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Executive summary and issues for wider discussion

It is now widely acknowledged that there is more to health than just the absence of illness. In recent years policy documents and other reports have begun to stress the importance of wellbeing, moving away from a narrow definition of health towards one which includes social and emotional factors. Numerous recent white papers, statements and strategies have improving Scotland’s wellbeing as an aim, including Towards a Healthier Scotland, Partnership for Care, Better Communities in Scotland – Closing the Gap, the Social Justice Annual Reports, the National Programme for Mental Health and Wellbeing and the Local Government in Scotland Act 2003. However, if wellbeing is to be improved, we first have to establish the baseline level of wellbeing amongst Scotland’s individuals and communities. This means we have to define what wellbeing is, and establish reliable, sustainable and comprehensive ways to measure it. This report attempts to outline some ways of achieving this.

Community wellbeing is a vague and elusive concept. It is also very complex, which makes it difficult to measure. At the moment there is no agreement on exactly how to measure community wellbeing, but there is some agreement around the themes that make up wellbeing. It is also agreed that wellbeing cannot be measured quickly and simply, and indicators have to reflect this. 

This means there is no accepted, universally used definition of community wellbeing. There is also no definitive set of community wellbeing indicators, and it is not possible to create a definitive set because different local areas will always need indicators that reflect their own local priorities, strengths, and problems. 

However, different local areas will also have some shared priorities, strengths, and problems. A basic core set of indicators covering these shared features would allow different areas or neighbourhoods to be compared. Comparison is important as it:

· can help to support a community’s application for project funding;

· can help to show what interventions help communities to regenerate and why; and

· helps policy makers (for example, the Local Government Act 2003; and the Scottish Executive’s Social Justice programme).

At present there is no definitive core set of indicators. This should be addressed. 

Community wellbeing indicators can be put into themes, such as social wellbeing, economic wellbeing, and environmental wellbeing. However there is no consensus over what all these themes are. This should be addressed. One theme that is very poorly measured (if it is measured at all) is ‘community involvement’ or ‘community empowerment’. More work is needed to establish a set of community involvement indicators.

There is much work being done on how public agencies engage with communities, and how well partners in various partnerships work together. These are very important indicators of community wellbeing. Therefore it is essential that all current relevant work such as this be identified before more work is done on community wellbeing indicators. This will avoid duplication of work.

This discussion paper highlights some of the issues surrounding the measurement of community wellbeing, and makes suggestions for moving community wellbeing measurement forward. 

Issues for wider discussion

Although it is not possible to recommend a list of indicators that measure community wellbeing, it is possible to begin discussing the essential components that make up community wellbeing and how to measure them. Firstly it is important to make sure that everyone has a shared definition or description of community wellbeing. 

Description and definition of community and community wellbeing

The following is a recommended description of community and community wellbeing.

“(Community is) a number of people who have some degree of common identity or concerns often related to a particular locality or conditions…a community is not a thing. It is a number of people who have repeated dealings with each other”.

“When community is identifiable with a locality, community wellbeing/the quality of community life is intimately connected with:

· how well that locality is functioning;

· how well that locality is governed;

· how the services in that locality are operating; and

· how safe, pleasant and rewarding it feels to live in that locality”.
(Chanan 2002)
However, it will be important to gather views on this description. Does it adequately cover communities of interest as well as geographical communities?

Measuring community wellbeing

We already have lots of information on what is important for increasing or maintaining community wellbeing. And we already have lots of valuable indicators. For example, many of the local authorities’ Best Value and Performance Indicators measure aspects of community wellbeing. Performance management indicators for Community Planning Partnerships are currently being developed through the Community Planning Implementation Group, and these will play an essential part in measuring community wellbeing. The Standards for Community Engagement that the Scottish Community Development Centre is working on will also be vital. And indicators generated by the community themselves are essential.

However, there is currently no overarching view on how to rationalise all these indicators and pull them together into one coherent and cohesive picture that clearly lays out what indicators are essential to measuring community wellbeing. This discussion document suggests a framework that might enable this to happen. It is important to note here that this does not necessarily mean a prescriptive list. It could mean stipulating more general aspects that need to be measured – for example, how well a community functions in its own right without influence from local public agencies - and letting the local community and public agencies agree specific indicators. 

The following points are suggestions for moving the agenda forward:

· Key stakeholders should be identified – this will include those who are already working on various aspects of community wellbeing measurement. A possible (but not comprehensive) list includes NHS Health Scotland, Audit Scotland, Community Planning Implementation Group, Communities Scotland, Scottish Community Development Centre, Scottish Development Centre for Mental Health, Scottish Council Foundation, COSLA, the National Programme for Mental Health and Wellbeing (Scottish Executive), and Volunteer Development Scotland. An initial discussion meeting could be facilitated by NHS Health Scotland.

· These stakeholders should decide whether or not a broad, integrative, core set of community wellbeing indicators are needed.

· If the answer is yes, then agreement should be reached about the framework for measuring community wellbeing (the framework included in this report is one possibility).

· The key stakeholders should decide:

· what the key themes are that make up ‘community wellbeing’;

· what kinds of indicators can be fitted into the themes;

· what is contained in the core set of indicators for each theme;

· how best to measure the community involvement theme, using the framework proposed by Chanan (2002);

· if there are recommendations to be made about how to gather the indicator information;
· who needs to know the outcome of this work, and how best to tell them about it.

Preface

This short section is intended to provide the reader with relevant background information to the ‘Filling the Gaps’ project.

In 1998, the Social Exclusion Unit
 produced a report that highlighted the lack of knowledge that exists about deprived neighbourhoods. It was seen as important to establish a baseline level of deprivation and social conditions of neighbourhood areas, for evaluating the effectiveness and efficacy of interventions. 

As a result, the PAT 18 (Policy Action Team 18)
 was asked to consider the scope for a coherent cross-government strategy to get more up-to-date information on deprived areas, and collect more of it on a consistent basis. PAT 18 recommended that a set of standard Neighbourhood Statistics covering neighbourhood social exclusion characteristics should be pulled together annually, led by the Office for National Statistics. 

Scottish Neighbourhood Statistics (SNS)
 began in 2001. SNS aims to put together information on health, education, poverty, unemployment, housing, population, equalities, and social/community issues, for the smallest areas possible such as unit postcode. 

The Public Health Institute of Scotland (PHIS) identified gaps in the potential dataset (PHIS has since merged with the Health Education Board for Scotland to become NHS Health Scotland): disability and functionality; wellbeing at a community and individual level; and social capital. The Scottish Executive (through SNS) has funded a one-year project at PHIS, looking at how to collect reliable and sustainable indicators of the aforementioned areas. This is the ‘Filling the Gaps’ project, which was completed in August 2003. This final report and additional supporting documents are available from the PHIS website.

Introduction

What is meant by ‘community’?

The term ‘community’ is a vague and elusive concept which has a diversity of meanings, and is often used in a value-loaded way (Russell 2000). The concept of community is linked to traits such as locality, to similarity of interests, to a sense of belonging, to shared cultural and ethnic ideas and values, and to a way of life (Billings 2000). It has also been suggested that the notion of community for most people is the disparate geographical location of families of similar networks and has little to do with an allegiance to a discrete residential area (Skidmore 1994, cited in Billings 2000). 

There is no consensus about a definition of community or community wellbeing. In the absence of this, the descriptions recommended for this project are given below:

Recommended description of community

“(Community is) a number of people who have some degree of common identity or concerns often related to a particular locality or conditions…a community is not a thing. It is a number of people who have repeated dealings with each other”.

Recommended description of community wellbeing

“When community is identifiable with a locality, community wellbeing/the quality of community life is intimately connected with:

· how well that locality is functioning

· how well that locality is governed

· how the services in that locality are operating

· How safe, pleasant and rewarding it feels to live in that locality”.
Recommended description of a community with a high level of wellbeing see appendix 1.

(Chanan 2002)

Measuring community wellbeing – a proposed framework

There is no definitive set of community wellbeing indicators. And it is not possible to have a definitive set of indicators. This is because different neighbourhoods and communities will have different needs from a set of indicators. They will want to make sure that they measure the things that are most important to their area. However, it is important to have some indicators that are collected by all areas, so that they can be compared. 

Despite this lack of a definitive set of indicators, there are recurring themes throughout the literature on community wellbeing. One example is the repeated appearance of indicators divided into social wellbeing, environmental wellbeing, and economic wellbeing themes. Local areas can and are identifying their own indicators that fit into each of these key themes. However, a key stakeholder group could also decide at a national level a small core set of indicators (some for every theme) that are collected by everyone. This would make sure that indicators are appropriate for each local area, but that there is also some way of making comparisons between areas. However, first of all we need to agree that a core set of overall community wellbeing indicators is useful and needed. If the answer to this is yes, there needs to be discussion and agreement about what the key themes are. This should take place at a national level. 

There are some themes that are currently very poorly measured, if they are measured at all. One of these themes is ‘community involvement’. Gabriel Chanan from the Community Development Foundation has suggested a framework to help create indicators for this key theme (Chanan 2002).  He says the “quality of community life – the independent activities of its residents – is a distinct factor which exerts its own effects”. He calls this community involvement, or community empowerment. He goes on to agree that quality of life in a locality consists largely of: 

· its public services and amenities; 

· the levels of prosperity and deprivation, and; 
· the condition of its private sector; and that these themes are already quite well measured.
However, he suggests that community involvement or empowerment (how well the community is functioning in its own right) is an equally important aspect of community wellbeing. It is currently measured very poorly, but it is a key theme that needs to be covered by community wellbeing indicators. He has proposed 16 factors that measure community involvement (shown in appendix 2). Each of the 16 factors will need several indicators to measure it properly, which may lead to a large number of indicators overall. However, coordinating the collection of the information (such as coordinating different surveys by a local authority) would greatly reduce the time and effort involved. Within these 16 factors it will be important to make sure that the areas of mental health and wellbeing, ethnicity, diversity and disability are adequately included.

The framework for collecting community involvement information sits within a bigger picture of community wellbeing. This bigger picture is shown in the model in appendix 3. The model tries to show some of the key theme areas. However there may be other important areas that are missing, therefore wider agreement is needed about the completeness of the model.

Because of the connection between measuring community wellbeing and community planning (see appendix 4), there are a number of other agencies in Scotland involved in aspects of community wellbeing indicators. For example, the Community Planning Implementation Group is creating performance management indicators for the Community Planning Partnerships
. These indicators will measure things like how well the partners work together, and how equal the partners are. These will be important indicators of community wellbeing. Another example is the work being done for Communities Scotland by the Scottish Community Development Centre. This work has just begun, and aims to develop a set of standards for how public agencies engage with communities (as part of community planning). This engagement with communities is a fundamental part of community wellbeing. Therefore it is important to identify all current work relevant to community wellbeing indicators, so that duplication of work is avoided, and data generated by these projects can be included in a community wellbeing dataset.

Recent research with members of different communities shows what community members themselves feel are important in maintaining or creating wellbeing. For example, the Scottish Development Centre for Mental Health (in association with Scottish Council Foundation and Office for Public Management) recently prepared a report for the Scottish Executive ‘Building Community Wellbeing’. This report contains a wealth of information that should be used to inform the creation of any set of community wellbeing indicators.

All of this means that it is difficult at this moment in time to recommend indicators of community wellbeing for inclusion in the SNS database. However, there are many recommendations for the way forward. Appendix 4 contains more information on the background to community wellbeing.

Discussion points

The following points are suggestions for discussion.

· Key stakeholders should be identified – this will include those who are already working on various aspects of community wellbeing measurement. A possible list includes NHS Health Scotland, Audit Scotland, Community Planning Implementation Group, Communities Scotland, Scottish Community Development Centre, Scottish Development Centre for Mental Health, Scottish Council Foundation, COSLA, the National Programme for Mental Health and Wellbeing (Scottish Executive), and Volunteer Development Scotland. An initial discussion meeting could be facilitated by NHS Health Scotland.

· These stakeholders should decide whether or not a broad, integrative, core set of community wellbeing indicators are needed.

· If the answer is yes, then agreement should be reached about the framework for measuring community wellbeing (the framework included in this report is one possibility).

· The key stakeholders should decide:

· what the key themes are that make up ‘community wellbeing’;

· what kinds of indicators can be fitted into the themes;

· what is contained in the core set of indicators for each theme;

· how best to measure the community involvement theme, using the framework proposed by Chanan (2002);

· if there are recommendations to be made about how to gather the indicator information;
· who needs to know the outcome of this work, and how best to tell them about it.
Other ways of measuring community wellbeing

The Audit Commission for England and Wales led a year-long pilot process during 2001/02 with more than 90 local authorities (in England only) in order to develop a set of quality of life indicators. This resulted in a set of voluntary indicators (the Quality of Life Indicators) that local authorities could use to monitor their community strategies. These indicators are a useful starting point for measuring community wellbeing, as they cover the key themes of social, economic and environmental wellbeing (some of the indicators would need to be changed to reflect Scottish circumstances). However, the indicators mostly show how well the local authority is performing, rather than measuring how well the community is functioning. There is a large gap that needs to be filled by indicators of community involvement or functioning. However, these quality of life indicators could be included in the SNS database as an interim but incomplete measurement of community wellbeing. 

Conclusion

The concept of ‘community wellbeing’ is very broad and complex, and therefore it is very difficult to measure. It is an area that is of great interest to a great number of people, ranging from community members themselves to professionals and government ministers. Because of this, working out how to measure community wellbeing meaningfully is an area that is still being explored. 

This means that currently there is no recommended way to measure community wellbeing. However, it also means that there is a lot of quality research available to help with the creation of a national set of community wellbeing indicators. This paper has tried to highlight some of that research. 

Progress towards the creation of a national set of community wellbeing indicators now depends on the views of community members and professionals, to whom these indicators would be most relevant. If the consensus view is yes, a national set of community wellbeing indicators would be useful, then this paper recommends one possible way forward.
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Appendix 1: What is community wellbeing? A common-sense vision
(Chanan 2002)

A locality in which community life is flourishing is one in which most people are highly motivated and have confidence that they can, through acting with others, make some difference to the conditions in which they live. They feel attached to their locality, want to protect its good features and improve its bad. To this end and others they are active in community and voluntary organisations, and encourage others to be so. Some of their community activity is informal, helping neighbours and acquaintances. Some is directed to particular improvements. Some is purely for the enjoyment of a sport, a hobby, an interest. Some is to associate with like-minded people or people from a similar background or faith.

The object of these interests might be specifically about the locality or might range much further afield. Correspondingly there are a large number of voluntary and community organisations available, and these are open and welcoming to new participants from whatever background, though some cater particularly for people from specific backgrounds. Some relate to particular public issues and services, some are simply about pursuing interests and friendship networks, celebrations or festivals. Some proportion of these organisations are oriented to economic objectives, creating jobs, providing training, preventing waste, carrying out local trading.

The wide variety of community and voluntary organisations in the locality participate in networks of mutual aid and information. In addition to dedicated local umbrella groups for the sector, the larger organisations, professional charities and branches of national voluntary organisations help the smaller and less well-resourced organisations. Between them, the large and small organisations together reach out to the sections of the community which for one reason or another find it hardest to become involved.

Most people in the locality value and make use of their opportunities to vote both in national and local elections and in other ad hoc occasions such as housing transfers. Equally, people respond well to consultations, but they do not expect to be offered illusory consultations where no notice is going to be taken of the results.

With all this activity bubbling away, there are plenty of people coming forward, or willing to be pushed forward, to represent one or another interest in partnerships and committees. In addition to local councillors, individuals who are most trusted and most capable are elected or nominated to neighbourhood committees, area forums and partnerships, where their role is well respected and understood by the other parties.

The community representatives develop impressive skills of balancing the various interests of the community, thinking ahead strategically and understanding the processed of the major agencies with which they negotiate. Equally they keep closely in touch with the rest of the community, reporting back, holding discussions, and helping new people come forward to take their place in this demanding role. The decision-making forums, and the contributing agencies, pool efforts and resources to support the continuous development of community life and progress on all the issues that affect the locality and its population.

The community and voluntary organisations are effective in their own terms and consequently are autonomously providing a range of functions for their members and others. Many of them are without public funding and without any of the strings attached to that. Some have bid for or accepted public funding in order to achieve more than they could without it, and have accepted the obligations and the standards that go with that, but are always aware of their basic autonomy and of the need to balance ‘external’ standards with the insights gained directly from their relationships with their members or users.

All these forms of activity, formal and informal, are carried out with a sense of equity and with a positive valuing of diversity and cohesion: people of all ages, cultures, and ethnic backgrounds are welcomed and encouraged to take part, though some organisations concentrate on providing opportunities for particular sections of the population and for those so far least able to take part.

A general sense of reciprocity permeates this rich and colourful landscape of activity – a sense that everyone’s fulfilment adds something to the quality of everyone else’s life as well as their own. No one feels threatened by the advancement of others because they see it as a strengthening of the whole. There is support from the public authorities, philanthropic bodies and others to help keep all this afloat, and as a result the public services benefit in multifarious ways from the positive atmosphere in the locality. Numerous problems and tensions that might otherwise become acute are spontaneously handled by people’s sense of responsibility in a low-profile way, and the many and trusted avenues of dialogue between people and authorities feed a constantly self-renewing sense that each has goodwill toward the other. Undoubtedly people face the same problems and challenges as people anywhere else, but problems are more easily solved because there is a feeling in the air of cheerfulness, generosity and eternal vigilance.

Appendix 2: Measures of community involvement
	A
Individual
	1. Self-determination (feeling resourceful or helpless in the face of problems to be dealt with; ‘agency’)

2. Concern with the locality and/or public issues

3. Level of volunteering/community activity

	B
Community    
involvement - 
horizontal
	4. Community and voluntary organisations (number/effectiveness/range/

      connectedness)

5. Social capital/mutual aid

	C
Community involvement 
- 
vertical
	6. Voting turnout (all opportunities)

7. Levels of response to consultations

8. Extent and effectiveness of community representation/leadership/influence

	D
Services and economic               
development
	9. Extent and range of contribution to public services

10. Social economy and assets

	E
Inclusion/diversity/

         
cohesion


Cross cutting
	11. Inclusion: extent to which specific neighbourhoods and sections of the local population (by age, gender, income, ethnicity, culture, disability etc) share in the levels achieved by the other criteria

12. Diversity: extent to which specific sections of the population feel able to affirm their identity and have specific needs met

13. Cohesion: extent to which all sections of the population coexist harmoniously and co-operate in appropriate ways

	F
Provision/support/

         
empowerment
	14. Community development provision

15. Community and voluntary sector infrastructure

16. Support from partnerships, NR and all public services






 

‘Community wellbeing/QoL’

Sustainable; liveable; equitable community






Social development


Economic development


Environmental development




‘Community’









Public services







Community empowerment

Personal empowerment/positive action/community organisation/participation and influence

A
B
C
D
E
F






Quality


Quantity









A. Individual: self-determination; concern with the locality and/or public issues; level of volunteering/community activity

B. Community involvement – horizontal: community and voluntary organisations (number/effectiveness/range/connectedness); social capital/mutual aid

C. Community involvement – vertical: voting turnout (all opportunities); levels of response to consultations; extent and effectiveness of community representation/leadership/influence

D. Services and economic development: extent and range of contribution to public services; social economy and assets

E. Inclusion/diversity/cohesion: extent to which specific neighbourhoods and sections of the local population share in the levels achieved by other criteria; harmonious coexistence

F. Provision/support/empowerment: community development provision; community and voluntary sector infrastructure; support from partnerships and all public service

Appendix 4: Underlying rationale for measuring community wellbeing

There has been growing understanding over recent years that measuring quality of life, or wellbeing, is as important (if not more so) as the measurement of other, more objective indicators such as the number of people who are unemployed in an area, or the number of people who are claiming benefits. 

In Scotland, the Local Government Act of 2003 has given local authorities “the power to promote and improve wellbeing…encompass[ing] the promotion or improvement of economic wellbeing, social wellbeing and environmental wellbeing of their area” (Local Government in Scotland Bill Policy Memorandum: Policy Objectives 43). This is being taken forward through Community Planning, which is described as “providing a framework for shaping services around the needs of individuals and communities – challenging Community Planning partners to work effectively with each other and their communities in moving towards a collective vision of wellbeing” (Final Report of the Community Planning Taskforce 2003).

Community planning is a partnership between the local authority, the NHS, other public agencies, employers, voluntary and community groups, service users and businesses. Collectively, they are the Community Planning Partnership (CPP). The purpose of the CPP is make a difference by:

· committing the partners to develop and deliver an agreed strategic vision for their community; and

· addressing key cross-cutting issues which affect the social, economic, environmental, health and other aspects of community wellbeing (Our Community’s Health – guidance on the preparation of Joint Health Improvement Plans).

With this co-ordinated drive to improve the wellbeing of the Scottish people and the communities in which they live, comes the need to be able to measure that improvement in wellbeing. Therefore it is essential that all indicators of wellbeing included in the SNS database reflect the needs of the current policy context such as Community Planning, as well as developments across other industrialised nations. There is a vast world literature surrounding the measurement of community wellbeing/quality of life, which is briefly summarised in the following section.

Development of community wellbeing indicators across the globe

There are several strands to the literature on community wellbeing indicators. 

One strand emphasises the bringing together of social, environmental and economic measures into one instrument. These indicators can be perceived as reflecting the traditional ideas of how to measure community wellbeing. Examples would be the number of smog days per year as an indicator of air quality, or the waiting list for social housing as an indicator of the availability of affordable housing (Ontario Healthy Communities Coalition).

A different strand of work highlights the importance of measuring the strength and health of communities; social relations; social capital; social inclusion; civic participation; and the ethic of citizenship and democracy (Salvaris 1997). 

Another strand debates the use of top-down indicators (generated by management/service providers/government) versus bottom-up indicators (generated in consultation with and sometimes collected by members of the community) (Wismer 1999).

Finally, there is no consensus around a definitive set of indicators, although there are common themes. What is noticeable is that all attempts to measure community wellbeing involve using a great number of indicators. This suggests a general acceptance that the meaningful measurement of wellbeing will require using many indicators.

Appendix 3: Model of community wellbeing with key themes








� The Social Exclusion Unit was set up by the Prime Minister in 1997, and is now part of the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister


� The 18 Policy Action Teams were set up within the Social Exclusion Unit as a direct result of the findings of the SEU’s 1998 report


� SNS is a ‘major project to transform the data we have for local areas’. The information will be made available and accessible to a wide range of users, through the web ‘and in other ways’. It also aims to provide tools to help users analyse the information


� See appendix 4 for an explanation of Community Planning Partnerships
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