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Community well-
being indicators 
are not perform-
ance measures. 
Community wellbeing 
indicators, which 
measure broad trends 
in community out-
comes, are different 
from program evalua-
tion and performance 
indicators which 
measure the effec-
tiveness and effi-
ciency of specific ini-
tiatives and programs.  
 
Community well-
being Indicators 
should represent 
open, value 
choices.  
The community well-
being indicators that 
governments and 
communities choose 
to report and measure 
progress should be 
those that have a very 
direct influence on 
policy and wellbeing 
of the whole commu-
nity.  They should be 

chosen, not just for 
technical or statistical 
reasons, but on the 
basis of the political 
and philosophical val-
ues of those who 
choose them. This 
means the choice of 
community well being 
indicators should be 
made as openly and 
democratically as pos-
sible. 
  
Community well-
being indicators 
should be devel-
oped from a broad 
framework.    
An effective commu-
nity wellbeing indica-
tor system is not sim-
ply a collection of 
statistics grouped to-
gether by subject 
matter. It should be 
developed from a 
framework that in-
cludes social, cul-
tural, economic, and 
environmental and 
governance dimen-
sions of wellbeing and 
clearly identifies the 
goals and outcomes of 

wellbeing in each of 
these fields. 
  
Community well-
being indicators 
are tools for inte-
grated govern-
ance, planning 
and citizen en-
gagement. 
The most useful sys-
tems of community 
wellbeing indicators 
are those developed 
as part of an inte-
grated approach to 
governance which in-
cludes: citizen en-
gagement, community 
planning, evidence 
based policy making 
and regular commu-
nity reporting on 
trends. 
 
Community well-
being indicators 
require new citi-
zen engagement 
processes.  
Citizen engagement in 
developing and meas-
uring community well-
being through local 
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community planning proc-
esses is a new and important 
form of local governance and 
democracy requiring innova-
tive, flexible and properly 
resourced responses by gov-
ernment. 
  
Community wellbeing 
indicators should in-
clude ‘quality’ and 
‘quantity’ measures.  
There is growing interest in 
exploring ways to define and 
measure issues and outcomes 
important to communities it 
was previously thought too 
vague, soft or subjective but 
now recognised as increas-
ingly important to overall 
community wellbeing: for 
example, public and private 
trust, social capital, commu-
nity connectedness, inequal-
ity, democratic engagement, 
quality of life, cultural and 
spiritual wellbeing and hap-
piness). 
  
Community wellbeing 
indicators are different 
from widely used in-
dexes.  
Composite ‘indexes’, such as 
Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP), which are usually a 
‘single number’ created from 
many different statistics will 
continue to be used but have 
become increasingly mean-
ingless to individual commu 
nities concerned with pro-
gress and conditions at a lo-
cal and regional level.  Com-
munities should have access 
to many different and multi 
layered measures which col-
lectively give a more com-

plete and nuanced picture of 
local conditions yet still re-
late to regional, state and 
national situations. For ex-
ample, in environmental 
heath, communities increas-
ingly want to know about lo-
cal conditions, not just na-
tional standards. 
 
Community wellbeing 
indicators should be 
comparable across lev-
els of government.   
Community wellbeing indica-
tors should, as far as possi-
ble, be coordinated and 
complementary at local and 
regional, state and national 
levels. There are real bene-
fits and efficiencies - democ-
ratic, planning and policy - 
when different levels of gov-
ernment, and different gov-
ernments within these lev-
els, have a common account-
ing framework and a com-
mon language for measuring 
progress and wellbeing 
across the whole state or na-
tion. 
 
Community wellbeing 
indicators need leader-
ship, innovation and co-
ordination in govern-
ment.  
The potential value of com-
munity wellbeing indicators 
for better government is 
very great; but it is a new 
idea that challenges many 
established ways of planning 
and delivering government 
(such as the single depart-
ment or ‘silo’ model; and 
the reluctance of govern-
ments to give citizens a 

greater role in evaluation 
and decision making).To 
achieve this idea in prac-
tice – and ensure indicators 
are embedded as a core 
mechanism for democratic, 
accountable and integrated 
policy making - will require 
strong policy leadership and 
coordination. 
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