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The methodology defining the whole process aimed at constructing indicators is very often presented in terms of 
“technology”, by asserting the need to have specialist training in order to apply the procedure in a scientific and 
objective way. Actually the construction procedure, even though scientifically defined, is far from being objective 

and aseptic. 
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Interest of the session for ISI attendees 

As known, the consolidated methodology aimed at the construction of composite indicators states particular 
approaches allowing differential importance weights to be determined and to be assigned to the indicators 
composing the synthesis. In this ambit, it is always asserted that the choice of weights should be preferably derived 
from objective principle. 
In recent works (Hagerty & Land, 2007) further views were introduced about weighting in the context of composite 
indicators construction, which should take into account the agreement among citizens concerning the importance to 
be assigned to each indicator. The final composite should maximize this agreement.  
Even though some decisions to be taken in composite indicators construction are strictly technical, it is quite difficult 
to make these decisions objective since they may involve different kind of concerns. Generally they are taken 
through a process accepted and shared by the scientific community. However, in certain cases, the choice and 
decision may be shared by a larger community. One of the ways to obtain this is that to involving individuals in the 
process of social indicators construction.  
In other words, indicators construction is not simply a technical problem but should become part of a larger debate 
concerning how to construct indicators obtaining a larger legitimacy. Seen in this perspective, this topic can be 
placed in the ambit of an improvement of democratic participation to decisions (“res publica”). 
In indicator construction, weights aim at assigning differential importance weights to be determined and to be 
assigned to the indicators composing the synthesis. In this ambit, it is always asserted that the choice of weights 
should be preferably derived from objective principle (Nardo et al., 2005; Ray, 2008; Sharpe, 2004). 
However, since developing and defining weights can be always interpreted in terms of values judgment, the 
procedure should include and involve individuals’ contributions in attributing importance to different domains. 
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