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Introduction 
The apparel value chain (AVC) comprises different industries, with diverse businesses 
operating in several geographical locations. It employs more than 9,3% of the global working 
population, ensuring the livelihood of millions of workers in the extraction, manufacturing, 
distribution, and end of life stages of its value chain (De Souza et al. 2010; Franco 2017; 
Ozturk et al. 2016; World Bank 2013). It is associated with increasing inequalities in how 
clothes are made, stressing the importance of evaluating its social impacts (Fletcher and 
Tham 2014; Seuring et al. 2008; Boström and Micheletti 2016; Franco 2017; Resta et al. 2016; 
Ellen MacArthur Foundation 2017; Shen et al. 2017). At the same time, the industry is highly 
feminised as more than 75% of workers are women occupying the lowest-paid jobs (Fletcher 
and Tham 2014), which raises crucial challenges regarding gender equality.  
 
Businesses in the AVC have been adopting Circular Economy as a new framework to achieve 
sustainability, where environmental, economic, and social considerations are integrated into 
the business model (Henry et al. 2020). The Circular Economy can reduce environmental 
impacts by minimising resource flow and implementing different circular strategies such as 
resale, rental, repair, remanufacture, and recycling (Guldmann 2016; Stahel 2016; Jung and 
Jin 2016; Accenture 2019). So far, the economic and environmental dimensions have been 
successfully addressed by different businesses such as Nudie Jeans, Patagonia, Vigga and 
Filippa K (Jung and Jin 2016; Pal et al. 2016; Ellen MacArthur Foundation 2017). 
 
However, there is little knowledge about Circular Economy social impacts (e.g., decent pay, 
gender equality, labour conditions), and no known scientific framework to assess Circular 
Economy social impacts at the business level (Elia, Gnoni, and Tornese 2017; Merli, Preziosi, 
and Acampora 2018; Millar, McLaughlin, and Börger 2019). Recent assessment methods 
consider mainly environmental or economic domains (Corona et al. 2019). This vision often 
overlooks potential impacts and trade-offs such as regulation, governance, culture, inclusivity, 
and marked inequalities, resulting in perspectives with incomplete information (Elia, Gnoni, 
and Tornese 2017; Geissdoerfer et al. 2017; Iacovidou et al. 2017; Merli, Preziosi, and 
Acampora 2018; Millar, McLaughlin, and Börger 2019).  
 
Although several considerations of social impacts exist, Circular Economy’s social dimension 
has been defined in literature mainly by the number of jobs created (Millar, McLaughlin, and 
Börger 2019). This definition is narrow in scope and depth as it does not define the type of job 
(or its quality), nor does it elaborate on potential individual and community impacts or potential 
trade-offs between different kind of workers, which from a solidarity and inclusion point of view 
is also relevant. 
 
Although there are numerous social impact assessment frameworks (SIAF) within the broader 
sustainability field and a myriad of sector-specific tools developed by NGO's and companies, 
these do not seem, on their own, to fully address the Circular Economy social impacts 
characteristics within the sector (Jijelava and Vanclay 2014; Vanclay 2002; Maa, n.d.). 
Conventional linear activities in the AVC are characterised by i) labour intensity with low 
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payment and low working conditions (Kane 2015; Ascoly 2009; Asia Floor Wage Alliance 
2016) ii) the over-representation of vulnerable populations working at various stages of the 
AVC (Kate and Theuw 2016), and iii) the feminisation of the workforce (Van Nederveen 
Meerkerk 2018; Fletcher and Tham 2014). As circular strategies are being deployed in the 
sector, they risk adopting these low-pay low-working conditions for vulnerable workers. 
 
Circular Economy has intrinsic characteristics that could amplify effects in the sectors where 
it is implemented. First, it requires tight collaboration and well-defined reverse logistics with 
upstream and downstream stakeholders of the AVC to close the loops (Iacovidou, Hahladakis, 
and Purnell 2020). As it presupposes the development of technical innovations, it can create, 
displace, or eliminate jobs at various stages of the AVC. Thus it is pivotal to analyse circular 
strategies social impacts from a systemic level (Vanclay 2019). Second, with the 
implementation of these performance loops, existing low working conditions could be 
reinforced and create a lock-in situation (Kim 2000). Third, sorting and separating different 
materials in the recycling phase as well as preparing materials for remanufacturing can expose 
workers to unknown chemicals, with undetermined health and wellbeing issues for them and 
close by communities (Ellen MacArthur Foundation 2017; Pla-Julián and Guevara 2019; 
Ingallina 2018).  
 
Therefore, strengthening the Circular Economy’s social dimension is vital for theoretical and 
societal reasons. From a theoretical point of view, Circular Economy’s claim as a new 
paradigm to achieve sustainability could be jeopardised if its social dimension is not 
reinforced. From a societal perspective, if Circular Economy in the apparel sector weakly 
addresses the social dimension, jobs created could share the same prevalent low working 
conditions as in the linear business model. Consequently, workers in the sector will not be 
better off with circularity. Their weak and vulnerable position could be exacerbated if circularity 
in the sector increases in the future. 
 
This chapter addresses the lack of a Social Impact Assessment Framework for Circular 
Economy with a gender-inclusion lens to assess the AVC. A gender-inclusion lens can help 
identify structural inequalities between men and women in socio-economic spheres and 
suggest a course of action to redress those inequalities.  
We chose to test our proposed “Social Impact Assessment Framework for Circular Economy 
with a Gender-Inclusion Lens (SIAF-CE⚥)” in the Dutch AVC because the Netherlands is a 
frontrunner in Circular Economy policy and implementation across various sectors (Kirchherr 
et al. 2018; Government of Netherlands 2016; Van Rompaey 2019).  
 
The remaining segments are organised as follows: Section 2 explains how social impacts are 
considered in the Circular Economy concept. Section 3 describes the methodology. Section 4 
presents our proposed social impact assessment framework. Section 5 discusses our results 
and delineate the most relevant topics for further analysis. Finally, Section 6 presents our 
conclusions. 
 
Social impact assessment frameworks and circular strategies  
Even though there is not currently a framework to assess Circular Economy social impacts, 
there are several SIAFs from different scales and-or levels of aggregation that could be used 
for this purpose. Most sector-specific tools engage collaboratively with stakeholders to either 
inform consumers or work specifically on workers' rights, capacity development and voice of 
workers (Casey 2006). However, many of these frameworks are based on audits that have 
been highly criticised for relying on a compliance perspective (e.g., required by the brand) that 
leans too much on management and not so much on workers’ feedback (Barrientos and Smith 
2007). 
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According to Jijelava and Vanclay (2014), SIAFs should address social issues at three levels: 
the individual, household-community, and societal level. Other important considerations are 
that i) job creation is how the current social ambition of circularity is defined, ii) quality, 
inclusivity and community impacts are considered relevant aspects of job impacts so far 
unaddressed by circularity (Circle Economy 2020; Willeghems and Bachus 2018; Rubery 
2019) and that iii) the AVC is highly feminised. Understanding by feminisation the fact that 
most workers within the low-income and poor working conditions bracket are mostly women 
and that gender constructs such as lack of unequal access to education and family obligations 
prevent them from taking better opportunities and improving their livelihoods (Van Nederveen 
Meerkerk 2018; Fletcher and Tham 2014). 
 
Given these considerations, we define three social impact dimensions that circular strategies 
in the AVC, should address which are:  
 
Quality of Jobs dimension 
Although there is no one definition of Quality of Jobs (QOJ), there is consensus that it relates 
to the characteristics that affect employee work-life. Usually, it includes elements such as pay, 
working conditions, career opportunities (Burchell et al. 2014). Several frameworks focus on 
the QOJ, and we highlight three: the International Labour Organisation (ILO) work indicators, 
the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) and the OECD framework. 
The ILO decent work indicators compromise a set of 75 indicators and 21 legal frameworks. 
They cover ten main aspects that are summarised in Table 9.1. The ILO standard is often 
used as a reference point to help countries define the QOJ in a particular sector. However, 
because of its complexity, it is not practical for company-level applications.  
 
The statistical framework developed by UNECE (Cazes, Hijzen, and Saint-Martin 2015) 
provides a set of indicators to measure employment quality with seven dimensions and twelve 
subdimensions. ILO and UNECE are very comprehensive and cover multiple dimensions that 
rely on numerous indicators of different nature, which from a business perspective is often 
seen as a problem as it affects the comparability and usability of these frameworks. None of 
them are based on normative choices about what should be considered as "good" or "bad” 
jobs, but rather, they guide how those indicators should be used (Cazes, Hijzen, and Saint-
Martin 2015). 
 
Finally, the OECD Framework for job quality assessment (Cazes, Hijzen, and Saint-Martin 
2015) is structured around three components: earning quality, labour market security and work 
environment. It follows the guiding principles of the wellbeing agenda, as recommended in the 
Stiglitz Report (StigIitz, Fitoussi, and Sen 2009). It focuses on both the job characteristics and 
job quality outcomes (as experienced by workers) and not only on drivers of job quality (such 
as regulation and compliance) (Cazes, Hijzen, and Saint-Martin 2015). “The job characteristics 
approach defines the quality of the working environment in terms of several specific 
characteristics that influence workers’ wellbeing.” (OECD 2017). This framework explicitly 
emphasises workers perspectives as opposed to employers or investors. 
 
Sustainable Livelihood dimension 
Sustainable Livelihood (SL) refer to the living standards, assets and opportunities that a 
household, a family or community enjoys (Cahn 2002). Regarding community wellbeing, two 
of the most widespread community poverty alleviation and wellbeing frameworks are the 
Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) developed by the Oxford Poverty & Human 
Development Initiative (Alkire et al. 2015) and the Sustainable Livelihood approach (DFID 
2000). The MPI consists of ten indicators of poverty, divided into three broad dimensions. The 
MPI combines i) the proportion of poor people and ii) the intensity, defined as the percentage 
of dimensions in which the poor are divided (Alkire, Conconi, and Roche 2013; Alkire et al. 
2015). The MPI is a comprehensive framework to assess poverty and community wellbeing 
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at a national level. However, it does not have indicators to assess from a micro-perspective 
or organisational level. 
 
The Sustainable Livelihood approach (DFID 2000) includes a portfolio of five assets (human 
assets, natural assets, physical assets, financial assets, and social assets) (Krantz 2001), out 
of which people construct their living. It is a flexible and straightforward framework, adaptable 
to various projects, and it has been widely used in both developing and developed countries. 
However, it has been criticised for overseeing existing power dynamics, emphasising 
individuals’ agency while not analysing structural barriers in-depth (Horsley et al. 2015; 
Scoones 2009).  
 
Gender Equality and Inclusion dimension 
The Gender Equality and Inclusion (GE&I) dimension is important because in assessing social 
impacts, there is a tendency to see 'the community as a homogeneous unit without considering 
different roles, positions and situations of women and men (Vanclay 2002; Jijelava and 
Vanclay 2014). Such implicit assumptions result in knowledge of social impacts based only on 
one perspective (Van Nederveen Meerkerk 2018). With women and vulnerable populations 
disproportionately affected by adverse working conditions, it is vital to consider their 
perspective and the different roles regarding circular strategies implemented in the industry 
(Neetha 2002; Fletcher and Tham 2014).  
 
There are several gender analysis tools made by academics, NGOs, and governmental 
agencies such as the OECD and the SIDA, The Capacities and Vulnerabilities Framework 
(CVA), the Equality and Empowerment Framework (Longwe), The UN Gender rapid 
assessment Tool, among others (Equilo, n.d.). Additionally, some Apparel sector-based 
organisations have integrated a more comprehensive gender equality approach. Three 
available tools in this area are the eight building blocks for women economic empowerment 
(ICRW 2016), the BSR gender impact framework- equality guide for social auditing and the 
data collection tool of the Social Convergence Project (SLCP n.d.). The BSR tool and SLCP 
are relatively novel initiatives with little widespread use by industry practitioners and no 
academic analysis. However, these tools share similar indicators and focus on the same areas 
as the eight building blocks for women's economic empowerment. 
 
We argue that when analysing jobs and, in particular circular jobs in the apparel sector, 
applying a transformative gender-inclusion lens can help identify structural inequalities 
between men and women in socio-economic spheres and suggest a course of action to 
redress those inequalities. Transformative is understood as a way that seeks a more systemic 
approach. By applying a gender lens, we analyse how economic and social development is 
determined by power relations in different spheres of society from the family, community and 
working relations. An inclusion lens highlights the blind spots where individuals with several 
vulnerabilities (e.g., gender, social class, ethnicity, place of origin, religion) are excluded from 
development processes. Social exclusion and inclusion are critical aspects of the social and 
economic policy agenda. According to Labonté and Hadi (2011,3), “although there is much 
disagreement among authors on what the concepts of social exclusion/inclusion mean, there 
is emergent consensus that they imply that (households and their members) have access to 
material resources, to labour markets, education, and healthcare, have freedom from 
discrimination, opportunities for social participation, and voice around the policy choices 
affecting all of these conditions”.  
 
In this sense, a transformative gender-inclusion lens should tackle four essential 
considerations: i) type of jobs and economic opportunity (English 2013; Van Nederveen 
Meerkerk 2018), ii) access to non-economic factors such as agency, empowerment and 
autonomy (Kabeer 2013; Kabeer and Mahmud 2004), iii) intersectionality: defined as the 
interaction between race, class, and gender (Crenshaw 1991; Weldon 2006), and iv) existing 
power dynamics influencing social and job market discrimination rooted in existing socio-
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cultural structures (English 2013). This way, a gender-inclusion lens can provide valuable 
insight to inform targeted businesses and policymaking recommendations (Harcourt 2019; 
Weldon 2006). 
 
Methods 
With the considerations mentioned above and based on these three dimensions explained, 
we built the SIAF-CE⚥. We used a mixed-methods approach explained in seven steps based 
on Bell and Morse (2008) imagine strategy to develop sustainability indicators and 
frameworks.  
 
Step 1 – Contextualisation (data collection I)  
Through desk research and semi-structured interviews, we gather the social impacts and 
social impact assessment considerations relevant to the AVC. Our sample consisted of two 
groups: direct businesses implementing circular strategies and indirect ecosystem 
stakeholders (i.e., think tanks, academics, policymakers, NGOs, and workers’ rights 
organisations). We created two different sets of interviews, one for each group. Businesses 
interviews were used to validate the potential social impacts of circularity and their social 
impact assessment considerations. Indirect stakeholders' interviews were set up to 
corroborate the context of the circular strategies. Using a snowball sampling method, we 
interviewed 25 businesses and five indirect stakeholders. All interviews were recorded, 
transcribed, and coded thematically. Given that interviews were anonymous, a code was given 
to each stakeholder. 
 
Step 2 – Creation and application of boundary criteria  
As existing frameworks and indicators are both a benchmark and comparison to national and 
international standards, we privilege this approach to create our boundary criteria (Miller, 
Buys, and Summerville 2007). We reviewed 203 documents (143 scientific articles, 5 theses, 
and 55 governmental, NGO and independent think tank reports). Keywords such as: “social 
impact & circularity”, “circular strategies in the apparel industry”, “social impact of circular 
strategies”, and “social impacts indicators in the apparel value chain” were used. Following 
this logic, we identified 40 SIAFs from existing literature and interviews, and we reviewed them 
according to the following criteria: 
 
Cr1: It applies to the apparel sector. 
Cr2: It is used by both practitioners and academics in the field.  
Cr3: It has been used in developed and developing countries. 
Cr4: It covers at least one of the three identified social dimensions of circular strategy (QOJ, 
SL, GE&I).  
 
Step 3 – Creation and application of practicality criteria 
Practical issues are one of the main reasons a SIAF fails to be applied by businesses (Kendall 
and Knapp 2000; Barman 2007; Nicholls 2009). Therefore, based on our content analysis 
(Step 1) and considering Mahmoudi et al. (2013), Veleva and Ellenbecker (2001), and Miller 
et al. (2007), we constructed a set of practical criteria that were applied to the SIAF’s identified 
after the step 2. The practicality criteria are: 
Cr5: It is flexible, adaptable, and business-friendly.  
Cr6: It is comparable among different countries, types of businesses and circular strategies.  
Cr7: It considers workers perspectives and the specific gender and workers aspects of circular 
strategies in the AVC (highly feminised and heavy employment of vulnerable populations with 
precarious working conditions).  
 
Step 4 – Final selection of SIAFs  
To the remaining frameworks after step 3, we performed a strength and weaknesses analysis 
to decide which frameworks were the most suitable for assessing the social impacts of circular 
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strategies in the AVC. Three frameworks and eight building blocks were combined into the 
SIAF-CE⚥ to reduce the individual framework’s shortcomings identified through our desk 
research. 
 
Step 5 – Operationalisation 
To operationalise the SIAF-CE⚥, we defined dimensions, categories and indicators for each 
concept included in the SIAF-CE⚥. We also determined questions and scores for each 
indicator. However, when existing frameworks included questions associated with each 
indicator, those questions were taken and adapted to fit our research constraints when 
needed. (Set of corresponding SIAF-CE⚥ questionary  available upon request). 
 
We normalised the selected frameworks to the same scale and score system. A worker’s 
survey with 5 open-ended questions and 85 closed-end questions was developed based on 
this information. This survey was the main tool to collect data, along with semi-structured 
interviews. All preselected frameworks suggested Likert scale and Likert-type scale questions 
with variating points from 4 to 7. We defined a 4-point Likert scale (to avoid a neutral answer).  
 
Composite indicators were calculated for each answer using the average of the values. If the 
result was not an integer number, it was normalised by approximating the closest integer. In 
this way, we converted the values into the same qualitative scale. 
 
Step 6 – Framework validation  
The proposed SIAF-CE⚥ was validated with the 3S-Methodology, from Cloquell-Ballester et 
al. (2006). Following this method, conceptual coherence, operational coherence and utility of 
indicators and framework were validated first by the researcher, second by academia and 
experts and third by practitioners. Conceptual coherence defines the correct relation between 
the measuring instrument (indicator/framework) and the measuring object 
(environmental/social quality). Operational coherence determines the correct definition of the 
measuring instrument's internal operations (indicator/framework). Last, utility determines the 
applicability of the indicators/framework in environmental and social assessment studies” 
(Cloquell- Ballester et al., 2006). Conceptual coherence was validated using the extent to 
which a dimension/category/indicator assesses a relevant part of circular strategies in the 
AVC. Operational coherence and utility were validated using both the extent to which a 
dimension/category/indicator applies to companies and data availability. The validation was 
based on surveys sent to 9 validators and the relative level of consensus using a 4-point Likert 
scale, where 1 was little (relevance/applicability/availability), and 4 was very relevant.  
 
Step 7 – Testing of the SIAF-CE⚥ (data collection II) 
The Dutch AVC was used as a case to test our SIAF-CE⚥. The target population for our 
surveys consisted of male and female workers from Dutch businesses in the AVC currently 
adopting circular strategies. The sampling method was clustering, and 60 workers surveys 
were conducted. Surveys were confidential in-person and due to COVID-19 measures also 
via online meetings. The open-ended questions of the surveys were analysed following a 
thematic coding to set up the context as explained in Step 1. The closed-ended questions 
were analysed employing a 4-point Likert scale using descriptive statistics (i.e., mean, 
standard deviation, mode, and frequency). Workers surveys were tested on reliability through 
a Cronbach's alpha analysis. 
 
Results and discussion  
Relevant social impacts and social impact assessment considerations for circularity  
Based on our desk research and corroborated with the interviews, in general, social impacts 
present in the AVC should also be considered in circular strategies, including at least safety 
and health, living wages, gender equality, excess overtime, and voice & agency. According to 
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(EXP2): "Even though we have been talking and doing sustainability in apparel for almost 20 
years, most of these issues are still not solved. So, in this transition to circularity, many of 
those social impacts will continue to be an issue." 
 
Even though 82% of interviewees acknowledged the importance of the social dimension on 
their business, only 53% measured it, showing the need for more accessible and practical 
assessment mechanisms that can be used at various stages of the AVC. There is also the 
need to make the social impact ambition of Circular Economy more explicit from the business 
and policy-makers perspective. 
 
Four reasons explain why businesses have a low social impact assessment. First, there is an 
asymmetry in how the industry values social impacts and environmental impacts (Norman and 
MacDonald 2004). Companies tend to see environmental impacts as a cost-saving strategy. 
In contrast, they see social impact as a cost. As (GOV1) expressed: "When companies 
prioritise risk, they have a due-diligence process in mind, which generally has a higher focus 
on environmental measures, and some are seeing Circular Economy as a way to reduce some 
of those risks." Second, social impacts are perceived as harder to assess than environmental 
impacts (Kendall and Knapp 2000; Barman 2007; Nicholls 2009), which was echoed by 
several interviewed businesses. Third, there is scepticism in the field around assessment tools 
and their effectiveness (Barrientos and Smith 2007), as confirmed by many enterprises 
interviewed. As put by (NGO2): "Social impacts are measured by what you want to avoid (the 
base of current social audits). To be transformative, we also need to include what you want to 
see happening.” The fourth reason is that there is no current framework to analyse circularity's 
social impacts. This lack of a proper framework to assess social impacts keeps relevant 
aspects hidden (Saidani et al. 2019; Millar, McLaughlin, and Börger 2019; Murray, Skene, and 
Haynes 2017). As (S-CS1) indicated: "I have not seen a particularly universal framework 
around social impact measuring in the Circular Economy." 
 
Chosen Frameworks to assess social impacts of the Circular Economy 
After applying our boundary criteria, a total of 13 assessment tools were selected for further 
review. Table 9.1 summarises the different SIAFs reviewed and the social aspects that these 
frameworks addressed.  
 
Table 9.1: Different aspects covered for the social impact assessment frameworks reviewed 
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Crossed-
sector 

Social Life Cycle 
Assessment (S-LCA) 

  ●  ●  ●   ●   ● ●   ● ● ● ●  ● ● 

Social Impact Assessment 
(SIA) 

  ●          ● ● ●    ● ●    

Business Social 
Compliance Initiative 

BSCI 
  ●  ● ● ●   ●      ● ● ●  ●  ●  

Apparel 
Specific 

Waste and Resources 
Action Programme 

(WRAP) 
● ● ●  ●  ● ●  ●      ● ● ●  ● ●   

Fair Wear Foundation 
(FWF) ●  ● ● ●  ●   ●      ● ● ●      
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Fair Labour Association 
(FLA) ● ● ●   ● ●   ●       ● ●      

Ethical Trade Initiative 
(ETI) 

 ● ● ● ●     ●  ●    ● ● ●      

Specific 
to social 
impacts: 
QOJ, SL 

and 
GE&I 

Sustainable Livelihood 
(SL) 

  ● ●   ●  ●     ● ●   ● ● ●    

International Labour 
Organisation (ILO) 

  ●  ●     ●  ●  ● ● ● ● ●      

United Nations Economic 
Commission for Europe 

(UNECE) 
●  ●  ●  ● ● ● ● ● ●  ●  ● ● ●      

Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and 

Development (OECD) 
  ●  ●  ● ● ●  ● ●  ●          

Gender Equality in Social 
Auditing guidance (BSR) 

 ● ●  ●  ●  ● ●  ● ●     ●      

Eight Building Blocks from 
the International Center for 

Research on Women 
(ICRW) 

 ● ●    ●   ●  ● ●     ●      

 
 
Table 9.2 illustrates the evaluation of the selected frameworks after applying the practicality 
criteria. Columns C1 to C7 show the fulfilment (●) of a criterion for a specific framework. Only 
the frameworks that fulfilled all seven criteria were kept and underwent a subsequent strength 
and weakness analysis. The OECD quality of job framework (Cazes, Hijzen, and Saint-Martin 
2015), The SL framework (DFID 2000), The eight building blocks for women’s economic 
empowerment (ICRW 2016) and the Gender Equality in Social Auditing Guidance (Barraja, 
2019) were chosen to fulfil our proposed three-dimensional SIAF-CE⚥. The OECD quality of 
job framework (Cazes, Hijzen, and Saint-Martin 2015) was chosen because it provides 
historical and geographical data from developed and developing nations, facilitating 
comparisons. It also defines job quality from the workers' wellbeing perspective. The SL (DFID 
2000) was chosen because it is adaptable to assess individuals, households, and community 
levels. The eight building blocks for women’s economic empowerment (ICRW 2016) was 
chosen because it highlights essential areas to address when analysing gender equality and 
inclusion in a paid-work context. We also chose the BSR Gender Equality in Social Auditing 
Guidance (Barraja, 2019) as it incorporates notions of intersectionality and socio-cultural 
context. It also has been tested by more than 30 global companies. 
 
Table 9.2: Selection process of the social impact assessment frameworks chosen including 
the fulfilment of criteria and strength and weakness analysis.   
 

Social impact assessment 
framework 

Cr1 Cr2 Cr3 Cr4 Cr5 Cr6 Cr7 Strengths Weaknesses Final 
selection 

Waste and Resources Action 
Programme (WRAP) ● ●  ●       

Fair Wear Foundation (FWF) ● ●  ●       

Fair Labour Association (FLA) ● ●  ●       

Ethical Trade Initiative (ETI) ● ●  ●       

Social Life Cycle Assessment 
(S-LCA) ● ●  ●       

Social Impact Assessment (SIA)   ●        

United Nations Economic 
Commission for Europe 
(UNECE) 

● ● ● ●  ●     

International Labour 
Organisation (ILO) ● ● ● ●       

Multidimensional Poverty Index 
(MPI) ● ● ●        

Sustainable Livelihood (SL) ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 

Adaptable 
individual 
household, 
community 

not deep structural 
barrier ● 

Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development 
(OECD) 

● ● ● ● ● ● ● 
workers focus, 
comparable, 
global, accessible 

not gender focused ● 
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Gender Equality in Social 
Auditing guidance (BSR) ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 

Strong gender 
base targeted to 
field complexities 

need a more 
complex power 
analysis 

● 

Eight Building Blocks from the 
International Center for 
Research on Women (ICRW) 

● ● ● ● ●  ● 
Set of must gender 
equality principles, 
business friendly 

Not a framework 
just set of 
principles 

● 

           

CRITERION USED 
 

Cr1: Applies to the AVC  

Cr2: Used by practitioners and academics   Cr5: Flexible, adaptable and business-friendly 

Cr3: Implemented in both developed and developing countries  Cr6: Comparable among different geographies, types of businesses and 
circular strategies 

Cr4: Covers at least one of social impacts (QOJ, SL or GE&I) Cr7: Considers workers perspective and the specific gender and workers 
characteristics of circular strategies in the AVC 

 
 
 
Operationalisation of the SIAF-CE⚥ 
Following Miller et al. (2007), the final SIAF-CE⚥ was constructed by combining and adapting 
a selected set of four existing frameworks and building blocks. As a result, the SIAF-CE⚥ has 
three dimensions, QOJ, SL and GE&I. It comprises 15 composite, multi-attribute, qualitative 
indicators (Table 9.3). It uses 90 question worker’s surveys, divided into four sections to 
assess each dimension and the socio-demographic context. A 4-point Likert scale is used to 
score indicators for each dimension. The qualitative scale adopted was (1) LOW, (2) MEDIUM-
LOW, (3) MEDIUM-HIGH and (4) HIGH. Results of surveys are plotted on an excel database 
with their average for each indicator. 
 
The QOJ dimension is based on 16 questions from the OECD framework to assess job quality. 
In the OECD QOJ framework, we adapted the Earning Quality indicator from gross hourly 
wage in purchasing power parity (PPP) to real monthly gross salary. This adaptation was 
made to reflect better the context of the AVC, where work schedules tend to favour part-time 
work (ETUI 2012), contributing to precarious working conditions. Additionally, to facilitate 
comparability among countries, the gross salary was transformed into the 4-point Likert scale 
adjusted as follow: below or equal to the poverty line (LOW=1), between the poverty line and 
minimum wage (MEDIUM-LOW=2), between minimum wage and living wage (MEDIUM-
HIGH=3) and above living wage and average salary on the sector (HIGH=4). Wages were 
converted into Euros PPP and compared using living wages data. Also, given that distribution 
of sector-specific earning indicator data on a national level was not available, this indicator 
was not used. The other 2 indicators of job security and work environment were kept as 
proposed by the OECD framework. The SL dimension has five composite indicators that 
represent each of the five assets of sustainable livelihoods. It was constructed based on 18 
attributes from the UNDP SL sustainable development guide (UNDP 2017). The GE&I 
dimension is composed of seven indicators. For this dimension, 9 attributes were developed 
with the BSR Gender Equality Social Auditing Guidance (Barraja, 2019) along with the eight 
building blocks and our literature review.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 10 

Table 9.3: The attributes and description of the SIAF-CE⚥ indicators 
 

DIMENSIONS INDICATORS ATTRIBUTES DESCRIPTION 

Quality of 
Jobs 
(QOJ) 

Earning Quality 
Gross income per month Gross income per month, calculated at exact hours 

work 
Distribution of earnings with all 
workers (earning inequality N/A 

Labour Market 
Security 

Risk of unemployment (risk and 
expected duration ) 

Perceived risk of losing the job because of contract 
or conditions 

Unemployment insurance (the 
coverage of the benefits and their 
generosity) 

Perceived access to social welfare if employment 
is lost 

Work 
Environment 

Time pressure at work Job demands for working under stress, at high 
speed or tight deadlines 

Physical health factors Exposure to chemicals, or tyring working positions 
and perceived level of support from colleagues 

Autonomy and learning 
opportunities 

Skill training opportunities, opportunities for 
promotion or career advancement 

Workplace relationship Perception of relationships with colleagues and 
supervisors and value of work 

Working very long hours Exposure to unusual working schedules and 
flexibility at work 

Sustainable 
Livelihood  
(SL) 

Human Assets 

Level of perceived health Perception of health level 
Ability to work and retained work incidence of unemployment in the last two years 
Level of education and or skills 
training of household members The highest level of education obtained 

Natural Assets 

Access to natural Resources Access and use of land, forest, water and clean air 

Environmental Quality 
Access to good waste and recycling services 
Perceived level of cleanness and maintenance of 
community surrounding 

Physical 
Assets 

Access to good housing Access to basic amenities in the household 
Access to transportation services 
and proximity of food sources  Access to public transportation 

Access to child/elderly care or 
recreation facilities 

Access to childcare facilities or services 
Access to recreational facilities and playgrounds 

Social Assets 

Support from family and friends 
Access to quality family time 
Perceived closeness with neighbourhood and 
community 

Participation in community life 
Use of programs offered in the community. 
Member of community or environmental or political 
group 

Financial 
Assets 

Income/savings Capacity to pay all monthly expenses at ease 

Money management (debts) 
Capacity to save monthly 
Level of debts (incapacity to save) 

Possession of goods Ownership of assets on a household level 

Gender 
Equality & 
Inclusion  
(GE&I) 

Economic 
Opportunity 

Access to equitable, safe and 
reliable employment 

Perception of women having equal access to job 
opportunities, internal promotion and salary than 
men 

Access to & 
Control over 
Resource 

Access to resource Access to economic and financial assets  

Control over resources Control and decision over own earnings 

Leadership & 
Training 

Access to training & development 
of leadership skills 

Perception of women having equal access to 
training and leadership opportunities promoted by 
management 

Voice & 
Collective 
Bargain 

Voice & Collective bargain Level of participation in Unions or workers 
committee 

Violence & 
Harassment 

Procedure knowledge Awareness of policy and procedure for addressing 
violence and harassment in the workplace 

Risk of Violence Perceived level of safety in the different physical 
spaces of workplace 

Norms & Culture Level of acceptance of victims of violence and 
harassment 

Health & 
Security 

Access to healthcare Access to health systems and protective gear 
Risk of accidents Prevention and treatment of accidents and injuries  

Sexual & 
Reproductive 
Health & 
Rights  

Sexual & Reproductive Health & 
Rights Sharing responsibility for childcare and housework 
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A flower allegory is used to illustrate the framework (Figure 9.1). Each of the three social 
dimensions is characterised by a layer of petals, representing an indicator for that dimension. 
The QOJ dimension comprises three indicators, represented by the most central layer of 
petals, and provides an individual perspective on job characteristics. The SL dimension 
assesses workers’ household and community wellbeing through sustainable livelihoods. Five 
petals-indicators represent it. The outer seven petals layer represents the GE&I dimension, 
which assesses gender equality and inclusion within the context of the job, the family, and the 
societal level. The Outer layer represents the socio-cultural context and the power dynamics 
that need to be analysed within.  
 

 
 
 
Figure 9.1: The flower SIAF-CE⚥ model. Each layer of petals represents one social 
dimension, and each petal represents an indicator. Outside layers represent socio-cultural 
context and power dynamics. 
 
Validation of the SIAF-CE⚥ 
All three dimensions were validated according to the 3S method (see section 3). According to 
the validators, the three dimensions were considered relevant and applicable to the context of 
circularity within the Dutch AVC. In terms of data availability, only two indicators were thought 
to be easily available with a score above 80% (Earning Quality and Health & Safety), while 
five other indicators scored just over 50% making them potentially available. Indicators within 
the SL dimension showed the lowest availability score below 50% (Human Assets, Personal 
Assets and Social Assets), which indicates that availability for these indicators is low. From 
the GE&I indicators, Freedom from Violence and Freedom of Movement also have a low 
availability score.  
 
Anticipating this hard-to-get data issue, we designed both our framework's questionnaire and 
interview setting in such a way to make workers feel safer to talk, improving our data 
availability. This design included four elements: i) pre-testing questions with similar workers 
iterative in each location until hard questions were adequately addressed by tone, intensity or 
language used, ii) conduct surveys in their chosen language, by gender-sensitivity trained 
staff, iii) adapting to interviewees availability (nights, weekends, online- personal way), and iv) 
including company-management in the process (especially human resources and corporate 
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social management) and highlight the virtues of having an in-house social-impact assessment 
tool. 
 
The SIAF-CE⚥ visual representation 
To facilitate comparison and communication of the results, we created a visual representation 
that consists of a circular bar chart showing the value of the indicators from (1) LOW (no bar) 
to (4) HIGH (outer limit) (Figure 9.2). The graph is divided equally into three areas to plot the 
indicators of each dimension (QOJ, SL, and GE&I). Each of these areas contains its 
corresponding indicators. Each of the indicators is shown with two bars, one bar for females 
and another for male workers.  
 
The value illustrated for each indicator corresponds to the average without normalisation into 
the qualitative scale. It is a standard good practice that helps visualise and compare results, 
but it requires more interpretation on the user's part (Wilson et al. 2015).  
 
Social implications of circular strategies in the Dutch context 
To test the framework, the SIAF-CE⚥ was applied to the Dutch sector. According to our 
interviewees, the transition to circularity in the Dutch AVC is happening organically amid a 
stagnating economic context in the "end-of-life" textile subsector. Thus, creating additional 
jobs is not seen as an immediate priority. According to (I-TC1): "The global used textile market 
is compressing, and the quality of textile collected decreases. Additionally, according to 
(EXP1): "In the Netherlands, most of the jobs related to circular strategies gravitate around 
subsidised companies whose main mission is to employ populations that are at-a-distance 
from the job market (including immigrants, refugees and other vulnerable groups)". This 
(particularly) seems to be the case for the local remanufacturing, resale, and recycling 
(collecting, sorting, and recycling) strategies. In companies where these strategies are 
implemented, workers often earn the minimum wage. 
 
Our findings from the desk research and interviews show that, even within the traditional AVC 
in the Netherlands, the retail sector employs most people (Papú Carrone et al. 2021), circular 
strategies such as repair, resale and rental seem to create few quality jobs. As said by 
(NLS07), “repair is an extension of the customer service experience”, and they are not a 
principal income-generating activity. These strategies tend to be considered tasks of current 
sales staff, creating jobs shifts rather than new jobs. Only new startups rental and resale 
platforms, for which these circular strategies are core business, can potentially generate jobs. 
However, in the current state of development, they rely heavily on volunteer jobs. Additionally, 
as validated by our workers' surveys, circular strategies in the sector are characterised by a 
predominance of temporary contracts and part-time- work schemes, which is no different from 
general conditions in the retail sector in the Netherlands.  
 
Figure 9.2a. shows the social impact in the Dutch AVC with the SIAF-CE⚥ presented in the 
radar bar chart visual. The chart is divided into three sections to show each of the dimensions, 
and within each dimension are graphed the results of each indicator disaggregated by male 
and female workers. Figure 9.2b. shows a layer disaggregated by each circular strategy. This 
visual representation gives a snapshot view of circular strategies’ social impact in the AVC 
using a gender-inclusion lens. Different layers could be added to show disaggregated data to 
allow a deeper analysis.  
 
In general, the results show that women have lower positive social impacts than men (score 
lower than men). For instance, while the Quality of Job indicators is valued in the MEDIUM-
HIGH scale for men, it is MEDIUM-LOW for women workers, as they are the primary earners 
of minimum wage. Even though the Dutch minimum wage is considered by some a living 
wage, given that the Netherland has a comprehensive social security system, the wage is still 
in the lower spectrum in the sector. More so, it seems that within different circular strategies, 
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Figure 9.2: a. Visual bar chart representation of the social impact of circular strategies in the Dutch apparel 
value chain by gender; b. Visual bar chart representation disaggregated for each circular strategy, 
represented by an specific R-number.
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women are also being disproportionally represented in this wage bracket, as in the traditional 
AVC, while they are also the holders of most part-time jobs (Fabo and Belli 2017). However, 
altogether the QOJ indicators combined with labour security and work environment is  
MEDIUM-HIGH. Further research should investigate comparisons among different 
geographies with different social security schemes.  
   
When assessing each individual circular strategy, we can see contrasting realities between 
them, in particular regarding the QOJ indicators (earning quality and the GE&I indicators). The 
earning indicator is the lowest for rental startup workers and highest in the sorting recycling 
centre. Voice & Collective Bargain are also very different in rental (the lowest) and resale (the 
highest), which can be attributed to the different types of enterprise and the state of 
consolidation of these businesses. It should be the subject of further research. 
 
In the SL dimension, the social assets are the lowest indicator related to the social network, 
family and neighbourhood related relations. Respondents’ results show little connection with 
the neighbourhood or their immediate community. These elements relate to inclusion and 
should be looked deeper into in future research. Financial assets are also low and lower for 
women, which means they have little capacity to save as their income is just enough to live. 
Many make minimum wage or just over, which is also a characteristic of the feminisation 
trajectory of the linear AVC. 
 
Finally, concerning the GE&I dimension, women perceive that they have lower access to 
economic opportunities, promotion, leadership, and training opportunities than men, but equal 
control of economic resources as men. Men, however, do not perceive any difference between 
themselves and women in this regard, which might point to a lack of awareness of inequality 
issues in corporate settings, also, for circular strategies. Regarding violence and harassment, 
it seems that male and female workers do not consider this indicator an issue. However, as 
seen in (Figure 9.2b.), workers have contrasting perceptions among different circular 
strategies around this indicator. This outcome could also point to the difficulty of discussing 
violence and harassment openly. Future research should further elaborate into understanding 
how present these issues are within circular strategies. 
 
 
Conclusion 
This chapter addressed the lack of a framework for social impact assessment for the Circular 
Economy in the apparel value chain while showing its application in the Dutch context. We 
propose an assessment framework called "The Social Impact Assessment Framework for 
Circular Economy with a Gender-Inclusion Lens (SIAF-CE⚥)" in the AVC.  
 
Our results in the Dutch case indicate that local circular strategies show evidence of a 
differential in the impact on male and female workers, with positive but mitigated Quality of 
Jobs, Sustainable livelihood, and Gender Equality & Inclusion. Applying a gender-inclusion 
gives a more detailed perspective on how different workers are affected and helps to avoid 
reproducing existent patterns within an AVC that adopts circular strategies. 
 
When comparing our SIAF-CE⚥ results with our literature review and interviews around 
working conditions in the AVC, our findings suggest that circularity in the Dutch AVC is 
currently not transformational as it seems to emulate the low working conditions and patterns 
of the linear model in the sector. At this moment, workers in the sector are not necessarily 
better off with circularity as the feminisation trajectory found in the traditional AVC persists 
even when circular strategies are adopted.  
 
The proposed (SIAF-CE⚥)” has several advantages, first by combining existing tools and 
frameworks, we address the shortcomings identified in the literature of these tools individually. 
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Second, our framework provides gender-disaggregated data highlighting the worker’s 
perspective and the impact that jobs can have on their wellbeing and that of their family. Third, 
it is made to be used in multiple locations and provide an aggregated result for each circular 
strategy or by country or by company.  
 
Lastly, SIAF-CE⚥ provides a multidimensional view of social impacts relevant to the AVC. It 
also provides a tool and a baseline to track the social impacts of circular strategies as they 
are being implemented. This approach can minimise potential trade-offs while offering 
businesses and policymakers a complete picture when assessing Circular Economy 
employment conditions' gendered socio-economic effects at the business level. This is pivotal 
to strengthening the take-up of Circular strategies as an alternative to the take-make-dispose 
model. This SIAF-CE⚥ could be relevant to other sectors that share similar characteristics of 
feminisation, labour intensity and multiple locations as the AVC.  
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