaching in recent years (Laurillard, 1993) is
that, in the face of increasing numbers of students and diversity of students when combined with
funding shortages and staff cuts, universities have failed to maintain high variety teaching. Laurillard
cites over-reliance on the lecture (a low-variety method) as a case in point. E-learning using a VLE
or other learning management tools offers the possibility of restoring high-variety pedagogies to
departments and modules with high student-lecturer ratios by providing for flexible learning and
self-organisation amongst the student body (Britain and Liber, 1999).

2. An alternative coordinatory framework

The timetable is a coordinatory (system 2) device that operates across all recursions of university
operation because of the constraints on physical space. The timetable is also a variety attenuator as it
prevents cross-fertilisation and inter-disciplinarity in module choices for students. E-learning offers
the opportunity for both cross-department course programmes and cross-module sharing of learning
resources by freeing learning activities from the tyranny of the timetable. However, in order for this
to happen an alternative cooordinatory framework needs to be established in the organisation. This is
difficult as it will require cross-service cooperation both within and between recursions. Technical
and pedagogical support using e-learning tools often does not reach from central services down to
departments. Support provided by a coordinatory framework consisting of staff development and
technical support at all levels of recursion is required.

3. More than one VLE for the institution

Different departments and academic disciplines have different demands and that a single institutional
VLE may not provide sufficient variety to enable different departments to work in the way they
require. There are many examples in the UK where universities have adopted a commercial VLE and
developed at least one other home-grown solution too. Currently at University of Wales - Bangor
there are several different tools being used to support pockets of e-learning even though an
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‘institutional’ system is currently under consideration. It remains to be seen whether departments and
individual lecturers will migrate to the institutional system.

4. Maximise opportunities for self-organisation
Providing the opportunity for self-organisation is the key to maintaining high-variety conversations
in an electronic environment. According to Bopry (2001) quoting Varela (1992), the design of
learning environments should afford:

e access to communities of practice

e opportunities to create communities of practice

e an environment rich enough to afford problem setting as well as problem solving
These requirements suggest that learners should be able to construct their own learning activities and
create their own communities as part of their ability to self-organise. Few commercial Virtual
Learning Environments promote self organisation of learners.

5. Design for Redundancy

A feature of the physical learning environment of universities is that there are many possible spaces
and places where a conversation may strike up or a spontaneous gathering may occur. This is a
variation on the 'watercooler' idea in the design of office spaces. Software designers of VLEs tend to
attempt to design for simplicity and efficiency, which means labelling and designating 'areas' for a
particular purpose. In software that is intended as an 'environment', this may have the opposite effect
of inhibiting conversations and creativity.

Organisational change issues for UK universities in implementing e-learning

6.Establishing an Identity

At system 5 level the university needs to establish its identity with respect to e-learning. This means
developing a rich model of the organisation in the interaction between systems 3 and 4, so that the
why and how questions can be addressed.

7. Strategy and management

This is the interplay between the institution as it currently is (system 3) and the institution as it will
be in the future (system 4). In times of environmental stability system 3 can become the dominant
force in the 3-4 homeostat as Beer calls it. This can be problematic if the environmental demands on
the organisation begin to rapidly change. This models the current situation for traditional
universities.

One very clear way in which the VSM for a university differs from a prototypical VSM diagram is
that there is a split between governance structures and management structures for systems 3, 4 and 5.
See diagram 6 below.
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Figure 6: A Viable System for a University at recursion 1
Key to figure: VC = Vice Chancellor, SAG = Strategic Advisory Group, HoRC = Heads of Resource
Centres.
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This is the "unique dualism in organizational structure" referred to by Corson (1960) on the subject
of university administration, cited in Birnbaum, (1988). There are different roles, responsibilities and
power structures for management and governance. Perhaps this is why a group of business
consultants complained, following an audit of Cambridge University, that its academic structure and
system of governance was 'protean’ in nature and could not be captured by their organisational
models (Pollock and Cornford, 2002). There are no such problems for the VSM, although it is
important to take note of the effects of these dual controls in the model. As one Head of Resource
Centre put it "This is where much of the complexity lies and to omit it would be to fail to understand
the nature of the institution".

8. Mechanisms for dealing with problem of 'coordination of coordination’.

Maturana's term “the coordination of coordination” with reference to languaging is of relevance here.
The coordination structures that have developed to support the university in its traditional
environment have grown into separate cultures. To implement e-learning a new coordination of
coordination is required. No longer can application support, network support, subject librarians and
staff development remain independent of each other, these roles need to coordinate and penetrate
downwards into departments.

Conclusions

In this paper we have outlined some of the ways in which a cybernetic modelling approach using the
VSM can elucidate some of the organisational issues in the design and implementation of
environments for e-learning in UK universities.
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INSIDER CODING: CONGRUENCE IN THE THEORIES OF
LUHMANN AND MILLER1

Kenneth D. Bailey’

ABSTRACT

The insider-outsider dichotomy, in both its covert and overt forms, is prevalent in much of social-
systems theory. Yet, in spite of the problems inherent in this ubiquitous dichotomy, there is
inexplicably a paucity of careful analysis that attempts to deal with both the logical and empirical
problems of the insider-outsider distinction. Fortunately, hope for resolving some of the problems
with this troublesome dichotomy can be found in the coding analyses of Miller and Luhmann. This
paper seek to explicate these two theories, and then integrate them in a manner that will lend insights
into the resolution of some of the problems posed by the insider-outsider distinction. Specifically,
the paper shows that while second-order sociocybernetics does not resolve insider-outsider problems,
third-order sociocybernetics can do so through the adoption of a second external observer.

INTRODUCTION

The argument can be made that while the insider/outsider dichotomy is one of the basic dichotomies
in social research, it remains logically unsound, and has not been properly analyzed. A dichotomy
that is so widely used should be examined in detail to ensure that its logical foundation is sound,
before it is centrally incorporated into social-systems theory. Unfortunately, this comprehensive
analysis is thoroughly lacking for the insider/outsider distinction. The result, unfortunately, is that
this dichotomy fails the two most basic tests for classificatory adequacy. These interrelated tests for
adequacy can be administered in two forms—a weaker synchronic form, and a stronger diachronic
form.

In the weak form, a classification must be simultaneously mutually exclusive and exhaustive,
meaning that there is a cell (but only one) for every empirical specimen (Bailey, 1994a).
Unfortunately, it can easily be documented that the weak test for mutual exclusiveness has already
been broken. As one example of an instance where the weak test was broken, Merton (1972) defined
an insider researcher as one with inside knowledge. Thus, he considered a black researcher to be an
insider when studying a black sample. This characterization was quickly challenged by critics, who
claimed that the insider/outsider distinction is based on power (see Williams and Sjoberg, 1993).

! Revised and expanded version of a paper presented at the ISA RC51 Fourth Conference on Sociocybernetics, Corfi,
Greece, July, 2003.

2 Department of Sociology, UCLA, Los Angeles, CA 90095 USA, Kbailey@soc.ucla.edu
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They said that since black researchers were relatively powerless, they must be classified as outsiders
(see Collilns, 1986, 1990; Williams and Sjoberg, 1993; Bailey, 1994b).

For example, Williams and Sjoberg (1993) stated that regarding Merton’s example of a black
researcher, the correct label for this researcher was not that of “insider” as Merton claimed, nor was
it an “outsider within” as claimed by Collins (1986). Rather, Williams and Sjoberg (1993, p. 162)
claim that the correct term for Merton’s black researcher is “outsider insider”. The question for
future research is, how can a casual student of research methods distinguish an “outsider insider”
from an “insider outsider”, or for that matter, from an “outsider within? Further, how can such
logically contradictory labels be successfully applied in actual research? The need to resort to such
logical contradictions is procedurally untenable in empirical research, and clearly shows that the
insider/outsider dichotomy lacks minimal research adequacy.

The stronger diachronic test also easily shows the inadequacy of the dichotomy. A major
problem diachronically is that an insider at one point in time (when his or her group is being
studied), quickly becomes an outsider at another point in time, when the research project switches its
focus to another group. For example, if | am conducting a study of professors in Los Angeles, I am
an insider. However, if my next research project the next year is a study of physicians in New York
City, than I become an outsider. The reality is that the insider/outsider dichotomy is a subjective
indexical. That is, it is almost totally context specific, and cannot be defined without a clear
empirical referent (see Bailey, 1994b). Further, this apparent dichotomy is in reality basically a
single-cell classification, meaning that only one cell (the insider) has a clear empirical referent. The
outsider is not clearly specified, but is merely a residual category comprising all non-insiders. As
such, it can be so heterogeneous as to be both theoretically meaningless, and virtually impossible to
apply in research.

All of this discussion might be dismissed as mere analytical rhetoric if the insider/outsider
dichotomy were not so central in social-systems theory. In reality, it is perhaps no exaggeration to
say that scuttling the insider/outsider classification could ultimately result in scuttling second-order
sociocybernetics as well, since the whole notion of second-order sociocybernetics centers around the
idea of the external observer (outsider) observing the social system observing itself (Geyer, 1995). If
the existence of the outsider as an external observer cannot be firmly established, then the whole
notion of second-order sociocybernetics is vulnerable.

Furthermore, even if we can assume the existence of an outsider observer who is analytically
distinct from an insider observer, how are we to deal with the fact that since the outsider category is
residual, we cannot assume homogeneity in the notion of “observer”? Specifically, what assurance
do we have that the outside observer has a different viewpoint than the insider observer, or that two
or more outsider observers have the same viewpoint? More specifically, how can we assume that
outsider observer 1 and outsider observer 2 have the same vantage points, as they may be extremely
different from each other in age, race, religion, language, gender, and national origin? The implicit
or latent assumption of a homogeneous pool of outsider observers becomes increasingly untenable
over time, as societal pluralism increases.

Although this summary has not dealt with all of the problems inherent in the insider/outsider
dichotomy, it suffices to demonstrate that the dichotomy is a troubled one. For further discussion of
the insider/outsider distinction, please see Bailey (1994b, Bailey, 2001). Sociocyberneticists should
not continue to use this dichotomy, unless further analysis is done to shore up both the dichotomy’s
logical and empirical adequacy, including the heterogeneous residual nature of the outsider
(observer) designation.
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The needed analysis can be facilitated by exploring the seminal work of both Niklas
Luhmann and James Grier Miller. Both have worked extensively on the problem of insider coding.
These two approaches are very different, but fortunately are also very compatible and congruent.
This paper will combine these two approaches in an attempt to strengthen the critical insider/outsider
dichotomy, and to make it more useful in sociocybernetics.

Of particular interest in Miller’s approach are his concepts of the internal encoder and
decoder, as well as the channel and net, decider, input transducer and output transducer. Of
particular interest in Luhmann’s approach are his general discussion of the role of binary coding in
the social system, as well as his discussion of the problems of tautology and paradox that originate
with binary coding, and how these can be resolved. These two approaches can be combined to offer
new insights into the vexing conundrum posed by the insider/outsider distinction.

The purpose of the present paper is to integrate the approaches of Miller and Luhmann to
offer new insights regarding the processing of information in social systems, and the boundary
problems of insider-outsider systems in particular. To this point, the literature on the insider/outsider
problem has unfortunately totally neglected any analysis of coding procedures. Fortunately, the
analysis of Miller and Luhman’s coding strategies as presented below will help to rectify this
neglect. I will begin with the older approach presented by Miller, and then turn to the more recent
approach presented by Luhmann.

MILLER’S LIVING SYSTEMS THEORY

Miller’s (1978) Living Systems Theory (LST) is the culmination of a group project began in 1952.
The basic structure of LST was presented in Miller (1978), but was expanded in Miller and Miller
(1992). In its final form, the model presents 20 “critical subsystems” that operate for each living
system. These systems are said to exist at eight levels: the cell, organ, organism, group,
organization, community, society, and supranational system. The 20 critical subsystems are termed
critical because they are said to be necessary for the functioning of the system. Although Miller does
not pose his theory in terms of functionalism, each of the subsystems are seen to be functions or
processes that must be provided for successful system continuance. However, there is a bit of
confusion, as the examples that are often provided for a given subsystem are really not examples of
the subsystem, but of components that fulfill the given function (Miller, 1978).

The 20 subsystems are classified by whether they process matter-energy or information. Two
subsystems are said to process both matter-energy and information. These are the boundary and the
reproducer. Another eight subsystems are said to process matter-energy only. These are the
ingestor, distributor, converter, producer, matter-energy storage subsystem, extruder, motor, and
supporter. Together, these eight subsystems bring matter-energy into the system (the ingestor), move
it internally and prepare it for use by the system, and then eliminate waste products from the system
(the extruder). The two matter-energy subsystems that deal most directly with outsiders are the
ingestor and the extruder. Specifically, insiders may take energy from the outside system (the
environment) through the ingestor, while simultaneously disposing of the system’s wastes into the
outside system (the environment) via the extruder.

The remaining 10 subsystems are said to process information only, and thus are the central
interest of the present paper. These are the input transducer, the internal transducer, the channel and
net, the decoder, the associator, the memory, the decider, the timer, the encoder, and the output
transducer. The input transducer and the decoder work in tandem to bring information into the
insider system from outside. The “outside” may be expressed in various terms such as an outsider
group, environment, external world, public world, etc.
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Note that the type of information brought into the system by the internal transducer and the
decoder may vary widely. It might be “neutral” information that has no particular insider-outsider or
private-public connotation. Such information may already be in a form that is immediately usable by
the inside group, and thus may require little or no decoding or processing. On the other hand, the
information being brought in could be “proprietary”, “private”, “classified”, “confidential”, or
“insider” information for another group. This information might be encrypted in such a sophisticated
fashion (e.g., 512-bit encryption instead of the standard 128-bit encryption) that it is difficult to
decode or se successfully within the system.

The difference between the input transducer and the decoder may not be clear at first glance.
The decoder alters the code from a public code (outsider code) to a private code (insider code). At
this point one might ask, what more is there for the input transducer to do, once the information has
already been coded? As described by Miller, the input transducer really seems to be dealing with
matter-energy more than with information. Miller says that the input transducer brings a marker
bearing information into the system, and then changes it into some other matter-energy form that is
suitable for transmission within the system (Miller, 1978). In Miller’s (1978) terms, a “marker” is
some matter-energy entity that can carry information. An example of input transducing would be to
receive a document in the mail (paper marker), and transduce it by scanning in into the hard drive of
your computer.

Unfortunately the relationship between coding and transducing is not always clear.
Theoretically, one could transduce the document into a computer diskette by either scanning or
keyboarding the information, or could read the document onto an audio cassette, without doing any
re-coding. However, some alterations or clarifications in the data might be technically necessary,
and this could be considered a form of coding. Also, errors or omissions could occur, leading to
information loss, which could also be considered a type of coding. Very often transducing and
coding are done together. For example, if I wish to transduce an outsider document into my
computer memory by keyboarding the information, I might simultaneously recode the outsider
terminology into the insider jargon that is currently used by my insider system.

The very terminology of decoder and encoder that Miller uses unfortunately reflects the
confusion of the insider-outsider dichotomy. In reality we can do both decoding and encoding at
both the point of incoming information processing and outgoing information processing. Whether
one is decoding or encoding depends upon whether one is recoding from insider information to
outsider information or not. From one perspective, “decoding” can be defined as the process or
recoding data from insider information to outsider information. In this view, “encoding” is then the
process of recoding from outsider information to insider information. Thus, the input process of
recoding outside information into insider information would be called encoding, while the output
process of recoding insider (private or confidential) information into outsider (public) information
would be called decoding. Here, the insider group is consistently the reference group, generally the
group that holds power (the dominant group). This might seem to be the logical way to proceed
from the standpoint of Miller’s (1978) Living Systems Theory, as all of the 20 critical subsystems
refer to internal (insider) processes, not to outsider processes. However, Miller (1978) takes the
opposite view. He reverses the terms, using “decoder” to refer to the recoding of information from
outside (public information) to insider (private) information, and “encoder” to refer to the recoding
of insider or private information for use by outsiders (the public). In reality, the situation is even
more complex than it might appear, as one can do both encoding and decoding of input information,
and also can perform both encoding and decoding of output information.
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To illustrate the situation in terms of second-order sociocybernetics, assume that w have a
system containing a person who is in charge of internal coding, and an outside observer, who is
observing the system observing itself (in sociocybernetics terms). We will adopt Miller’s
terminology for decoding and encoding. Assume that an external message is written somewhere in
the vicinity of the external sociocybernetic observer. It then enters the system as “input”, where the
person in charge of coding classifies it as “externally coded”, and thus not understandable to internal
members of the system. Thus, it must be “decoded”, so as to be made understandable, and useful
within the system. Later, when a reply to the external environment is needed, the reply will have to
be “encoded”, and sent out externally as “output”.

But from the standpoint of second-order sociocybernetics, something quite different has
occurred. The message, which was not in “code” at all before entering the system, (but was in
perfectly intelligible language from the external perspective), was input into the system, and was
then “encoded” by system members into some internal system code. However, in this form it
remained unintelligible to the external “outsider” observer, until it was once again “decoded” before
being “output” into the external environment where the observer resides. Thus, what is “decoding”
to the insider is “encoding” to the outsider, while “encoding” to the insider is “decoding” to the
outsider.

The question for sociocybernetics is, what exactly has been gained in second-order
sociocybernetics by having the vantage point of the external observer? The external observer can
observe the system observing itself. But what the system calls “decoding” is the same process that
will be reported by the external observer as “encoding” (and vice versa). The end result seems to be
not the hoped-for improved analysis of reality, but rather two separate (and somewhat discordant)
views of the same reality.

THIRD-ORDER SOCIOCYBERNETICS

The remaining problem is that even with the second-order external observer, only a portion of
the coding process is being analyzed by the two parts of the analytic process—first-order
sociocybernetics and second-order sociocybernetics. The solution is to extend the sociocybernetic
analysis still further to third-order sociocybernetics. Third-order socoicybernetics entails using a
second external observer to observe the first external observer in the process of observing the system
observing itself. From the standpoint of second-order sociocybernetics, it appeared that what the
internal-system members called decoding was called encoding by the outsider observer. Conversely,
what the insiders called encoding was decoding to the outsider. This constituted a sort of an
analytical stalemate, which was not useful in understanding the coding process in social systems.

Third-order sociocybernetics reveals that in every coding process, there are two separate
coding operations, rather than just one operation that is being labeled differently by insiders and
outsiders. Thus, when a message is brought into the system by the input transducer, it is first
decoded out of its outsider language, and then encoded into insider language. Conversely, the output
transducer first must decode the message out of insider language, and then encode it into outsider
language. What really happens is the same whether the process is an input process or an output
process. In either case there are two stages, the first is the decoding stage, followed by the encoding
stage. That is, the old message first must be decoded, and then the new message must be encoded.
This must occur whether one is using the input transducer, and thus converting from an outsider code
to an insider code, or conversely, whether one is converting from an insider code to an outsider code.

Thus, it is not a matter of an insider wrongly labeling an encoding operation as decoding, or
an outsider wrongly labeling a decoding operation as encoding. In reality, they both were correct,
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but were referring to different processes. In Miller’s terms, it is not wrong to say that the input
transducer decodes and the output tranducer encodes, but it just does not provide the complete
picture. The proper way to describe what goes on with the input transducer and output transducer is
to say that the input transducer decodes (from outsider code) and then encodes (into insider code),
while the output transducer also first decodes (from insider code) and then encodes (into outsider
code).

From the standpoint of sociocybernetics, both the first-order and the second order accounts
are correct as far as they go, but neither is complete. Only the third-order sociocybernetic
description of the coding processes across the boundaries of a social system (both the input process
and the output process) is complete and adequate.

We can illustrate the complexity of the issues, and the role of the insider-outsider dichotomy,
by examining the case of the Navajo language radio transmissions used by the United States Marines
in World War II. The Japanese military forces needed to translate Navajo into Japanese. The ideal
ultimate goal would be to both decode and transduce. The first goal would be to transduce spoken
Navajo into written Navajo. This proved impossible, because Navajo was solely an unwritten
language. If this could have been done, it would have been easier for Japanese cryptographers first
to decode it (for example, into written English), and then to encode it into written Japanese.

Since this was impossible, it was necessary to find a Navajo person that could also speak
Japanese, and so could decode from Navajo, and encode either into spoken Japanese (or both encode
and transduce into written Japanese). Since the Navajo tribe was such a pure “insider” group as far
as the Japanese were concerned, there apparently was not a single Navajo living in Japan that could
speak Japanese. One Navajo army soldier was captured by the Japanese and order to break the code,
but could not do so. Thus, the Navajo code was never decoded during the entire war. The Japanese
did not face the typical problem of recoding from public to private language. Rather, they faced the
problem of decoding from one of the most “inside” of insider groups—the Navajo—and were
ultimately unsuccessful.

Unfortunately, in addition to the basic insider-outsider dichotomy, there are a whole host of
unsatisfactory dichotomies such as encoder-decoder, which are very difficult to use successfully and
consistently. The potential for confusion unfortunately is compounded by the fact that the insider-
outsider dichotomy is used in conjunction with a plethora of related (and sometimes ill defined)
dichotomies such as private-public (used by Miller), internal-external, system-environment,
proprietary-nonproprietary, confidential-not confidential, classified-unclassified, copyrighted-public
domain, etc. Consider the widely used private-public dichotomy. Most readers would likely equate
private with insider and public with outsider. The connotation of the public code is that (unlike the
private code), the public code is accessible to all. In reality, this can be misleading, and requires
clarification.

Consider two companies listed on the United States stock market, RSA Security (RSAS), and
Yahoo. The former sells Internet encryption services, while the latter is a famous Internet search
engine and portal. Both are financially successful, and information on the business model and
financial health of both companies is available to the “public” on the Internet, without charge.
However, Yahoo stock sells for a much higher price than RSAS. My hypothesis is that investors bid
up the price of companies with easily understandable and familiar products such as Yahoo. Even
though the information on RSAS is equally “public”, it is apparently not accessible to many investors
simply because they do not have the expertise to understand either the technical product jargon, or
the complex accounting information, or both.
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While both of these companies are technically public, the so-called “public” information is
not equally accessible, with the result that RSAS is de facto much more of an “insider” stock than
Yahoo is. This is not because the public is restricted from access to RSAS, but simply because the
information is too technical for many people. The difference in the public nature of these two
companies is reflected (at least partially) in the cost of their stock, as measured by the familiar
price/earnings ratio (PE) of each company. While both companies are profitable, at the time of this
writing, RSAS sold for a comparatively low PE of 49, while Yahoo had a PE of 125.

LUHMANN’S BINARY-CODING THEORY

We have seen to this point that the whole notion of insider-outsider information processing is not as
simple as it might seem in LST, but encompasses a whole host of confusing dichotomies such as
input transducer/output transducer, decoder/encoder, private/public, etc. The source of much (but
not all) of this confusion lies in the stipulation of the internal-external boundary. In order to shed
light on this problem, we turn now to the binary coding analysis of Luhmann (1989). Although
Luhmann’s binary coding analysis is technically a part of his larger theory of communication, it is
more abstract and arcane than the larger theory. As a result, it is not well understood, and in my
opinion it remains unfinished. However, as abstract as it is, the role of binary coding in the insider-
outsider dichotomy is crucial, and is ignored only at our peril.

Ideally, the entire insider-outsider anomaly could be avoided by merely focusing solely upon
the internals of one system (the insider system), and neglecting the outside system. Indeed this is
what was done in early social-systems analysis. If one looks, for example, at the work of Parsons
(1951), and Miller (1978), most of the emphasis is on system internals (the insider system). The
outside of the system is usually defined residually (as everything not in the system), and is usually
referred to as the “environment”. The whole notion of focusing primarily on the insider system and
defining the environment residually is itself problematic, as the “environment” of the systems
theorist is not the environment of the ecologist (see Bailey, 1990, 1994c¢). In reality, a focus on
internals (the insider system) is an analytical simplification that cannot be maintained.

There are at least two reasons that we cannot focus only on system internals. One reason, of
course, is that since the social system is an open system, it must continually exchange mater, energy,
and information with the external (outsider) world, and thus this outside world must be a part of our
analysis. A second reason that we cannot limit our analysis to system internals is a logical reason.
This is because the practice of defining a system entirely in terms of itself leads to the problem of
tautology, as noted by Luhmann (1989, p 37).

I can define a social system as an interacting group of members. In response to the question
of how one can tell if a person is a member, I reply that a member is a person that belongs to the
group. When asked how I can tell if a person belongs to the group, I reply that a person belongs to
the group if he or she is a member. Thus, the definition of a unitary system solely in terms of itself is
clearly tautological, as Luhmann (1989, p. 37) recognizes. Luhmann (1989, p. 37) also seems to
imply (at least in the English translation) that paradox is also a problem for a unitarily defined
system, but I think that paradox is much less of a fundamental problem for a self-defined system than
is tautology.

Fortunately, the problem of tautology is easily removed by resorting to binary coding. Here,
the social group is now defined in terms of whether one is a member or insider (for example, a
scientist), coded “1”, or a nonmember or outsider (nonscientist) coded “0”. The key to removing
tautology is to define the system not only terms of what it is, but also by contrasting it to what it is
not. Thus, as one example, science does not define itself tautologically in terms of what it is, but
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depends heavily on defining what it is not, by contrasting itself with the patently unscientific.
Therefore, if | am having difficulty determining what makes astronomy a science, I can clarify the
notion of science by comparing astronomy with an unscientific approach to the study of the stars
(astrology).

I agree with Luhmann (1989, p. 37) that the use of binary codes and dichotomies, as in the
insider-outsider dichotomy, removes the problem of tautology. To say that an astronomer is different
than an astrologer is not a tautology. However, I do not agree with Luhmann that binary coding
removes the problem of paradox. On the contrary, I think it tends to introduce it.

To Luhmann (1989, p. 36), the chief function of a binary code, when used in an important
social institution (“differentiated function system” in Luhmann’s terms), is that the code “claims
universal validity, and excludes further possibilities”. Thus, from the perspective of second-order
observation (Luhmann, 1989, p, 37), the former tautology is removed, as a scientist in not being
defined solely in terms of being a scientist, but in addition the scientist is being defined in contrast to
what he or she is not, (a nonscientist).

However, Luhmann (1989, p. 37), states further that, “As one can see, from the standpoint of
a second-order cybernetics, i.e., from the observing of observations, every binary code resolves
tautologies and paradoxes for the system that operates with this code” (emphasis added). I think the
claim that binary coding resolves the problem of tautology is very defensible. The claim that binary
coding resolves paradoxes is more problematic, and I would not attempt to defend it universally,
without some clarification. In fact, I think that any critic who charges that binary coding introduces
paradox (instead of removing it) may have a strong argument. I consider the statement that “a
scientist is someone who is not a nonscientist” to represent a clear paradox, and not a resolution of
paradox (although it is clearly a resolution of tautology).

Unfortunately, a researcher seeking a simple solution to this conundrum by reading Luhmann
might easily conclude that Luhmann answers the question about paradox resolution through paradox
introduction. That is, reading further, we encounter an apparently paradoxical statement (Luhmann,
1989, p 39): “Codes, as mentioned already, resolve the paradox inherent in the problematic
underlying every self-referential relation. Yet every coding leads to the problem of applying the
code to itself and thereby, sometimes, to a paradox” (emphasis in the original). Thus, Luhmann tells
us in the same sentence that coding both can resolve a paradox and produce a paradox. The
statement in itself is a classic paradox.

Luhmann (1989, pp. 40-50) distinguishes between coding and programming, with the latter
being the criteria for correct operation of the code. For example, if the code is legal/illegal, the
program could be the pursuit of justice through valid legal norms (Luhmann, 1989, p. 48).
Programming is significant for Luhmann because, along with binary coding, it facilitates the
simultaneous closed/open nature of the autopoietic social system. Unfortunately, programming does
not resolve the issue of paradox in coding.

Luhmann’s claim (Luhmann, 1989, p. 37) that binary coding resolves paradox is only true in
a limited number of cases. This statement is true for cases where there is little internal variance
within each class of the dichotomy, and much between-class variance. Thus, paradox can be
removed for a dichotomy like male-female, which generally demonstrates little overlap, and has little
within-class variation. Thus, the binary coding of sex (“1” if female, “0” if not [if male]), suffices to
remove both tautology and paradox. The program of mutually exclusive and exhaustive assignment
of cases is relatively easily achieved in this example.

However, paradox is not removed when one class of the dichotomy has a high degree of
internal variation, which is usually the case in dichotomies where one of the classes is residually
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defined, such as insider-outsider,scientific-unscientific, or even (unfortunately), system-environment.
Usually in such cases, the class of interest (such as “insider” or “science” or “system”) is well
defined, while all other possible entities are poorly defined (or even are undefined) and are thrown
into a residual “other” category, such as “outsider” or “unscientific” or “environment”.

Often this residual category is not well defined, and functions as a “garbage” category that is
likely to include an eclectic congeries of strange and assorted entities. In such cases, (which
unfortunately are all too familiar in contemporary social-systems theory), the paradox remains alive
and well, and can only be resolved by relinquishing the dichotomy in favor of a multi-cell, nominal
or ordinal classification, or a continuum. The respective cells of the multi-cell classification can still
be binary coded if desired, as in the familiar practice of “dummy variable analysis”.

As an example of how paradox can be removed by dividing the residual category of a
dichotomy into a series of subcategories, consider Miller’s (1978) dichotomy of private and public
information. The “private” category refers to information that is only accessible internally to
“insider” members within a given system. The “public” category refers to all information that is not
private (this is essentially all external information existing outside of the system boundaries).

The reality is that while this residual category of “public” is said to consist of information
that is available to all individuals, the category actually contains a rather wide variety of information
that exhibits varying degrees of openness. That is, some of the “public” information is open so some
persons and not others, while other public information is “open” if certain restrictions or conditions
are met, or if the potential users of the information have certain credentials. Thus, we might revise
the “public” category by dividing it into four subcategories— ‘professional public”, “military
public”, “freedom of information act public”, and “unrestricted public”. The former dichotomy is
now a
five-category nominal variable consisting of the categories of “private”, “professional public”,
“military public”, “freedom of information act public”, and “unrestricted public”’. Now both
tautology and paradox have been removed.

INTEGRATING MILLER AND LUHMANN

The integration of the coding models of Miller and Luhmann is relatively straightforward. The main

point is that there are no areas of contradiction between the two approaches, so that the integration

project is not problematic. However, both scholars were so prolific, and wrote on so many topics,
that it is sometimes difficult to winnow out their remarks on coding from the larger body of work in

a manner that can easily be integrated. The chief points of complementarity are:

1. Miller’s careful analysis of the 12 information-processing subsystems, particularly the input
transducer, the output transducer, the decoder, and the encoder, is useful in understanding how
Luhmann’s notions of coding and programming are carried out by social organizations.

2. Miller’s analysis of markers, memory, and information-transmission subsystems such as the
channel and net, help buttress Luhmann’s argument that social systems are autopoietic
(Luhmann, 1989, 1995). Specifically, Luhmann’s argument for autopoiesis hangs on the notion
that the communication is the basic social unit, and since utterances continually disappear, they
must be continually self-reproduced by the social system. Such necessary self-reproduction of
utterances can be taken as evidence for social autopoiesis. This argument is empirically
vulnerable, because if past utterances have ceased to exist, there is no proof that they have been
reproduced or replicated. The charge can be made that new utterances, rather than being
evidence of social self-reproduction, are simply random utterances that do not reproduce the ones
that have disappeared. One can prove that new utterances occur, but not that these constitute
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sufficient self-reproduction to support claims of social autopoiesis. Miller’s analysis of
information storage in the memory subsystem, as well as storage and transmission of information
on physical markers, such as computer diskettes, audio tape, paper, etc., illustrates a way to
substantiate Luhmann’s claim of social reproduction.

3. Miller’s distinction between decoding and encoding illustrates the insider-outsider distinction
that is generally not emphasized in Luhmann’s analysis of coding (except as reflected in
Luhmann’s analysis of second-order cybernetics).

4. Luhmann provides the important analysis of tautology and paradox in coding that is totaling
lacking in Miller’s theory.

5. Luhmann’s analysis of autopoiesis and self-reproduction of communication is a crucial
complement for Miller’s work, which has no discussion of autopoiesis, and approaches
communication from a much different way than does Luhmann.

To summarize, Miller provides a comprehensive discussion of the internal structural features of

social systems that can carry out coding and information processing. This is generally lacking in

Luhmann’s discussion. In contrast, Luhmann provides a comprehensive discussion of autopoiesis

and the logic of binary coding and code programming that Miller neglects. Thus, the two approaches

complement each other well.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

While the approaches of both Miller and Luhmann make major contributions to the social-systems
literature, and complement each other well, neither goes far enough in dealing with the insider-
outsider problem (which is reflected in the distinction between encoding and decoding), or in
resolving the problem of paradox in coding. The paradox is inherent in Miller’s use of the private-
public distinction, in that private must be defined by what it is not (is not public). Further, the
concept of “public” is residually defined as everything that is not private.

The concept of “public” has the erroneous connotation of easy and equitable accessibility.
This is at best misleading, or perhaps even can be considered invalid, as accessibility to so-called
“public” information varies widely in terms of location, expense, technical expertise, available
technology (both hardware and software), etc. Much of the so-called “public” information on the
Internet is thus no more accessible to many persons than is private information. The chief point here
is that while “private” is a fairly unitary concept with relatively little internal variance, “public”
reflects a great deal of internal variance.

In summary, this paper has analyzed and critiqued the coding analyses of Miller and
Luhmann, with special attention to the insider-outsider problem. While these two approaches, taken
either separately or together, do not solve all of the problems of insider-outsider coding, or of more
general social systems analysis, they do provide a strong foundation for such analysis.

Miller’s approach excels in showing how the internal structural features of social
organizations code, store, transmit, and process information. Luhmann’s approach excels in
demonstrating how the logical problems of coding and autopoiesis can be effectively analyzed.
Together, they form a strong platform for future research on coding and information processing
within social systems.
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SYSTEMS FOR SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY: GLOBAL CONNECTEDNESS AND THE
TUVALU TEST!

Joy Murray, Christopher Dey and Manfred Lenzen®

Abstract — Taking social indicators and the triple bottom line as a jumping off point we discuss
current approaches to social sustainability as part of the social welfare debate. We consider a broader
systems framework in which everything is connected to everything else. We suggest /ife span as a
fundamental social indicator and suggest a metaphor to convey its complexity. We conclude that
social sustainability has a number of connotations, is a useful concept for advancing the
sustainability debate, and can usefully be applied to a consideration of enduring social systems.

Keywords: social sustainability, social systems, mid and endpoint indicators

1. Introduction

At a recent workshop® addressing social indicators for the triple bottom line (TBL) Eva Cox” made
the observation that the previous five speakers had all talked about ‘people’ and ‘people issues’ in
the process of describing their attempts to collect and analyse TBL data.

The point of her comment was that, although we often forget this, it is the people who instigate,
create and sustain change and therefore the people factor needs to be put high up on the agenda.
Stimulus for change, she said, comes from people pressure and people act on perceptions and
prejudices not necessarily on facts. She also cautioned that we should be sceptical, realising that the
sustainability discussion is part of the political process.

The questions implicit in her comments (what are ‘facts’; what are people’s perceptions and how can
they be influenced; what are the politics of sustainability) led to a discussion of qualitative/soft
versus quantitative/hard data, objectivity - myth or reality, the meaning of corporate responsibility
(supporting charity or ensuring that core business operations are socially and environmentally
sustainable), and the need for ethical leadership. The whole discussion illuminated the fundamental
need for multiple approaches to addressing, discussing and promoting sustainability issues so that
expert opinions are accessible, information is shared, and people are able to make decisions about

! Writing of this paper was supported in part by a grant from the NSW Department of Environment and Conservation’s
Environmental Trust

% School of Physics, A28, The University of Sydney NSW 2006, Australia, j. murray@physics.usyd.edu.au

? Sustainability Reporting Project Update & Social Indicators Workshop, University of Sydney, Dec 3, 2004
* Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, University of Technology, Sydney
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trustworthiness and ethical behaviour. It highlighted the need for reliable data while recognising that
expert opinions and ‘facts’ are worthless unless they are heard and trusted by people within and
outside organisations who ultimately make decisions either because of positions of power or because
of the power of public opinion.

Justine Alpe’ described one source of what she considered to be reliable data: the Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) Index® designed to rank companies on a range of social and environmental
indicators. She spoke of the need to adopt analysis tools promoted by the very top of the organisation
but developed through a process of consultation with stakeholders and community. She saw one of
the main reasons for companies becoming involved in the CSR index, and therefore visibly ‘doing
the right thing’, was to attract and retain good employees. Again it came down to people.

Richard Boele’ felt that being perceived to be doing the right thing was increasingly important but
was concerned that perceptions could be ‘bought’ through donations and charitable works. He
suggested that power, trust and humility need to be taken into account when working with
organisations through the process of social assurance. Organisations, he said, need to examine their
power and build trust through humility.

All speakers recognised the complexity and interdependent nature of sustainability reporting across
the triple bottom line making it hard to disentangle social impacts from environmental and economic.

A lengthy social indicators round-table discussion among about 40 participants at the above
mentioned workshop raised the following points:

Trust is basic to change and trust engenders resilience

There needs to be stakeholder input into indicator development

Quality of life indicators are needed (including a sense of community)

Behavioural change indicators are needed

There needs to be a democratic workplace

There is a deal of scepticism out there

Paying tax may be preferable to doing good works but the kudos gained from tax paying
cannot rival the kudos from charitable deeds

There is a need for a social ‘footprint’ measure and methodology

e The social cannot be disentangled from other aspects of doing business, it underpins
everything else

In addition participants cited a number of data sources that might provide quantitative indicators of
how some groups were faring in the workplace (e.g. OH&S statistics, employment profile, taxation,
skill levels).

So what to make of all this? A glance at the points raised above indicates the importance attributed
by participants to the social aspect of TBL. Words like resilience, democracy, community and a
reference to charitable deeds suggest the tensions between some of the traditional welfare practices
of governments and philanthropic organizations and the more recent approaches to social justice

> Manager, Corporate Responsibility Index, St James Ethics Centre, Sydney.
¢ validated/audited in Australia by Ernst and Young and published in The Age and Sydney Morning Herald
7 Banarra Sustainability and Social Assurance
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through ideas like social capital. There is also recognition that both quantitative (e.g. a “‘footprint’)
and qualitative (e.g. quality of life) indicators can shed light on the social impact of doing business.
These themes (importance of the social bottom line (BL); approaches to social BL - welfare or social
capital; quantitative or qualitative measurements) are explored below.

2. Importance of the social aspect of TBL

2.1 Social impact of doing business

The purpose of trying to assess the social impact of doing business is, presumably, to help
understand and account for the consequences of doing business on the social well being of
communities affected by that business. This implies that with understanding comes action to
maintain or improve social well being for everyone. However social well being cannot be
disentangled from economic well being® (for example, we need the economic means to maintain
social structures and to participate in society) neither can it be divorced from a healthy environment
because as Lehtonen (2004:204) says many environmental assets “fulfil not only ecological, but also
... social functions, through their critical contribution to human mental well-being and pleasure, as
well as being a source of ethical and cultural meaning”. If divorced from the context of the
economic and environmental, improvements in social well being could be at the expense of others
(say taxes were reduced for some to the extent that there was insufficient funding to pay for social
infrastructure for all or social cohesion in one workplace was achieved at the expense of the
environment of another social group through for example, water-thirsty gardens, free polystyrene
cups at the water fountain, workplace subsidized take away foods or four-wheel drive cars). Within
the context of economic and environmental impact the assessment of social impact can reveal
unintended consequences embedded in decision making and expose the interdependencies of the
total social/economic/environmental system (Oakley & Buckland, 2004). Accounting for the social
impact of doing business then, only makes sense if it is recognized as part of an interdependent
system (that eventually spreads out to cover all of existence on this planet and beyond). Any
boundaries applied must be recognized as artificial and expedient, and although some partitioning off
for the purpose of accounting and (limited) understanding may serve some purpose to organsiations
(e.g. in order to report to stakeholders on specific, local initiatives) it must be recognized that it is not
possible to separate the social from the economic and environmental or to separate any of them from
what happens in the rest of the global community. Gallopin (1997:19) recognizes this in his
argument for an holistic approach to the development of indicators for sustainability, he suggests that
the “systemic nature of many aspects of sustainable development points to the importance of
searching for fundamental whole-system attributes for which appropriate indicators could be
devised”. Everything that we do is ultimately linked to everything else in a seamless web of
connections that transverse time and place. The whole/parts approach will never have the
explanatory power of an understanding of what makes a sustainable system (Maturana & Varela,
1987; Richardson, 2004). Below is a short digression into the whole/parts/systems debate which
seems to be important in conceptualising the social in the bottom line.

2.2 Part/whole or system of relationships?

¥ The notion that the ideal state is one of being ‘socially and economically well’ and that it is to be striven for seems to be
the current guiding principle by which we measure society (witness the international well being index
(http://acqol.deakin.edu.au/inter_wellbeing/index.htm ; http://www.finfacts.ie/costofliving.htm), and the UK
development of a well being indicator (HM Government, 2005)). Luhmann (1997) cites happiness and similarity of living
conditions as previous guiding principles. It is important to remember that they are themselves socially/culturally
constructed and not all societies would rate them important in living their lives whatever others might wish for them.
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The shift from a parts/whole perspective to viewing systems in terms of relationships is not new. It is
accredited to theoretical biologist Bertalanffy (1968) who used instead the distinction between
system and environment as an explanatory mechanism °. In this way of thinking parts of a living
system are understood only in the context of the whole. In reviewing this shift in perspective Capra
refers to systems thinking as ‘contextual’ thinking or ‘environmental’ thinking (1996:36-37). What
we call a part, he says, “is merely a pattern in an inseparable web of relationships” in which “no part
is more fundamental than the others” (1996:39). This relational system/environment world is non-
hierarchical; system and environment are seen as an interacting whole. Bertalanffy (1968) referred to
living systems as ‘open systems’ because they depend on a flow of energy and resources from their
environment. He characterised them as networks of relationships rather than wholes to be dissected
into parts. But how do these networks of relationships operate?

2.3 The living system in its environment

Biologists Maturana and Varela (1987) claim that we, like all living systems, are structurally
determined systems. By this they mean that the way in which we respond to perturbations (or
irritations) in our environment is determined by our structure. But the medium is also a structurally
determined system. Recurrent interactions of both living system and medium will result in structural
changes in both system and medium/environment. Who we, as living systems, are at this instant and
the medium we find ourselves in mutually specify each other so that each contributes to creating the
world of the next instant, and so on, creating the world by living in it. This process Maturana and
Varela call co-ontogenic structural drift. In co-ontogenic structural drift, they say, the system does
not adapt to the environment as in the classical system-environment model (Krohn, Kuppers,
Novotny, 1990:9) but both change over time as they become structurally coupled (Maturana, 2002);
either they ‘fit’ together or separate or disintegrate (Maturana et al, 1987; Maturana, 2002). Luhmann
(1995, 1997) uses this concept in his work on social systems. In a social context, he says,
communication is the social system and everything else including living systems, is the environment
in which communication operates (i.e. human actors are part of the environment of social systems
rather than composing them). However, he says, “[T]he concept of the environment should not be
misunderstood as a kind of residual category. Instead, relationship to the environment is constitutive
in system formation” (Luhmann, 1995:176, italics in the original). Communication, he says, becomes
structurally coupled with the consciousness of individuals (1997) and, “[O]nly consciousness can
produce the noise necessary for the emergence and evolution of social order” (1997:4). A particular
social system arises out of the difference between system (communication) and environment as they
bump up against each other and (because of their differences) change over time as they find ways to
“fit’.

Viewed through Luhmann’s social frame communication and its environment, which is the
consciousness of individuals, change over time as they become coupled in a never-ending reciprocal
relationship. Viewed through Maturana and Varela’s biological frame living system and environment
(which includes other living systems as well as all communication) become coupled so that they
grow and change together, each influencing the possibilities of the other. In both cases we living
systems are structurally changed in the process of living and communicating over time. This means,
as Fell and Russell (1993:35) say, “that everything we have ever done together in this world could be
a part of who we are and what we do today” and “[w]e cannot know what the future holds, but we

o Capra (1996:43) cites the work of a Russian medical researcher, Alexander Bogdanov, who developed a

sophisticated systems theory 20-30 years before Bertalanffy published his first paper on his ‘general systems theory.’

JoS Vol 5 1 and 2 June 12 Page 37 of 83



can know that everything we do (or say) contributes significantly to it . . . This awesome
responsibility is what we regard as the biological basis of our human ethics.” (Fell & Russell,
1993:35; see also von Foerster, 1992 on cybernetics and ethics).

Thus the social impact of doing business is part of the web of interactions that are life on this planet.
Socially sustainable activities, like all of our activities, become part of who we are and what we do.
They are activities that, because they become part of who we are and what we do (and the ‘we’
referred to includes all of humanity including ourselves, carrying with us our histories, and future
generations) must, for us if we accept this position, be bound by human ethics. Moreover if human
ethics have a biological basis, as suggested by Fell and Russell above, it is probably reasonable to
speculate that they play a role in human survival (something to add to the debate on human altruism
maybe). It is likely that the round table discussants mentioned above, who suggest that the social
aspect of TBL underpins everything else, would agree with this speculation (i.e. the aligning of
social sustainability with human ethics and the fundamental role of ethics in human survival).

2.4 Summary
In this discussion we have moved:
e from the social dimension of the TBL as the social impact of (an organization) doing
business;
e through the interconnectivity of social, environmental, and economic on a local scale;
e to the notion that everything we do together on this planet is connected through time and
space in a seamless web of interactions; and that
e through this interdependency of living system and medium (environment) or communication
and consciousness our actions are bound by something we refer to as human ethics (which
could be about survival).

This has brought us to the idea that the social dimension of TBL, which seeks ethical solutions to
local (local in the sense that they are connected in some way to one organization although they could
be upstream or downstream and geographically dispersed) social dilemmas is striving towards
something that we call social sustainability and in some way is contributing to an ethical (or more
equitable?) future for living systems. Hence the discussion has moved from the social bottom line of
an organization, or workplace, into the notion of social sustainability and society as a whole because
all of society is interlinked.

3. Social sustainability

3.1 What is it?

Alan Black in his 2004 address to the Effective Sustainability Education Conference'’ in Sydney
defined social sustainability as the extent to which social values, social identities, social
relationships and social institutions can continue into the future. This raises the question of time
scales: how long do social systems need to continue into the future to be called sustained? Or are
they always sustained for x number of years (in which case who’s counting?). There are social
organisations that last a lifetime and those that are sustained over the rise and fall of many lifetimes;
rituals, arts and stories that carry a culture and bind a social group can continue over generations.

1 The Quest for Sustainable, Healthy Communities, 19t Feb, NSW Council on Environmental Education, UNSW,
Sydney Feb 18-20, 2004
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Membership may change, wax and wane, but, like my old broom that’s had four new handles and six
new heads, the social system goes on. (This would bear out Luhmann’s argument that the social
system cannot be the actors, they come and go, they are part of the environment, it is communication
that is sustained, that goes on manufacturing and transforming itself, and is therefore the social
system.) But how can we call any social system a sustainable system when it is disappearing into an
unknown future (and how do we know the future will want a system that seems like a good idea now).

Furthermore, although in some respects Black’s definition echoes the oft-quoted sustainability
definition of “development that meets the needs of the present world without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (UNWCED, 1987) it makes no judgments
about the type of social system that is sustained or its impact on future generations. It leaves room
for social upheaval: if current social norms are not sustainable over the long term, because say, they
are unjust, they will be overturned (e.g. if social relationships are based on a class system and at
some time it is overthrown then it wasn’t socially sustainable in the long term). This implies a
striving for social balance (a kind of social equilibrium maybe) and the notion of equity where no
one group is living at the expense of another (the lifestyle of that particular group wouldn’t be
socially sustainable, because at some time there would be a reshuffle of power (bloody or otherwise)
and a realignment of resources). Someone would have overstepped the mark living at the expense of
others. As a recent UK government report points out, “A world disfigured by poverty and inequality
is unsustainable”'' (HM Government, 2005:13). The other side of this of course is that we cannot
escape our history and what one group may see as overstepping the mark another may see as their
inalienable right. One group can, and history has shown that they will, cause the complete
annihilation of another if they do not find ways to ‘fit” (Wright, 2005). As Maturana and Varela
(1987) point out, if they cannot find ways to fit they will ‘separate’ or ‘disintegrate’. So, who’s
watching and acting so as to avoid ‘disintegration’ and find ways to ‘fit’?

Gray and Milne (2004:77) discuss the political minefield of social sustainability, suggesting that it
“rests on nothing less than interpretations and explanations of the relationships between modern
capitalist activity and social justice — the probability of a consensus on this area” they say, “seems
slim, indeed”. Others who (may or) may not operate in a modern capitalist society may say that
social sustainability rests on ethics, human relationships and survival of kin, local and ultimately
global community. Which looks as though we, who are lucky enough to have communication
systems that allow us to live to some extent in a global community, cannot escape an obligation to
‘watch’ and act to find ways for social systems to fit together. However, as in many other political
dilemmas throughout history the danger lies in creating insiders and outsiders.

Thus social sustainability is a restless concept, it cannot escape the messiness of human life on earth.
It implies interrelationships and interdependencies built on communication over time; local or global
communities in constant struggle towards living together without exploitation in an ever-changing
world. On a small scale this could be about sharing services and paying for those services (where
those more able may pay for services enjoyed equally by those less able to pay, such as through taxes
to pay for social infrastructure) or in providing different but essential services to maintain the
functioning of, say, a sport or social club. On a larger scale however since all communities are

' “over a billion people live on less than a dollar a day, more than 800 million are malnourished, and over two and a half

billion lack access to adequate sanitation.”
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interdependent and ultimately form one global social system the sustainability of one community (of
geography or interest) ultimately depends on that of others.

To achieve social sustainability, it seems, would be to achieve lasting global harmony, and not just
between social systems but also between social systems and their environments. Striving for a new
utopia! Something that Luhmann (1997) cautions us about looking for because, he says, it can only
lead to new disappointments. Perhaps then, rather than a meaningless quest for a utopian social
sustainability grounded, perhaps, in well-being, it is better to settle for the struggle itself and the
constant learning that this implies. Perhaps our focus should be on the “sustainable quest for systems
of inquiry” (Bawden, 1997:3); sustainability-as-process, learning to manage in a shifting world (Cox,
MacLeod & Shulman, 1997) as we living systems in communication with ourselves in reflection
(Schon, 1979, 1983) and others (in discussion) find novel ways to deal with the tensions created by
ethical dilemmas and competing demands.

3.2 Summary
This section of the discussion has suggested some problems inherent in the definition of social
sustainability. A god’s eye view is implied in the idea that someone is counting and judging, we
cannot know for example:
e how long something must persist for it to be called ‘sustainable’;
e if social sustainability connotes an ethical position, whose notion of ‘equity’ should prevail
and be sustained; or
e whether an identified social system, pronounced ‘sustainable’ today will ‘fit’ in a future
world.
We are of the system and cannot take an outside point of view. Instead we can ask from the
messiness of our relationships:
e if social sustainability is something utopian and unattainable like lasting global harmony
should we shift the focus of our debate to something attainable like a sustainable process of
learning as we communicate as living systems in our environment over time'*?

Having looked at the Social Bottom Line as part of the wider concept of social sustainability and
discussed the possible meaning of social sustainability, the following section explores current
approaches to the social BL and social sustainability. It briefly discusses global and local work on
social indicators. It picks up the term ‘community’ and looks at various ways of conceptualizing
‘community’ that are used in the broader literature of social sustainability.

4. Current approaches to the social bottom line and social sustainability

The social bottom line is part of the general sustainability debate. It is accounted for in the
workplace by the use of indicators. The Department of Family and Community Services’ (2003)
draft document Triple Bottom Line Reporting in Australia: A practitioners’ guide to reporting
against social indicators and the Global Reporting Initiative’s (2002) Sustainability Reporting
Guidelines, address social issues in the workplace (see appendix 1 for a list of sample social
indicators from a range of sources) providing an outline for a social audit. They examine for
example employment, workplace relations, discrimination, working hours and conditions, OH&S
statistics, taxation, and skill levels, many of which were raised by the round table discussants

> This may, of course, be more akin to the Little Prince commanding the sun to rise in the morning since living systems
have always learned —that’s how they/we go on living (Maturana et al, 1987).
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above. All of these apply to the immediate workplace, they are part of a social audit, and are
important in assisting organizations address inequities.

The broader social sustainability debate that looks at social groups inside and outside the workplace
tends to draw more on social welfare for its frameworks.

4.1 Community work or social capital

Most definitions of ‘community’ include reference to ‘social interaction within a geographic area and
having goals or norms in common’ (Black & Hughes, 2001:1). Today the geographic area can be
expanded to include communities of interest that could be spread across the globe. In some areas
however, the term community has come to refer to disadvantage, deficiencies and needs; community
work can sometimes be synonymous with social/welfare work, which implies an outside agency
fixing up problems. This view of community is a construct that supports a vast social/political
welfare infrastructure and an equally thriving cultural counter weight of response. The infrastructure
supports government departments, non-government organisations and educational institutions; the
response can be from the media, others in society who believe this is wasted tax payer dollars, or
members of such communities who may develop intricate strategies to baulk the system. It is not a
‘natural’ state of affairs (McNight, & Kretzmann, 1996). It has been constructed over time by various
societies for social, cultural and political purposes.

Over the past couple of decades an alternative construct has been developing. This tends to see the
capacity of communities to deal with their own problems (usually problems associated with poverty).
“That alternative path, very simply, leads toward the development of policies and activities based on
the capacities, skills and assets of lower income people and their neighbourhoods” (McNight, &
Kretzmann, 1993:4).

Working with economically poor communities is now more likely to be seen in terms of building
community capacity; or building resilience which is the capacity of people or communities to recover
from adversity'> or in terms of community strength. Black and Hughes (2001:7) offer a definition of
community strength as “the extent to which resources and processes within a community maintain
and enhance both individual and collective wellbeing in ways consistent with the principles of
equity, comprehensiveness, participation, self-reliance and social responsibility”.

Another term associated with work in relief of poverty is social capital, used by Robert Putnam
(1993; 2000) as a focus for research and policy discussion and picked up by The World Bank in its
exploration of “poverty alleviation and sustainable human and economic development”. The World
Bank uses the term to refer to “the norms and networks that enable collective action”'. It argues that
“increasing evidence shows that social cohesion is critical for societies to prosper economically and
for development to be sustainable™"”.

1 A resilient community is one that "takes intentional actions to enhance the personal and collective capacity of its
citizens and institutions to respond to, and influence the course of social and economic change". The Community
Resilience Manual, developed by the Community for Community Enterprise in Canada
http://www.communitybuilders.nsw.gov.au/getting_started/needs/canadian_resil.html NSW Gov (18/02/05) The
Premier's Department of New South Wales (Australia) coordinates this site as a joint government and community project
% http://www 1.worldbank.org/prem/poverty/scapital/home.htm (retrieved from the internet 18/02/05)

'3 http://www.infed.org/biblio/social _capital.htm (retrieved from the internet 18/02/05)
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The Civic Dictionary'® defines social capital as those stocks of social trust, norms and networks that
people can draw upon to solve common problems. However Woolcock (2001:70) suggests that the
simple definition of: “norms and networks that facilitate collective action” has gained consensus
among scholars, suggesting that ‘trust’ is an outcome of social capital rather than being part of social
capital itself. Whatever the precise definition the central premise is that social networks'’ have
value; who we know, and the inclination to do things for each other, that arises from knowing each
other, is valuable to individuals and groups. It is not surprising then that the notion of social capital is
regarded as the most commonly proposed framework for addressing social sustainability (Lehtonen,
2004). In his exploration of social capital as a basis for examining the environmental-social
interface, Lehtonen looks at the three levels of social networks proposed by Woolcock (2001):

Bonding: with family, neighbours and close friends
Bridging: with a wider network of distant friends, associates and colleagues
Linking: with formal institutions, government and business.

He says that this framework has been useful for examining determinants of social capital such as age,
education, values, living area; and outcomes of social capital like individual or public well-being.
Lehtonen, reports the view, however, that there are two main difficulties with use of social capital as
an analytical tool. The first is that it is too broad and vague and the second is that its vagueness
“renders the measurement and the design of suitable indicators difficult” (2004:206).

Accumulation of social capital may result in a measure of well being which seems to have taken over
from ‘human happiness’ as the human condition to be strived for. However Luhmann dismisses
‘human happiness’ or ‘similarities of living conditions’'® as organising principles for the examination
of social systems. He says “[O]ne cannot define the concept of society by one of its possible
realizations. If one restricts the concept to particular aspects of modern society, the temptation
becomes irresistible, to include in the concept, ideological or normative assumptions such as human
happiness, solidarity, similarity of living conditions, or communal integration.” (1997:3).

Social capital has proved a useful tool for understanding the flow of resources and influence around
and through groups in society, however for an understanding of society through which to examine
social sustainability something more fundamental may be useful. Luhmann (1997) believes that we
should drop the search for a good or better society and instead ask how a living system, bumping up
against communication, can change its mind set (way of thinking, world view). Rather than search
for universal happiness or solidarity (or, presumably, well being) as an ideal, which, he says, leads to
a regional concept of society as a frame for improvements, we should see the problem as one of
complexity. This latter, he suggests, would require starting from a concept of world society.

4.2 Summary
e Led by the Global Reporting Initiative social workplace indicators provide a useful way to
deal with onsite issues in an audit framework;

' http://www.cpn.org/tools/dictionary/capital.htm] Carmen Sirianni and Lewis Friedland

editor-in-chief and research director of the Civic Practices Network, Civic Dictionary (retrieved from the internet
18/02/05)

'7 http://www.bowlingalone.com/socialcapital.php3 (retrieved from the internet 18/02/05)

'8 Presumably ‘well being” would fit here too.
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e In the broader community social sustainability draws on the discourse of social welfare and is
often viewed through a social capital framework;

e Social capital may allow us to accrue well being but Luhmann suggests we cannot examine
social systems through one of society’s possible realisations [e.g. well being] which is just
one of many culturally defined constructs;

e Instead we should ask questions about how living systems are able to make profound changes
in their world-view; and

e To do this we need to begin with a global perspective.

In the next section we examine some alternatives to onsite audit-style indicators and look at ways in
which we can change and be changed by the sustainability debate, adopting new positions in
response to new conversations.

S. Indicators

5.1 Endpoint and midpoint

The notion of beginning with a view of world society and seeing the problem as one of complexity
seems to encapsulate the problems associated with finding suitable TBL indicators, be it in an
environmental, economic or social framework. Taking a world view suggests big picture indicators.
These are known as endpoint indicators for example, the environmental footprint which rolls up a
great deal of complexity into a single world-view indicator that tells you how much of the planet you
are taking up through your life-style. In a social context ‘life-span’ or ‘loss of life’ could be used as
endpoint indicators. The term ’endpoint’ refers to aggregate measures at the end of one, or several
converging impact pathways. An endpoint indicator requires painstaking data collection, and
complex modeling and computation. Apart from agreeing on where the endpoint occurs it requires
someone to decide what data are relevant and what events contributed to the impact (for discussion
of midpoint and endpoint indicators see Lenzen, 2005).

On the other hand retaining the complexity that Luhmann thinks important requires a range of
what are known as midpoint indicators. Midpoint indicators can be observed somewhere along
the chain of impacts, for example, rising sea level or dislocation of peoples. Debate rages around
which are more useful, endpoint or midpoint. Many think that endpoint indicators are easier for
people to understand (Heijungs et al., 2003). The ecological footprint metaphor, for example, has
had a powerful impact. However decision making at midpoints has advantages because it allows
for more of the complexity to be examined; instead of providing a few aggregated numbers, the
more multi-facetted midpoint information reveals the multi-dimensionality of the problem and can
suggest a range of areas where action might be taken. Decision making based on indicators is
always going to be contentious because endpoints are too uncertain to allow a decision to be made
with reasonable confidence, and midpoint information is complex, revealing competing issues that
need to be balanced. People will always have to make decisions and decision makers will always
belong to some social system or other and make those decisions out of a particular life history.

Such decision-making owes much to meaningful numbers, yet numbers come to us embedded in a
particular social system that itself influences our actions. Not only that, but many believe that our
decisions, and hence our actions, are ultimately emotion based (Damasio, 1996; Freeman & Nufiez,
1999; Hardcastle, 1999; Kovecses, 1990; Lutz & White, 1986; Plutchik, 1994; Wimmer, 1995). How
we feel about the sources of data, how much we trust the people and systems that produce the data,
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and how they fit with our beliefs, can determine what we do. Metaphors, like Ecological Footprint
are also important, acting at an emotional level they can change what and how we communicate
(Krippendorff, 1993; Lakoff, 1993). Good numbers and powerful metaphors are part of the mix, their
influence may depend on how well they fit with our beliefs and prejudices, how we feel about the
source, what story we can tell about them, and how they grab the imagination.

5.2 Endpoint measures and powerful metaphors

Environmental sustainability has the Ecological Footprint. The power of the metaphor lies in its
instant recognisability. Through Western eyes it has connotations of, for example, ‘dirty footprints’.
Leaving a footprint has overtones of spoiling something or undoing someone’s good work. It’s also
easy to see when a footprint overhangs its allotted space and spills over the end of the world into
space, or intrudes into someone else’s ‘garden’. In exchange for this powerful metaphor that turns
our environmental impact on the world into used up hectares of the earth itself we are prepared to
sacrifice some inaccuracies in its calculation (although it is slowly being refined see Lenzen &
Murray, 2001), particularly when the results seem to accord with our expectations. Its usefulness as a
political tool providing startling comparisons and benchmarks has outweighed its crudeness as a
measure.

But what metaphor, and endpoint indicator, can we find for our social impact on the world? And
what do we hold in common that could be expressed in terms of some people using up more than
their fair share at the expense of others? What, at some fundamental level integrates the social,
environmental and economic and does so in a way that acknowledges the interconnectedness of life
on earth, past present and future. To address this we need to peel back the layers of social constructs
discussed above and look for some simple, universal necessities.

Let’s assume that, once born, the general aim is to spend as much time here on earth as possible
(within the belief systems of the culture that we belong to). If life, at its simplest, is passing the time
between being born and dying then after providing for food, water, shelter, health and safety,
everything else is (a) pass-time. Everyone on the planet has passing of time in common (though
some have more time to pass in total than others because some live longer- for various reasons).
However, as in Tuvalu where the living is easy but the web of connections to the rest of the world is
apparent in the rising sea level, we cannot pass the time of our lives for ever in isolation from the
web of global social, economic and environmental connections. At some stage the activities of the
rest of the world will catch up with us. As the UK publication Securing the Future: Delivering UK
Sustainable Development (HM Government, 2005:140) states: “We have created a relatively good
quality of life in this country [i.e. the UK] for most of us but we now realise that this may have been
at the expense of communities elsewhere in the world. Rich and poor worlds cannot co-exist without
dramatic consequences. In 2000, states facing stability challenges contained just over 1.2 billion
people living on less than one dollar a day, and 65 million of the 114 million children of primary
school age who did not attend school”.

Like it or not we are connected (see Briguglio, 1997, for a discussion of the economic vulnerability
of small island developing states). Which leads to the next assumption: that those groups in society
who spend considerably more than the average time on earth, and in doing so, wittingly or
unwittingly, diminish the time that others have to spend, could be said to be acting unfairly. It could
be argued that our instinct for survival means that we will take every opportunity to enhance our
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chance at longevity. However the discussion above of living systems and their environment suggests
there is a biological base for human ethics: that we can and do care about the survival of other living
systems albeit often at a tribal rather than global level (the trick may be to create a global tribe).

So: the Tuvalu Test asks how much time, on average, do we have to pass; then, how much of our
time do we have to pass in providing food, water, shelter, health and safety (i.e. the basics of
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs) and how much do we have left for pass-time'® (which includes
everything we do after the provision of the basic necessities of life). Then it asks — but how much of
the pass-time of others (i.e. engagement in anything above the necessities of life such as: over-
working; over-eating; over-provision of dwelling space; shopping as a leisure activity) makes trouble
for some (like rising sea levels; dangerous work conditions; depletion of natural resources) and
impinges on the time we/they have to pass (either in terms of life-span®’ or time for pass-time
activities other than providing for necessities of life). Or conversely, how much of our pass-time
impinges negatively on the lives of others. How does our demand for cheap chicken meals, for
example, affect the amount of pass-time Mexican chicken factory workers have (e.g. as Monbiot
(2005) says, “the consequences of our gluttony are visited on others”).

Being able to calculate such a beast is an attractive thought. If, as with the ecological footprint, it
were possible to see who in the world was taking up more than their fair share of an allotted whole, it
would be a powerful, if blunt, measure. There is a difference of course, the size of the earth’s
surface, used to indicate footprint overspill, is finite; time it seems, is infinite and there is no given
quantity of time that we should share out fairly. The best we could do would be to take the world
average life span and compare with it that of individuals and groups.

A nice idea. Unfortunately it is an almost impossible idea on which to base numerical calculations
for the reasons given above in describing endpoint indicators.

5.3 Midpoint measures and mean lives

A simpler, and cruder, measure might be derived if we could address the first part of the Tuvalu Test
and take the cost of living, divide by the average hourly rate of pay, find out how long we have to
work to cover the cost of living and then how many hours of the day are left for pass-time? What
might this show about who has time for spending pass-time in earning more money (to spend) that is,
trading immediate time for stored time (in the form of the storage device money, which can then be
inherited by descendants as stored time); who has time for social and cultural activities, for the sheer
luxury of paying full attention to beauty (in all its spiritual and artistic manifestations) including
spending time with family and friends (that some might refer to as ‘bonding’ or building ‘social
capital’) and who is too busy making ends meet? Who has time for education and is therefore more
likely to be able to earn the cost of living in a smaller number of hours? Who has more time for

' We recognize that the differentiation of work and leisure is a cultural construct, implying that leisure is not-working,
hence the use of basic necessities and pass-time. However, passing most of one’s life-time in attending to life’s
necessities is considered, in some cultures a normal and healthy thing to do, and there are others where the basic
necessities are not bought with money earned from other work. These cases are probably diminishing in number because
the rest of us are impinging on that lifestyle.

2 E.g. average life expectancy at birth in the UK is currently 78 years whilst the global average is 65 years,
www.who.int/en/
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participation and dialogue? If we tempered this with life expectancy and a measure of quality of life
then maybe we could compare the allocation of pass-time between individuals, groups and nations.

In their review of the literature linking leisure time with quality of life, Lloyd and Auld (2002:43)
point out there have been various studies done that “include selected leisure attributes such as
‘amount of nonwork time’, ‘spare time activities’ and ‘access to leisure facilities’ in assessments of
life quality”. These cover a wide range of social groups including black urban youth in South Africa,
urban Iranian women and people with disabilities. In their study of leisure and quality of life Lloyd
and Auld (2002:62) found that “mere proliferation of leisure resources while increasing leisure
opportunities, does not improve overall QOL”. The best predictor, they found was “frequency of
visiting and going out with friends and attending clubs and organizations” (p63). This result, they
said, is reflected in “the work of numerous authors”. (p63). Thus time for frequent leisure activities
underpins what they suggest is a good quality of life. If quality of life (indicating well-being") is our
current yard-stick by which to judge society then time for social interaction may be an important
midpoint indicator of social sustainability for the global tribe.

6. Conclusion

So social sustainability is about local social systems in constant struggle for harmony with other
social systems and the environment. They can never be still. Many systems will differentiate
themselves by excluding others, many will bind themselves together with rules or geography.
However all belong to the total global human population.

In the end the universe doesn’t care what we do. In the end we are one species roaming the earth,
currently destroying our own habitat and the extent of our destruction will govern our future
numbers just as it does for all other species. Someone’s idea of social sustainability foday is
inconsequential as (human) life is played out across the globe. Its meaning is slippery; there are
some social systems that some of us would rather not sustain (others would disagree). Whatever
social system we differentiate from the background noise is temporary— even if it is differentiated by
the notion of well being — because fashions change in our ways of talking about ourselves, the ideal
state, our ways of defining society.

How do we know that the future will want some social system that we have decreed sustainable? We
don’t! And since reciprocal change of social system and human consciousness is a consequence of
communicating as we live together on this planet, change is inevitable. According to the systems
framework touched on above we cannot escape our obligations. We have an ethical responsibility for
our contribution, made by way of our communications, towards the creation of the world we all
inhabit. We can help effect changes that will bring about conditions supportive of a more global, less
tribal, social system. We can use powerful metaphors and good numbers to help promote: global
communication systems so that all can participate in multiple conversations; the sharing of our
planet’s resources to satisfy everyone’s basic needs; the need for time to communicate with family
and friends for health and well being, and with the rest of the world for education and learning.

We’re all in this together, as we bump up against each other and the multiple conversations that
make up our myriad social systems we will grow and change and in so doing we will change the

*! Quality of Life indicators are being developed to gather statistics on well-being: http://www.calvert-
henderson.com/index.htm
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conversations and the environment. We have only our learning to ensure that the broom survives its
infinite new handles and equally infinite new heads.
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Appendix 1

A sample collection of social indicators taken from a range of frameworks, reports and indices

Indicator Included in:
Workplace
Employment Status (employee/non-employee) Core Aust draft
Type (full/part time) index”;
Contract (permanent/fixed GRI*; ISA
term/temporary)
Region/country
Net employment creation and average Core Aust draft
turnover index; GRI; ISA*
Employee benefits beyond those legally [Core Aust draft
mandated (e.g. contributions to health index; GRI
care, disability, maternity, education,
retirement)
Standard injury, lost day and absentee Core Aust draft
rates and number of work related index; GRI
fatalities (including sub-contractors)
Business size supported ($of turnover)  [SA
Wage and salary income generated (§)  [[SA
Government revenue contributed ($) ISA
\Workloads and staffing levels Westpac™
Staff selection and contract Westpac
Employer of choice (employees proud to [BP Australia®®
be employed by ------ ; feel they can
make a contribution; feel employee is
concerned for their health and safety)
Workplace Percentage of employees represented by |GRI
Relations independent trade union or other such
organization; or percentage of employees
covered by collective bargaining
agreements
Policy and procedures for informing, GRI
consulting and negotiating with
employees over changes in operations
(restructuring)
Provision for formal worker GRI
representation in decision making or

*? Department of Family and Community Services. Triple Bottom Line Reporting in Australia: A practitioners’ guide to
reporting against social indicators. DRAFT-IN-DISCUSSION, May 2003

* Global Reporting Initiative. Sustainability Reporting Guidelines, 2002

* TBL indicators in the Sydney University /CSIRO framework, 2003, www.isa.org.usyd.edu.au

» Westpac. Pressing On: Social Impact Report 2004

% BP Australia. triple bottom line report, 2000
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imanagement inc corporate governance

Living our Survey response to whether social issues [Novo Nordisk”’
values are important to the future of the
company
Survey response to whether management [Novo Nordisk
demonstrates in words and action that
they live the company’s values
Supplier feedback Westpac
Employee ownership programs Lafarge”™
Health & Safety Recording and notification of GRI
occupational accidents & diseases
Formal joint health and safety GRI
committees (management and workers)
Standard injury, lost day and absentee Core Aust draft
rates and number of work related index; GRI
fatalities (inc subcontracted workers)
Policies and programs on HIV/AIDS GRI
Compliance with ILO guidelines on GRI
OH&S management systems
Formal agreements with trade unions or |GRI
equivalent covering health and safety
Training and  |Average hours of training per year per  (Core Aust draft
Education employee by category of employee index; GRI
Programs to support the continued Core Aust draft
employability of employees and to index; GRI
manage career endings
Policies and programs for skills GRI
management or for lifelong learning
Expenditure on education and research  [[SA
IApprenticeships and undergraduate Integral” energy
scholarships
Diversity and ~ [Equal opportunity policies or programs, [Core Aust draft
Opportunity monitoring of programs and results index; GRI
Composition of senior management and (Core Aust draft
corporate governance bodies (inc board  [index; GRI
of directors) inc male/female ratio &
cultural diversity as appropriate
Female- male salary ratios Westpac
Strategy & Policies, guidelines, corporate structure, |Core Aust draft
Management rocedures to deal with all (relevant) index; GRI

*” Novo Nordisk, Sustainability Report: What does being there mean to you?, 2003

2% “Lafarge’s responsibility is about aligning its actions with its values”: Lafarge 2003 Sustainability Report
* Integral Energy (2002), Building a better future for all of us. Sustainability: achieving a balance between financial,

environmental and social considerations.
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aspects of human rights, monitoring
mechanisms & results

How policies relate to international
standards (Universal Declaration; Human
Rights Conventions of the ILO)

Core Aust draft
index; GRI

Consideration of human rights impacts as

Core Aust draft

address human rights performance within
the supply chain and contractors, inc
monitoring systems and results

part of investment and procurement index; GRI
decisions, including selection of
suppliers/contractors

Policies and procedures to evaluate and  |GRI

Employee training on policies and
practices concerning all aspects of
human rights relevant to operations.

GRI

Non-
discrimination

Global policy and procedures programs
to prevent all forms of discrimination,
monitoring systems and results

GRI

Indigenous
rights

Description of policies, guidelines and
procedures to address the needs of
indigenous people (in workforce and
communities impacted by operation)

Core Aust draft
index; GRI

Description of jointly managed
community grievance mechanism

GRI

Share of operating revenues from the
area of operations that are distributed to
local communities

GRI

Freedom of
Association &
Collective
Bargaining

Description of freedom of association
policy and extent to which it is
universally applied independent of local
laws; description of procedures/programs
to address the issue

Core Aust draft
index; GRI

Child Labour

Description of policy excluding child
labour as defined by the ILO convention
138 and extent to which this policy is
visibly stated and applied as well as
description of procedures/programs to
address this issue including monitoring
systems and results of monitoring

GRI

Forced and
compulsory
labour

Description of policy to prevent forced
and compulsory labour and extent to
which this policy is visibly stated and
applied as well as description of
procedures/programs to address this issue

including monitoring systems

GRI
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Disciplinary
Practices

Description of appeal practices, inc
human rights issues

GRI

Description of non-retaliation policy and
effective confidential employee
grievance system

GRI

Community

Policies to manage impact on
communities in areas affected by the
reporting organisation’s activities;
procedures/programs to address the issue
& monitoring

Core Aust draft
index; GRI

Policies and procedures for identifying
and talking with community stakeholders

Core Aust draft
index; GRI

IAwards received relevant to social
ethical and environmental performance

GRI

Sponsorship and funding for community
events

Integral Energy

Bribery and
Corruption

Description of the policy procedures and
compliance mechanisms for
organizations and employees addressing
bribery and corruption

GRI

Political
contributions

Money paid to political parties and
institutions that exist to fund political
arties or candidates

Core Aust draft
index; GRI

Competition
and Pricing

Court decisions regarding cases
pertaining to anti-trust and monopoly
regulations

GRI

Description of policy procedures and
compliance mechanisms for preventing
anti-competitive behaviour

GRI

Customer
health and

safety

Policies for preserving customer health
and safety during use of organization’s
products and services; application of the
policy; procedures and programs to
address the issue, monitoring systems

Core Aust draft
index; GRI

Number and type of instances of non-
compliance with regulations concerning
customer health and safety including the
penalties and fines assessed for these
breaches

GRI

Number of complaints upheld by
regulatory or similar official bodies to
oversee or regulate the health and safety
of products and services

GRI

'Voluntary code compliance product

labels or awards with respect to social

GRI
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and or environmental responsibility that
the reporter is qualified to use

Products and  |Description of policy procedures GRI
services management systems and compliance
mechanisms related to product
information and labelling

Number and type of instances of non- GRI
compliance with regulations concerning
roduct information and labelling

Description of policies procedures GRI
management systems and compliance
mechanisms related to customer

satisfaction
Customer charter Westpac
IAccessibility for the disabled GRI
Westpac
Advertising Description of policies procedures GRI
management systems and compliance
mechanisms for adherence to standards
and voluntary codes related to
advertising
Number and type of breaches of GRI
advertising and marketing regulations
Respect for Description of policies procedures GRI
Privacy management systems and compliance
imechanisms for consumer privacy
Number of substantiated complaints GRI
regarding breaches of consumer privacy
Premature death from heart disease London™
IAverage life expectancy UK gov’'
Crime London
Child poverty London

Proportion of working-age people who  |[UK gov
live in households where no-one works

Hou