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1 Introduction  
1.1 Purpose and Overview of this Guide 
This guide provides an introduction to three commonly used methods for planning 
impact measurement for social service organisations. The aim of the guide is to 
provide readers with sufficient information to understand these models and select one 
that will most suit the needs of their organisation. 

In business, a company is successful if it makes money; what success means and how 
to measure it is very clear. For charities and social enterprises, the measure of success 
is, generally speaking, to make positive change. ‘Positive change’ can be challenging 
to define and is generally harder to quantify and articulate than economic gain. 
Defining success in social services in a way that everyone can understand is therefore 
a challenging endeavour. The three models outlined in this guide when used correctly 
and applied thoughtfully can support organisations to identify how impact or positive 
social change has been created and can be measured.  

The opening chapters of this guidebook discuss issues that organisations embarking on 
an impact measurement strategy may consider; reasons for impact measurement, 
challenges of impact measurement, basic principles to consider before beginning 
such a process and benefits of implementing a system of impact measurement. The 
main focus of the guidebook is the detailed overview of the Logic Model (LM), the 
Theory of Change (TOC) and Social Return on Investment (SROI). These models have 
been selected due both their popularity of use within the not-for-profit sector and from 
our experience as to their effectiveness. 

Each model is covered within a chapter, which includes an introduction and very brief 
history of the model, definitions of terms used, principles for using the model, a step by 
step guide to using the model, a brief discussion of limitations and advantages and 
additional resources to support follow-on research. After discussing each of these 
models in detail, the final chapters of the guide support readers to consider which 
model might be right for their organisation, and how they may begin to identify tools 
for measuring change in their organisation.  

Our experience of supporting organisations to undertake impact measurement is that 
when an impact measurement strategy is undertaken with genuine engagement of 
staff, sufficient time provided for discussion and critical reflection on practice, the 
organisation benefits in a number of ways. Apart from the primary goal of clearly 
understanding and articulating the organisation’s impact, benefits that organisations 
have reported to us include clarity in purpose across the staff team, enthusiasm for 
measuring progress to understand and improve the organisation, a practical 
understanding of team/organisation strengths and potential for improvement and 
better shared understanding of working processes and methods across the team. 

1.2 Scope of this Guide 
While this resource provides sufficient information for an experienced manager to 
implement LM (LM) or Theory of Change TOC, it should be noted that the guidance in 
relation to Social Return on Investment (SROI) is introductory only, and does not equip 
participants to implement an SROI. The inclusion of SROI within this resource is to give 
leaders in organisations an opportunity to evaluate whether SROI is an appropriate 
methodology for their organisation, to explain the model process, principles and 
benefits and to compare it to other models being used in the not for profit sector in 
Ireland. For those interested in undertaking SROI, the resources section provides links to 
organisations offering approved training courses in SROI. 
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This guide is not a comprehensive reference to all impact measurement methods. 
Financial models for impact measurement such as Cost Benefit Analysis are not 
covered within this resource. For more information on other models not contained 
within this guide, go to www.proveandimprove.org or www.inspiringimpact.org.   

1.3 Glossary of Common Terminology and 
Abbreviations 

Approach  A set of principles or guidelines for how to carry out a social 
impact analysis (8). 

LM              Logic Model 
Scope  The purpose of the analysis, depth of analysis and activity under 

analysis in the impact measurement process.  
SROI  Social Return on Investment 
Stakeholders  Individuals and groups or organisations that are affected by an 

activity. Note that the term stakeholders in reference to SROI will 
include a much larger net of people than in TOC or LM.   

TOC Theory of Change  
 
A note on language:  While the main terminology with LM, TOC and SROI is fairly 
comparative, the more you become familiar with the literature on impact 
measurement, the more you will notice that there is no consistent set of terminology 
across different sets of models. For example, what is called an objective in one model 
is a long-term outcome in another. To assist in communicating with others in relation to 
impact measurement, whether this be funders or staff, it is necessary to highlight that 
language is not consistent in relation to various models and to clarify key terminology 
as used within your selected model.   

 
1.4 Why Bother with Impact Measurement? 
There are a multitude of reasons for trying to show that what we do works, however 
these are frequently cited under three broad categories (7,9,3): 
 

1) To support positive engagement with funders to increase understanding of 
project actions and outcomes and the value of these to users of the 
service and the wider society (to highlight that we are doing the right 
things). 

2) To support informed decision making internally. Clear information on the 
costs and impact of services can assist in programme planning (to help us 
understand if we doing the right things and the right amount of those 
things).   

3) If you are undertaking any change management processes then 
embedding a system of outcome reporting to let you know if and how 
change is working is of significant benefit. 

 

Another reason to engage in impact measurement is because it can improve service 
provision and staff experiences. In supporting services to develop impact 
measurement systems we have learned that undertaking an LM or TOC process, when 
there has been no structured method of reviewing impact previously, can create 
fundamental positive change within an organisation. We have found again and again 
that when staff are given time and support to engage with the process, having the 
time to critically reflect on their work and the service’s success, it can be a rewarding 
and empowering experience for workers.  From a governance perspective, having a 
clear understanding of impact can significantly improve understanding of the work of 
the organisation and the ability to make positive strategic decisions. If we know what 
works and how, then we can choose to do more of it. 
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1.5 Engaging Stakeholders in Impact Measurement 
To achieve real buy in and ensure sustainability of the decisions or outcomes of an 
impact measurement planning process, it is important to ensure careful consideration 
of how the process will be managed and how change will be incorporated into the 
day-to-day work following the process. There needs to be a real sense of buy-in from 
stakeholders across the organisation, from the Board to the staff team for such an 
endeavour to be successful. Before embarking on an impact measurement process, 
the person driving the impact measurement project in the organisation should be able 
to do the following: 

-‐ Explain why impact measurement is necessary and useful, focussing both on 
internal and external benefits. 

-‐ Describe the main challenges regarding impact measurement, and how to 
address these. 

-‐ Explain key methodologies and why a particular model is selected. 
-‐ Convince stakeholders of their need to be engaged in discussions on impact. 
-‐ Develop a step by step process that leads the organisation and its stakeholders 

logically through a decision making process resulting in clear and agreed 
mechanisms for collecting and analysing information to assess impact. 

-‐ Understand how this information can support organisational planning and 
communications with external stakeholders and funders. 

This guidebook should provide sufficient introductory information on the points above 
to enable you to gain buy-in to an impact measurement process. The guide also aims 
to provide a number of links and resources to support further research.  

 

1.6 Challenges of Measuring Impact 
 
Time and Resources 
There are a number of challenges that a service should consider before undertaking 
an impact measurement process. The first and most important is the challenge of 
ensuring the organisation has sufficient time and resources to complete such a 
process authentically (3). Before embarking on impact measurement the organisation 
should identify the time and resources available considering the following: 

• What staff resources are available? 
• Is there someone who has the experience and time to project manage the 

process? 
• Is there experience within the staff team that can be utilised in relation to; 

a) Developing an impact measurement plan 
b) Explaining the process to staff and stakeholders 
c) Facilitating service user and staff focus groups 
d) Evaluating the plan against good practice 
e) Report writing 
f) Identification of outcome measurement tools (research) 
g) Communicating findings to all stakeholders (service users, staff, board 

and funders) 
h) Supporting the implementation of new systems and processes 

• Is there a budget for external supports / consultation? 
• Does the board / management understand the goal, process required and the 

potential need to change how the service works or what it does? 
 
This guide aims will support those who have experience in managing group processes, 
and are willing to undertake some additional research, with sufficient information and 
resources to undertake areas a, b and e from the list above. If a skills deficit exists in 
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relation to any point described above, the organisation should look at either training / 
up-skilling staff in specific areas or contracting consultants with appropriate skills. If 
using consultants it may be worth considering a staff up-skilling / training component 
as part of the contract so that skills within the organisation are built upon. 
 
If there is not sufficient time or resources in the organisation to undertake impact 
measurement in a thorough or comprehensive way, then consider the following 
options: 

• Select an aspect of the service and pilot an outcome measurement system. 
This may extend to the larger organisation if / when resources become 
available. 

• Use the methodology for developing internal reports rather than reports 
intended for an external audience such as funders. This approach means you 
will not require such a robust and time-consuming process. Again, as time and 
resources become available this can be improved on and extended in scope. 

 
Incorporating Learning into the Day-to-day Activities of the Organisation 
Another frequent challenge for organisations is that they embark on review of 
outcomes, but do not have systems in place to use the information to improve the 
work that they do (4). Note that learning can occur at either end of the process; as an 
outcome from undertaking the change mapping exercise, or as a result of analysing 
information that is generated as a result of the process.  It is important that the systems 
supports a discussion of change at both these points in the process. 

There is a particular danger that learning will not be captured if either; 1) external 
consultants are contracted and the processes are not integrated with internal systems, 
2) staff are not involved or 3) if the process is managed internally and adequate time is 
not set aside or staff do not have the requisite skills. To reduce these challenges 
develop a terms of reference that outlines: 

o Scope of the work (what areas will be looked at) 
o Who will be involved in driving the process 
o Who will have oversight of the process (a small internal working group 

for instance) 
o How stakeholders will be engaged 
o How information will be disseminated to all stakeholders (anyone who 

has been involved, as well as service users and funders) 
o How the recommendations or findings will influence decision-making 

(including how this will fit in with other processes such as annual and 
strategic planning and resource allocation) 

o How any skills deficits will be met 

It is important to engage staff in the process and ensure there is sufficient time for them 
to understand how this process improves delivery of services to clients. If staff see this 
as a bureaucratic process or one that is only targeted at management and funders 
needs, then this can be a significant barrier to their engagement and the 
implementation of any subsequent change.  

To be effective, experience shows us that the process needs to be fundamentally 
focused on what will improve the service to end recipients. If this focus is clear then this 
helps all stakeholders get behind the process. 

1.7 Similarities and Differences between LM, TOC and 
SROI 

Some literature refers to LM and TOC interchangeably (9), with TOC being regarded as 
a more detailed or comprehensive version of the LM. These two models share many 
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commonalities, however this guide draws a distinction between the two models 
despite a significant number of similar steps such as the identification of outputs, 
outcomes and ensuring a common logical connection between these. The most 
significant difference is that TOC entails important additional steps, namely the 
identification and critique of assumptions underlying the model and the causal 
relationships between outcomes or interventions. Core to this is the clarification or 
identification of a rationale for the selected evidence based interventions, which may 
require further research. TOC also facilitates a more layered and complex analysis of 
change. The diagram below shows how the three models build on each other.  Each 
includes additional steps, which in turn lead to more information and depth of analysis, 
and therefore require more time and resources. 

Figure 1: The relationship between LM, TOC and SROI 

 

 

The SROI model draws on processes that are common to LM or TOC (clarifying outputs 
and their relationship to outcomes as viewed by participants). SROI extends this 
analysis to add another layer of complexity and understanding: assigning value to the 
change that is experienced by end users and others affected by the service or 
intervention. Valuation takes into consideration the views of service recipients and is 
backed up by detailed research. SROI also explores how much an organisation 
contributed to this value and how much of the change would have occurred anyway. 
Therefore if an organisation has undertaken an LM or TOC, they will be in a much 
better position to complete an SROI at a later date.   

The commonalities and differences between all three models are outlined below, this 
list summarises the most important considerations in relation to outcome measurement 
in general. 

Table 1: Comparative Assessment of the Qualities of Various Impact Assessment Models 

 LM TOC SROI (level 
3)  

 
Scale from 0 = Not at all / 1 = somewhat / 2 = quite a bit / 3 = A lot  

Identifies medium and long term outcomes 2 3 3 
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Engages staff  3 3 3 
Engages service users 0-2 0-2 3 
Can be externally validated No No Yes 
Needs to be undertaken to agreed principles & 
methodology 

1 2 3 

Requires investment of time & resources 1 2 3 
Requires specific skill sets 2 2 3 
Provides a graphical and narrative presentation 
of process and outcomes 

2 2 3 

Significant time and resources are required 2 2 3 
Directly involves funders 0-2 0-2 yes 
Can be used for planning (formative) yes yes yes 
Can be used for evaluation (summative) yes yes yes 
 

Process Differences Between Models 
A number of commentators regard the TOC as a step onwards from the LM, providing 
potential for greater reflection on the detailed cause and effect in relation to 
outcome. TOC also involves additional steps that facilitate critique of assumptions 
underpinning the model and the rationales for the interventions selected (5). However, 
it is worth noting that as a rule, more complexity does not always mean something is 
better, what is most important is the match between need, capacity and model. 

This is a significant difference in starting points between TOC (which often starts at the 
services identified long-term goals), the LM (often starts at the objective as defined by 
the service) and SROI (which always starts with the participants or beneficiaries ideas 
about what matters and what changed). 

1.8 Summary: Impact Measurement Done Well 
If impact measurement has been done well in an organisation then the following 
statements will be true: 

-‐ There was a clear rationale for selecting a model and efforts to support 
engagement, which resulted in a basic understanding throughout the 
organisation of the purpose and potential of impact measurement to improve 
services. 

-‐ The team (and potentially stakeholders for an SROI) were involved in agreeing 
the outcomes. 

-‐ The process lead to clarity for the staff team on what they do, how they do it, 
and what success looks like. 

-‐ Potential for improving work processes were identified. 
-‐ Stakeholders found the opportunity for structured reflection both useful and 

interesting.  
-‐ Stakeholders saw how the whole process resulted in a useful end product and 

felt that their inclusion was meaningful. 
-‐ The process supported both efficiency and creativity in the team in how they 

did their work and used information to analyse its effectiveness. 
-‐ The process told a story that was logical, interesting and true. 
-‐ This story assisted partners to value the work and see their role in supporting it. 
-‐ The process has been challenging but rewarding. 
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1.9 Further Reading and Resources 
 
General Impact Measurement Guides & Resources 
 
Knowing and Showing Your Outcomes and Impacts 
This is an accessible guide to impact measurement, providing principles and step-by-
step instructions. It is not reliant on any particular model, which will appeal to some 
users. It can be purchased from www.thewheel.ie at a small cost. 
 
New Economics Foundation 
www.proveandimprove.org 
A quality and impact toolkit for charities, voluntary organisations and social 
enterprises. Here, mission-driven organisations can explore practical ways to measure 
their impacts and demonstrate the quality of what they do and how they operate. 

Inspiring Impact 
www.inspiringimpact.org 
Inspiring Impact is a programme that aims to change the way the UK voluntary sector 
thinks about impact.  
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2 The Logic Model 
2.1 Overview and History  
The logic model is also referred to as the Log Frame (10) and occasionally is 
considered synonymously with the TOC (9). This guide, however, draws a distinction 
between the two models as there are a number of steps included in a TOC that are 
not part of the simpler LM approach. LM does not provide formal opportunities for a 
thorough analysis of assumptions (our underlying ideas about how things work) and/or 
the evidence base for selected interventions (how we know that what we are doing is 
a good idea). The focus of an LM is on making a clear and understandable 
connection between what the organisation does, and what should happen in the 
medium term as a result of this action in order for long-term goals to be achieved.  The 
next step is then looking at how these outcomes can be meaningfully captured 
through clear indicators.  

Following the early development of the logic model in the1970s there have been a 
number of iterations of the model since (10). The model is not generally attributed to a 
particular source, given its simultaneous use and development within a number of 
sectors. The LM is very simply a way to provide structure to the planning of projects, 
breaking them down into clearly related components. These linking components 
provide the model with its ‘logic’. 

If any of the following situations exist, the TOC or SROI, which supports a more complex 
analysis, may be more appropriate: 

• If it’s a new project or problem and the methods to address it are not clear 
• If there is no pre-agreement by stakeholders for objectives or methods for 

delivering services 
• If current methods are proving ineffective 
• If the organisation is looking for a process which evidences the value it creates 

 

2.2 Definitions 
The logic model is a simple chart or table, which helps clarify thinking in relation to 
outputs and outcomes and how information can be used to capture this. The 
components of an LM are provided below. A template for using in practice has been 
provided in appendix one.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.3 LM Glossary 
Inputs: This is the list of resources required and generally includes all programmes costs, 
staff, premises and anything else required. For simplicity, the model provided in the 
appendix leaves this out. 
 

Inputs Outputs 
Short term 
outcomes 

Long term 
outcomes 

Indictators and data source 

Figure 2: Diagram of the LM 
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Outputs: Outputs are quantitative records of what has happened, such as: the number 
of programmes run, places filled, care plans undertaken, volunteers placed, houses 
found etc. Outputs can be counted easily and can be considered as the record of 
what staff have done. 
 
Medium-term outcomes: This is what has changed for the participant or recipient in 
the shorter term as a result of the output. Medium term outcomes are the pre-
conditions for the long-term outcomes. 
 
Long-term outcomes: This is the ultimate change that the service aims for. It is what 
should change for service users as a result of the organisation’s engagement with 
them. The long-term outcome should be something that the organisation can 
realistically and substantially affect. 
 
Indicators and Data Source:  An indicator provides evidence that a certain condition 
exists or certain results have or have not been achieved (21). This is the information 
that will be collected to determine whether the outcome has been met. The indicator 
statement will need to clarify what tool will be used to collect the information, by 
whom and when. 
 

2.4 Example 
This programme is part of a large disability service, the activity analysed in the LM 
below is one of three activities undertaken by the organisation to achieve the 
objective.  

Objective: To provide a range of tailored supports to family members in order to assist 
them in responding to the needs of their disabled family member as effectively as 
possible. 

Activity: To run an 8 session sibling support programme with children who have siblings 
with disabilities to assist them to express themselves, develop support networks and 
manage their own experience effectively. 
 
1. Outputs Indicators & Data Source 
1.1 Number of programmes run in the 

year 
1.2 Number of attendees in the each 

programme 
1.3 Number of attendees who 

completed 80% of the programme. 
 

1.1/1.2/1.3 Programme data base 
(attendance figures) 

2. Medium Term Outcomes Indicators & Data Source 
2.1 Increase in ability to participate in 
discussion and group work. 
 

2.1 Staff assessment of participation using 5-
point scale in database following each 
session (note that the system ensures 
additional supports for those that are not 
improving participation over the course). 
 

3. Long-term Outcomes Indicators & Data Source 
3.1 Increase in coping skills 
3.2 Increase in self identified support 
networks 

3.1 Coping skills psychometric test done 
after session two and seven. 
3.2 Survey done after one month of 
completion of programme by coordinator, 
which uses 10 self-assessment questions in 
relation to support, coping and stress. 
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2.5 Principles  
Unlike SROI, LM does not have a network, accrediting body or collective group that 
promotes consistent use of the model in line with a set of principles. However LM has 
been used in a significant range of contexts over the last 30 years and as a result there 
is a broad body of literature that can guide users through these steps. The following 
principles draw on this body of literature. Many of these principles apply equally to 
other impact measurement models. 

1. Involve Stakeholders 
Intrinsic to both LM and TOC is the engagement of staff in the process. It would be 
entirely feasible for a group of managers to sit and develop LMs for their service.  
However, research and experience shows that if staff are not involved in processes 
that require changes to work practice (i.e. collecting new information) new systems 
are far less likely to work (18, 19, 20, 31). The engagement of frontline service providers 
also ensures that the realities of the day-to-day work are considered as part of the 
process. Finally at the end of the process indicators should be of use to staff and 
service users. 
 
2. Indicators Need to Measure What Matters to Service Users 
What is the most important thing for service users in relation to their needs and goals? 
This is what should be measured. The actions of staff follow what is measured so the 
development of indicators requires careful consideration. If aspects of the process are 
measured which are not important to service users, then the system may be geared to 
focus on the wrong issues. A prime example of what can go wrong when you measure 
the wrong thing comes from Poland in the 1950s, where the government measured 
the success of furniture factories by the weight of what they produced: Poland has 
now has the heaviest furniture in the world (1). 
 
3. Ensure that Information Collected is Relevant and not Burdensome 
A goal of any information collection system is that the information measured should be 
useful to client, staff and managers. If the information is not useful to a client reflecting 
on their progress then it may be beneficial to ask whether it’s the best outcome 
measure that can be used. If you are not using an IT system to assist you in collecting 
data then prioritise your measures and introduce these one at a time to ensure workers 
are not overburdened. If possible all outcome measures should be integrated into the 
organisation’s workflow, i.e. it happens as a planned part of the programme, in a 
planned part of the day, and feedback is provided to stakeholders and is integrated 
with client review processes as well as management ones. 

 
4. All Information Collected Should be Used 
If you cannot think how outcome data will be used to improve service delivery then 
question whether you need to collect it. There should be set times that information is 
collected in the organisation is reviewed to look for ways to improve the service. If you 
find the information is not useful for service improvement then consider whether it is 
necessary to collect it.  

 
2.6 How To: Steps to Complete a LM 
This section provides information on the five steps involved in completing an LM: 
Step one:  Develop objectives and corresponding activities 
Step two:  Complete outputs and outcomes for each activity 
Step three:  Identify tools to measure your outcomes; these are often called 

indicators (research often required) 
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Step four:  Identify any change in practice or in the recording of information as a 
result of the LM and develop an implementation plan (this may include 
adapting IT systems) 

Step five:  Conduct on-going analysis of data to improve service provision and 
refine data collection systems 

 
Step One: Develop Objectives and Corresponding Activities 
The first thing to clarify is the scope of the work that will be analysed or planned using 
the LM. LM may be done for the whole service or just one programme. The next thing 
to do is to clarify the objectives and corresponding activities. 
 
Frequently objectives will already be identified through the strategic planning process 
of the organisation or through the service level agreement or contracts with funders. In 
all cases objectives should be reviewed for clarity and relevance.  

Writing Objectives 
An objective provides an overriding goal statement for an aspect of the service’s 
activity, the objective should be SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, relevant 
and timed) and state what will be provided, for whom and when. Note that one 
objective may have a number of ‘actions’ (see below). 
 
 

Table 2: Language Builder – Objectives and Activities 

The Action 
(use a strong 
verb) 

What is being 
done (be 
specific) 
 

For Whom When For the 
purpose of: 
 

i.e.  
- Provide 
- Establish 
- Support 
- Develop 
- Monitor 
 

A specific 
statement on 
the action, 
programme or 
thing that will be 
done by the 
organisation.  

State the target 
group, in as much 
detail as possible, 
i.e. age, 
geography, 
numbers of 
people and other 
defining features. 
 

Name 
timeframe. 

To achieve 
what (note 
this may be 
the same as 
the long-
term 
outcome) 

To provide An employment 
training 
programme 

For individuals 
who have been 
unemployed for 
two years or 
longer 

For a period 
of six 
months 

In order to 
support re-
engagement 
in the 
workforce. 
 

Source: adapted from Telling Your Story: A Resource Book for Effective Outcome Reporting (1) 

1.2 Agree Activities:  
Activities are the discreet things/ programmes / actions to be undertaken to achieve 
the objective. Activities should be concrete and specific. They should describe a 
specific facet of the work undertaken to achieve the objective. To reflect on your 
activity to see if is concrete and specific ask yourself – would what I have written as my 
activity prevent me from coming to the phone?  For example: ‘I can’t come to the 
phone as I am empowering the elderly’ doesn’t make a lot of sense, but ‘I can’t come 
to the phone as I am running an assertiveness course for people over 65’ does. The 
following table provides examples of activities related to the example objective. 
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Objective - To provide 1-2-1- supports, training and mentoring to individuals leaving 
prison to support reintegration into the workforce. 
Activity 1 – Assess client needs and develop individual action plans from initial 
engagement through to supporting job placement in paid or self-employment. 
Activity 2 – Provide tailored training to support achievement of work goals. 
Activity 3 – Identify a work placement and mentor to support participants gaining 
experience 
Activity 4 – Support access to work or self-employment through reviewing job 
applications and coaching for interviews or providing enterprise supports. 

 
Step Two: Complete Outputs and Outcomes for Each Activity 
Ideally this step should involve the staff team or representatives of the staff team. 

Agree Outputs: 
Outputs are countable and are generally the things that staff provide to your service 
users. This is the information that services are often experienced in capturing, an 
output within this model is defined as quantitative information that describes what 
happened or what staff did.  

i.e. (for Activity 1 above) 
No. of clients with complete initial assessments 
No. of clients with completed care plans 
No. of clients with 75% attendance at review meetings 

Agree Outcomes: 
Remember that outcomes are not about what staff do, they are about what has 
changed as a result of what staff (or service users) did.  
 
Within the version of the logic model provided in this guide, outcomes are divided into 
medium and long-term outcomes. Medium term outcomes are the preconditions that 
must occur in order for the long-term outcomes to be met. Medium-term outcomes 
frequently include more intangible things such as improvements in how people feel, 
think and behave, i.e. an improvement in attitude, a rise in confidence or an increase 
in the ability to participate in a group. Long-term outcomes frequently include more 
quantitative indicators such as certificates gained, referrals to services, goals 
achieved, employment positions gained, number of years without re-offending, 
increases in reading capacity. 
 
Facilitators Tip: We find it takes time for staff to get used to thinking in terms of 
outcomes rather than outputs. One way to get a group thinking in terms of outcomes 
is ask the question ‘so what?’ i.e.  

 
So what if everyone has an action plan: has anything changed for the service 
user as a result of this?  
 
So what if everyone attended training: what has changed for the service user?  

 
Another way to get a group to start thinking about outcomes is to ask what needs to 
happen in the medium term in order for long-term goals to be achieved. So in order 
for an environmental programme to successfully change the way shoppers decide 
which product to buy, initially people have to know about the campaign and be 
interested and see it as relevant to them. The purpose of clarifying medium-term 
outcomes is to explore the pre-conditions that must be achieved in order to achieve 
long-term change, and then exploring how information can be collected and 
analysed to explore whether the programmes is achieving this. 
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Facilitators Tip: Often participants struggle with the challenge of identifying clear and 
succinct outcomes.  The language builders provided in this resource can support clear 
‘change’ language.  
 
Table 3: Language Builder - Outcomes 

A Verb to Denote 
Change 
 

What For Whom 

- Increase (of 
something good) 
- Decrease (of 
something bad) 
- Maintain 
- Improve 
- Reduce 
- Establish 
 

Short-term  
-  Knowledge 
-  Attitude (positivity/belief) 
-  Perceptions (belonging) 
-  Feelings  
 
Long-term 
-  Behaviour (drug use, criminality, 

school attendance) 
-  Status (employment) 
-  Skill (ability to complete a task, 

undertake an action) 
 

- Population group 
- Programme 
participant 
- Client 
- Individual 
- Family 
- Community 

Increase in ability to use positive coping 
mechanisms  

for all participants in the 
mental health 
programme. 

 Source: adapted from Telling Your Story: A Resource Book for Effective Outcome Reporting (1) 

 
The following table provides an example of some outcome statements (note this 
example will be used throughout this chapter). 
 
i.e. medium-term outcomes 
- Increase in client’s ability to follow through on agreed actions 
- Increase in workplace skills: particularly the ability to interview, provide verbal reports 

on work, to follow instructions and to schedule tasks. 
- Increase in workplace readiness, particularly considering confidence and 

determination 
- Increase in engagement with positive support networks 
 
I.e. long-term outcomes 
- Achievement of certification desired by employers 
- Completion of workplace readiness course 
- Change in employment status from unemployed to employed / self employed 
 
 
 
Facilitators Tip: outcomes should not be broader than the service can influence 
On occasion services may be tempted to make their outcomes too broad, including 
factors that are outside their control. For example, if your service provides medical 
care for people with cystic fibrosis, a bad outcome would be to say ‘we improve the 
health of service users’. If service users have a chronic illness, your service may be very 
good at what you do, but during your engagement with the programme, the health 
of clients may still deteriorate. A better outcome may be access to health services, 
timely delivery of high quality services or improvement in quality of life.  
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Step Three: Identify Indicators and Tools to Collect These 
Indicators are the evidence gathered to show whether the outcomes are being 
achieved or not. Ideally an indicator statement will include the following: 

-‐ What evidence is being gathered 
-‐ By whom 
-‐ When  
-‐ Using what tool 

An indicator should be clearly and directly related to the outcome, for instance if your 
outcome is that teenager girls in a region are exercising choice to prevent unplanned 
pregnancy, then the indicator should relate to a reduction in unplanned pregnancies. 
Note that where direct information cannot be gathered then proxy indicators need to 
be used. A proxy indicator is something that indirectly shows that something has been 
done (this is explained in more detail in chapter five). 

Examples 
- The ability to set goals will be measured by a purposely developed client self-

assessment tool that will be undertaken at action plan review sessions every two 
months and recorded in the client management system by the key worker. 

- An increase in skills is measured by attainment of certification, recorded in the CMS 
at receipt of awards, by the trainer. 

-  An increase in workplace readiness is measured by a twice-yearly (month six and 12) 
validated work readiness tool (with quantitative indicators) to be undertaken by 
placement officer, client and keyworker, to be recorded in the CMS post review 
session. 

- Changes in confidence to be measured by validated confidence assessment tool 
used at month two and eight review sessions and inputted into the database by key 
worker. 

 
 
Facilitators Tip: long-term outcomes often have hard indicators; short-term ones often 
have soft indicators.  
A hard indicator is something that is externally quantifiable, such as completion of a 
programme, or achievement of employment. Hard indicators are objective and 
verifiable. On the other hand a soft indicator is something that cannot be measured 
directly or tangibly (22). A common way of describing these indicators is ‘distance 
travelled’, a term describing the movement of the individual from one point to 
another along an agreed or identified range of behaviours. Examples of soft indicators 
can include changes in perception or attitudes. One well-known example of this type 
of indicator is the Outcome Star1, which uses self-identified scales to indicate 
progression across a range of categories.  Soft indicators often rely on subjective 
assessment by an individual or an observer. 
 
Not always, but in most cases, soft outcomes are used for the short / medium term 
outcomes, while long-term outcomes generally benefit from a hard indicator. If you 
have no hard indicators, you may want to review your system to see how concrete 
your long-term outcomes are. 
 
Step Four: Identify any Change Required as a Result of the Logic Model 
and Develop an Implementation Plan 
Often, as a result of undertaking the LM, organisations identify new ways of working as 
well as new ways of capturing information. When this occurs it is vital that the 
organisation reviews learning and plans how it will be implemented into the day-to-
day work of the organisation.  This planning can be guided by the following questions 

                                                        
1 http://www.outcomesstar.org.uk 



18 
 

-‐ Who is responsible for implementing the change? 
-‐ How will they communicate and support other staff to undertake the change. 
-‐ What additional resources are required? 
-‐ When will the change start? 
-‐ When will the change be reviewed / who is responsible for the review and 

what will this involve? 

Case Study – Homeless Health Service 
This service supported and assisted service users to engage with mainstream health 
services. The service had always recorded the number of referrals made to 
mainstream heath providers as a way of measuring outcomes. 

However after the service undertook a logic model, staff realised that both the work 
and the way of recording this could be improved. Rather than simply recording the 
making of a referral, it was more meaningful to capture information on whether the 
individual attended the appointment, as referral doesn’t create change for the 
service user; receipt of a medical service does. This meant that staff had to follow-up 
with referral services to see if the individual had attended. If not then additional 
supports needed to be put in place to ensure the service was received.  Staff had 
being doing this on an ad-hoc basis and concluded that it was far better to do it 
consistently and to review information to see if there was any learning across the 
team.  

This simple reflection resulted in far more robust and considered supports being 
provided to clients, in a way which may reduce costs to the health service over time 
and offered improved supports to service users in the immediate term (client 
feedback indicated that the new system was much better). 

Step Five: On-going Analysis of Data 
As discussed previously in this guidebook, if there is not a clear connection on how 
data will be used to continually reflect on and improve service delivery then the 
process is not achieving its potential. Also, if staff see outcome measurement as 
irrelevant and unconnected to their day-to-day work then this may also discourage 
use of the systems for recording data.  To address this issue the service should answer 
the following questions: 

-‐ Who will undertake to develop analytics and reports on the information arising 
from the outcome reporting system? 

-‐ How will this be discussed and learning extracted? 
-‐ How will learning become translated into practice? 
-‐ How will success be communicated to stakeholders? 

2.7 Limitations  
• The model is not externally validated and so is less robust than the SROI model.  
• The model does not review the value of the work, or provide a method for 

comparing different programmes or objectives. SROI does this using the 
common denominator of money. 

• The model involves less opportunity to develop a thorough and deep critique 
of the underlying assumptions and to challenge the evidence base of the work 
as does the TOC. 

2.8 Challenges 
• If the process is not led by an individual with experience in supporting 

identification of outputs and outcomes then staff can become confused 
between the various parts of the model and the process can loose value. 
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• If the right people do not participate i.e. those with the most knowledge of 
services, then the system can lose meaning and relevance (11) to both 
management and staff.  
 

2.9 Advantages  
• The LM has a number of similarities to the TOC, although is more streamlined 

and so can be useful if time and resources are an issue. 
• When used effectively, the model can support clarity and agreement amongst 

the staff team and provide a positive space for reflection. 
• When the model is supported in practice this can result in changes in the way 

services are provided. 
• The model can provide a good structure for discussing how the programme 

can evaluate its outcomes and tell the story of its success. 

2.10  Further Reading and Useful Resources 
 

Free Guides for Facilitating LMs (all include examples) 
• Telling Your Story – Progression Routes Initiative, Ana Liffey  

http://www.drugs.ie/QuADSPolicies/Governance/OutcomeReporting/TellingYo
urStoryOutcomReportingGuide.pdf  
This guide was produced by the Quality Matters team in our last project 
entitled Progression Routes. The resource was funded by the HSE, as part of a 
quality improvement programme in addiction services. 
 

• W. K. Kellogg Foundation LM Development Guide. This useful resource can be 
found online at http://www.wkkf.org/knowledge-center/resources/2006/02/wk-
kellogg-foundation-logic-model-development-guide.aspx.  
 

• Innovation Network LM Workbook 
TOC.innonet.org/client_docs/File/logic_model_workbook.pdf 
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3 Theory of Change 
3.1 Overview and History  
Theory of Change is a way of thinking about your work that involves challenging its 
underlying assumptions and the reason for selecting certain intervention (activities) as 
well as identifying outputs and outcomes.  It is this allowance for critique and depth of 
analysis that distinguishes it from LM. 

TOC was first developed from the Aspen Research Institute’s Roundtable on 
Community Change. It was then further developed by ActKnowledge(4). There are 
numerous resources and tools available to support TOC, some of which are provided 
in the resources section of this chapter, however the main model referred to in this 
guide is that of the Centre for Theory of Change, www.theoryofchange.org, which is 
lead by ActKnowledge. 

The TOC model is used most extensively in international development settings (4, 5) 
although has been used in other community and voluntary settings both in other 
countries (5) and in Ireland2. Actknowledge (12) describe TOC as a story, which 
describes the pathways that connect action and outcome and finally impact to 
individuals and community.   

3.2 Definitions 
TOC is:  

-‐ ‘A combination of collaboration, logic, and visual mapping. A causal 
framework of how and why a change process will happen in a particular 
context‘ (11). 

-‐ ‘Both a process and a product’ (13). 
-‐ ‘Something which represents beliefs about what is needed by the target 

population and what strategies will enable them to meet those needs. It 
establishes a context for considering the connection between a system’s 
mission, strategies and actual outcomes, while creating links between who is 
being served, the strategies or activities that are being implemented, and the 
desired outcomes’ (9). 

 
 

3.3 Principles 
Make Assumptions Explicit  
By making underlying assumptions explicit this allows fundamental beliefs, which are 
often assumed to be obvious, to be reviewed and critiqued.  If these are not entirely 
true then all of the responses and activities built upon this logic are also likely to be 
wrong (5).   

‘Assumptions are beliefs about conditions that you think already exist and 
are not problematic and are critical to the validity of the Theory. In the 
Process of developing a TOC, assumptions will emerge and this can be very 
valuable. It is important that the facilitator recognises and keeps track of 
these. They must be aired and addressed. Are they correct? Should they be 
a precondition?’ (11). 

                                                        
2 It is the basis of the Speak System used by LDPs as well as by philanthropic centers such as the 
One Foundation. 
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Start with Outcomes 
Core to the TOC is the idea that you must start with the end in mind, and work 
backwards. This is opposite to the process usually undertaken through strategic 
planning or LM, where the service starts by identifying an objective and then reflects 
on how it will achieve that objective. Working back from the final outcomes enables 
participants to identify the preconditions that need to be in place to create change, 
what activities or interventions the organisation will undertake to achieve these and 
will then identify how the service can measure whether its activities have achieved 
these. 

3.4 TOC Glossary 
Pathway:  A pathway is the sequence in which outcomes must occur to reach 

long-term goal (6). 
 
Outcome:  ‘Most outcomes are also preconditions: they are necessary before 

outcomes further up the chain can be achieved’ (6).  
 
Assumptions:  ‘The particular meaning of assumptions in this case is those conditions 

environment in which the initiative will take place which are important 
to recognize and which must hold true for the theory to be realized.’  
(6) This means that participants must be clear about what they think to 
be true, i.e. the reason that participants are not engaging with 
education is that they see no value in it.  Once assumptions are stated 
we can then ask questions whether there is evidence for these. If plans 
are made on assumptions that are not true or are only half of the issue, 
the subsequent interventions may be not be effective as it is focused 
on the wrong thing. 

 
Interventions:  The action/activities/model/work undertaken to achieve an outcome.  
 
Ceiling of  
Accountability: This is the conceptual line that differentiates between those outcomes 

that the service has the ability to influence and those it does not. 
Everything under the line the organisation can affect change in, and 
can therefore use indicators to measure this change. Everything over 
the line (at the top of the TOC chart) the organisation can only 
contribute to and can therefore not show the amount of change 
created through their actions. i.e. a service can show the increase in 
levels of community engagement with their group of disabled 
participants, but cannot show a change in attitude within the wider 
society to disability. 

 

3.5 How To: Steps to Complete a Theory of Change 
 
The following is an outline of the steps in a TOC: 
Step 1 - Agree the scope 
Step 2 - Identify the long-term goals 
Step 3 - Backwards map and connect outcomes 
Step 4 - Identify and challenge assumptions 
Step 5 - Agree the indicators 
Step 6 - Identify interventions and their rationale 
Step 7 - Write the narrative 
Step 8 - On-going analysis of data 
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Step 1: Agree the Scope 
Agree what issues or aspects of the organisations work will be covered in the TOC and 
who will be involved in the process. You should also identify what scope the TOC work 
will have; see below for guiding information. 

Table 4: Four Options for Depth of Analysis 

Sc
o

p
e

 o
f A

n
a

ly
si

s 

 
 

Depth of Analysis  
Shallow: only some 
preconditions are examined 

Deep: All preconditions are 
detailed 
 

Narrow: 
Only 
some 
pathways 
are 
worked 
out. 
 

1. Narrow and shallow: shows 
the least amount of 
information. It focuses narrowly 
on only the preconditions that 
the project can address (more 
like a logic model). 
 

2. Narrow and deep: all the 
preconditions are identified 
although all may not be 
examined, only the most 
important. ‘This scope provides 
enough detail for the initiative to 
make decisions within the narrow 
framework it identified. This scope 
may be most practical for very 
small- scale initiatives who just 
want to map out what they need 
to do.’  
 

Broad: in 
this 
instance 
all the 
pathways 
are 
worked 
out.  

3. Broad and shallow: ‘In this 
case, all of the preconditions 
for the long-term goal are 
identified. However, in this 
framework, the pathways may 
not go back much further. This 
type of framework is sometimes 
used by funders, or 
intermediaries’, who identify a 
set of outcomes at a high level 
and then ask services to 
complete the remainder to 
arrive at interventions. 
 

4. Broad and deep: It identifies all 
of the preconditions to change, 
and has a pathway of outcomes 
needed to bring all the outcomes 
about. This version is the most 
robust and the most time 
consuming and will facilitate 
thorough project planning. 

                                                                                                        Based on presentation by Dr Helene Clarke (13) 

Dr Clarke, founder of Actknowledge and an established proponent of TOC, 
recommends that if you can only do a narrow and shallow analysis then there is little 
point in using this model (13). In this instance it may be preferable to use the LM, as this 
more structured process is better suited to a narrow and shallow scope. 

Step 2: Identify the Long Term Goals 
A feature of the TOC when compared to the LM is that a TOC must always start out 
with the long-term outcome and then work backwards. The rules regarding outcomes 
reflect those discussed in the LM chapter of this guide, i.e. outcomes should: 

-‐ Not be outside the range of the service’s work or ability to influence  
-‐ Be attributable in part to the activities of the organisation 
-‐ Be SMART (Specific, measureable, achievable, relevant, timed) 
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However, guidance on long term outcomes within the TOC model suggest a greater 
level of detail than that which is used in many LMs (note point 4), with the clear 
identification of the following (they may be in any order with the sentence): 

1. Change 
2. For whom 
3. When 
4. How much change 

Examples 
- Road traffic within the central city area is reduced by 20% over a two year period 
- 75% of programme participants do not re-offend 18 months after programme 
- Three quarters of participants are self-employed, earning the equivalent of minimum 
wage one year following the programme. 
- 80% of school children in the school are trained as mediators and have engaged in 
the process in one of three nominated ways over the academic year. 
 

 
Step 3: Backwards Mapping and Connecting Outcomes 
This involves identifying and mapping all the preconditions that exist for long-term 
outcomes to be met. In an LM only a few preconditions are identified whereas within a 
TOC model the analysis should continue until all the preconditions have been 
identified. Note that the organisation may not currently have interventions to address 
all the preconditions, however for the integrity of the model it is important these are 
addressed and analysed. Where this occurs the question will arise: ‘if we can’t work to 
create this precondition, who can’.   

Once all the preconditions have been brainstormed, arrange them in clusters and/or 
logical sequences to tell the story of change; in order for the long term outcome to be 
met, this situation must be true (precondition), therefore this situation must be true 
(precondition), and so on, until there are no further preconditions. 

Examples 
For instance if your goal is that participants achieve certification, then the 
preconditions may be the following: 
 
Attendance and completion of work are prerequisites for certification in a 
programme. In order for participants to attend and participate, confidence and belief 
in their own ability to achieve may all be prerequisites to engagement.   
 
The understanding of certain theories or ideas may be prerequisites for participants to 
understand how past negative learning experiences may be related to systems failures 
rather than their own capacity.  
 
A prerequisite to this may be that it is seen by participants as worthwhile to engage in 
the initial sessions of the programme. 
 
A prerequisite to this may be that a peer has let them know about the programme 
and its value and connection to them and their goals rather than a traditional 
authority figure. 
 
 

Facilitators Tip: To help participants work out the outcome chain, ask ‘What outcomes 
must happen before we can achieve our long term outcome’? (6). If people are 
having difficulty identifying preconditions, you can ask ‘what are the barriers or 
challenges to achieving the end point’ and then flip these around, i.e. a barrier to 
getting the certificate is a deep-seated fear of education. Once flipped, this may 
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relate to confidence/ self-esteem or belief in ability to participate and complete the 
programme.  

A few common errors in defining outcomes and preconditions include: 

• Outcomes that include two discreet factors (separate them out as they require 
different interventions and indicators) 

• Outcomes that are too vaguely stated to make decisions (try be as SMART3 as 
possible) 

• The process and relationships are not in the right order, making it difficult to 
understand. In this case take a break and come back to the process with a set 
of different questions to assist in seeing the flow of change.  
 

Be careful that you are putting in pre-conditions and not interventions at this stage in 
the process. If interventions or rationale is discussed, record these separately as they 
can inform other steps in the process.  

Using post-its or pieces of coloured paper are useful techniques as this allows you to 
move around the comments into a logic flow as these arise. At the end of session, 
photograph these and transfer the content to flow chart. A number of these online 
flowchart systems are referenced in the resources section which are free to use and 
will support you in developing charts. 

 

The diagram should be discussed and checked with participants to ensure that the 
facilitators’ understanding is correct. Note that this is frequently an iterative process 
occurring over a number of workshops. 

Step 4: Clarify and Challenge Assumptions 
Assumptions are ‘beliefs about conditions that you think already exist and are not 
problematic’ (12). Keep a record of the assumptions that underpin your TOC 
pathways. At different points in the process undertake a reality check of the 
assumptions, with participants, asking questions like the following: 

• What are the assumptions for this chain of events? 
• Are the assumptions testable? 
• Is research available to highlight whether what you are assuming is true?   

It is likely that some additional research will be required to answer some of the 
questions that arise through the process. 

                                                        
3 Specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, timed 
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Step 5: Agree the Indicators 
This step involves the identification of indicators. Indicators are the information that will 
let you know if the outcomes have been realised. This aspect of the process is very 
similar to process used in the LM, read the relevant section of the previous chapter 
above for more detail on this step. For each outcome an indicator sentence should be 
developed which clearly outlines the following: 

1) What 
2) For whom 
3) How many  
4) How good / how much (the measure of the change) 
5) When 
6) Who and how will it be collected using what tools or systems  

This process needs to involve the staff that will be using the tools, and should aim to 
meet the guidelines outlined in the chapter five in relation to selecting tools. This may 
be done with a subgroup or a few key staff, who report back to a full group. 

Step 6: Agree the Interventions and their Rationale 
In the TOC interventions are actions which are designed to achieve particular 
outcomes. We have called these ‘activities’ in the LM section, and they are essentially 
what staff do to achieve change. They may be providing training, mentoring, a drop 
in centre or working with a partner service to do any of these. Unlike the LM 
interventions come after the desired outcome has been identified, in an LM the 
interventions are the starting point.  By changing the order of analysis this means that 
TOC opens up the possibility for a discussion that the interventions previously being 
provided by the service may not be the most appropriate or most effective to achieve 
the desired outcomes. 

’Interventions follow outcomes (not vice versa). By identifying interventions 
as supporting a particular outcome, it helps focus on what actually has to 
be done and who is best to do it‘ (11). 

Once all the outcomes have been clarified discuss with the group at which points in 
the pathways the organisation will be providing interventions. In most instances it is not 
possible to provide an activity or intervention for all points in the TOC, so this discussion 
is also about agreeing organisational priorities and looking at partnerships to provide 
for other required interventions. Some questions to help focus these discussions 
include: 

• What are the current gaps (i.e. an outcome does not have a matching 
intervention) 

• What are the possible interventions at each point? 
• What can other partners provide? 
• What are we best suited to provide? 
• If we don’t have systems or interventions to support the achievement of early 

pre-conditions, is it worth us focussing all our attention on later ones? 

All interventions should have an evidence base. An evidence base is information that 
lets you know that the intervention is likely to create the change you are looking for. 
Past experience is one type of evidence base, especially when there is information to 
corroborate this, such as outcome data. Research into other evaluated programmes is 
another source. 

Be wary about fitting existing interventions into the chart without careful analysis of 
whether they are the right fit for the TOC map. The TOC process should provide an 
opportunity to evaluate the interventions/activities that the service is providing from an 
open and creative point of view. 
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To support this approach it is useful to gain a general agreement between participants 
that the planning is ‘blue skies’ (i.e. is not tied to current funding agreements or plans).  
Once completed the TOC must be connected to existing plans, actions and if 
necessary, the service may need to change what it does, which will mean negotiating 
with funders. If your service is not in a position to take this open and reflective 
approach, then possibly the more targeted LM model is a better fit to your 
organisations needs at that time. 

Rationales for action should be clarified, rationales are the reasons for why 
interventions are selected. A rationale should include relevant literature or research, 
which support selection of one intervention over another. Rationales should: 

1 Explain why outcomes are needed, and why they would lead to outcomes.  
2 Why, in given contexts, interventions done in certain ways are most likely to bring 

about the change (13). 

Example Rationale: Our rationale for nominating champions (Champions have a role 
description, which includes implementing change, and is signed off by the Board), 
rather than just providing training to staff members, is that research shows that in 75% 
of cases, following training, the tools are not implemented (name research).  
Champion programmes have worked in other similar settings (name these) and our 
small sample survey (name how many were spoken to) indicates that the champion 
idea will fit with their organisational approach to change. 
  

Step 7: Writing the Narrative 
According to Actknowledge (6) the purpose of the narrative is twofold:  
 

‘a) to convey the major elements of the theory easily and quickly to 
others; b) to better understand how the elements of the theory work as a 
whole. Narratives should be kept to one or two pages’.  

 
There are number of ways of showing the narrative, and examples are provided in the 
resources section of the chapter. Narratives will also often take the form of a simplified 
diagram. In general, narrative should explain the outcomes and how they connect 
sequentially to the interventions. Outcomes and narratives build upon each other to 
create a long-term outcome, which is measurable and well defined. 
 
Step 8: On-going Analysis of Data 
As discussed in the challenges section of the introduction, if there is not a clear 
connection on how data will be used to continually reflect on and improve service 
delivery then the process cannot achieve its potential to create positive change. 
TOCs should be living documents and should be consistently refined based on 
indicator data that is received. 

If staff see the process as being irrelevant and unconnected to their day-to-day work 
this may discourage staff engagement in the data collection process. To address 
these potential issues, the service should answer the following questions: 

-‐ Who will analyse data and develop reports on the information arising from the 
outcome reporting system?  

-‐ How will this be discussed and learning extracted? 
-‐ How will learning be translated into practice? 
-‐ How will success be communicated to stakeholders? 
-‐ How will the system be reviewed? 
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3.6 Challenges 
Note that all the challenges that apply to the LM also apply to the TOC, as well as the 
following: 

-‐ The process is time intensive and requires significant facilitation skills.  
-‐ There is also likely to be a need for additional research. 
-‐ The process requires skills in creating accessible flow diagrams. 
-‐ If the service is not in a position to change aspects of the way they operate or 

provide services, then LM may be more suitable. 
-‐ Guidance on outcomes within the TOC model suggests that long term 

outcomes should be quite close to a target, for some services, where there is 
not sufficient existing information on benchmarked standards, these kind of 
outcome standards may seem challenging or arbitrary.  It should also be noted 
that uninformed targets can be damaging as workers seek to achieve these at 
a cost of other aspects of the work. 

3.7 Limitations 
• The model is not externally validated and so is less robust than the SROI model.  
• The model does not review the value of the work, or provide a method for 

comparing different programmes or objectives. SROI does this using the 
common denominator of money. 

3.8 Advantages  
• As compared to LMs TOC is easier to read as a narrative as there is a rationale 

included and assumptions are identified. 
• As compared to LMs, the analysis (if using options 2, 3 or 4 from the table) 

provides much more depth. 

 
3.9 Further Reading and Resources 
 
Networks / Communities 

• Theory of Change Community (TOC)     
www.theoryofchange.org 

Free Facilitator Resources on Undertaking TOC 
• ActKnowledge Facilitator Resources 

There are a number of clear and simple facilitator resources, which this guide 
draws extensively from. 
http://TOC.theoryofchange.org/wpcontent/uploads/TOCo_library/pdf/James_
TOC.pdf 

Flow chart software 
• TOCO: theory of change software (free option) 

http://TOC.theoryofchange.org/?dirtoken=7fif09elxap6jf0y8ylyz9889x#1 
• Gliffy flowchart software (free option) 

http://TOC.gliffy.com 
• Prezi presentation software (free option) 

www.prezi.com 
 
Some on-line examples 

• http://TOC.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2011/09/21082703/6 
• http://learningforsustainability.net/evaluation/theoryofchange.php (large 

number of resources) 
• Centre of Develop Child at Harvard http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=urU-

a_FsS5Y 
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• Arizona State – access to education 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YJSMa7AA3cU 
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4 Social Return on Investment 
4.1 Overview and History 
SROI is a framework for measuring the value of services. SROI assesses the value of the 
outcomes of the service to those affected by it. The process considers both negative 
and positive outcomes. It also considers intended and unintended outcomes and 
often places a value on things which are not traditionally valued, such as belonging, 
wellbeing and confidence. It does this by placing a monetary value on outcomes, in 
each instance using a clear rationale as to how that value has been calculated. 

SROI was developed from social accounting and cost benefit analysis over the last ten 
years and is based on seven principles that underpin how SROI should be applied. In 
2008, the Office of the Third Sector in England and Scottish Government each 
committed to three-year projects to develop and disseminate SROI in the not for profit 
sector.  

A number of funding schemes, such as the Department of Health Social Enterprise 
Investment Fund (SEIF), have started stipulating the use of SROI as the measurement 
approach. 

Like LM and TOC, SROI is best used when learning from the process can be used to 
help to effect change within an organisation. SROI can be used to plan services 
(forecast) or to evaluate services (summative or evaluative). 

4.2 Limitations of this Guide in Relation to SROI 
This chapter draws extensively on the recommended reading: ‘A Guide to Social 
Return on Investment’ (2012) published by the SROI network. This chapter aims to 
provide an entry-level understanding of what SROI is and some of the underpinning 
principles for its use. Unlike the previous two chapters after reading this introduction 
and following up with additional reading, a reader will not be in a position to 
undertake an SROI themselves, without additional training. However it is important that 
managers and directors who are looking to plan impact measurement processes 
within their organisation are aware of how SROI works and what it seeks to achieve.  
This knowledge will assist them to evaluate whether SROI is appropriate for their 
organisation. For funders, an understanding of the principles of the SROI is vital in 
determining the quality of SROIs presented to them and being able to engage with 
this material. 
 
It is recommended that readers who are interested in SROI look to resources produced 
by the network and which draw on three previous guides4 in relation to SROI. These 
resources are funded by the UK Office of the Third Sector and are seeking to set the 
standard for SROI practice internationally. 
 

4.3 Definitions 
SROI: ‘a quantitative measurement of how effectively an organisation uses its 
capital and other resources to generate value for society’ (14). 

‘SROI measures change in ways that are relevant to the people or 
organisations that experience or contribute to it. It tells the story of how change 
is being created by measuring social, environmental and economic outcomes 
and uses monetary values to represent them. This enables a ratio of benefits to 

                                                        
4 The SROI Framework, drafted by Sara Olsen and Jeremy Nicholls; A Guide to SROI Analysis by Peter 
Scholten, Jeremy Nicholls, Sara Olsen and Brett Galimidi; and Measuring Social Value, by Eva Neitzert, Eilis 
Lawlor and Jeremy Nicholls (new economics foundation). (26) 
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costs to be calculated. For example, a ratio of 3:1 indicates that an investment 
of £1 delivers £3 of social value‘ (26) 

4.4 Glossary SROI 
Impact/outcome  A change resulting from an activity (8). Impacts and outcomes 

should be viewed across all those affected by the activity not 
just the named target group. 

 
External Validation This means that the SROI has been validated by the network, 

there is a cost to this, but having it validated means that the 
facilitator has properly applied the methodologies in line with 
the principles. A validated SROI is consequently more robust. 

 
Materiality  This is the process by which it is determined what impacts should 

be measured. 
  
Deadweight Aspects of change that would have happened anyway (14), i.e. 

a certain number of youth in an access education programme 
would have gone on to education without the intervention of 
the programme. This information needs to be considered to 
calculate the real change that the service made. 

 
Attribution         Proportion of change that is a result of other factors or 

organisations / interventions (14). For example; over the course 
of a ‘promote the high street’ campaign, aggregate sales were 
increased.  However in this example if the role of tax cuts and 
their effect on increasing sales nationally are not considered the 
real impact of the campaign cannot be estimated correctly. 

 
Transparency Being able to show the rationale or all decisions throughout the 

process is key to a good SROI. This is known as transparency. To 
achieve this, organisations should keep a record of all decisions 
made throughout the process and the information that was 
considered to inform these decisions. 
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4.5 Principles 
Principles are core to SROI and are used by external evaluators to measure how robust 
an SROI is. To achieve validation all SROI reports must show that they have meet these 
principles. 

1. Involve Stakeholders 
Inform what gets measured and how this is measured and valued by involving 
stakeholders. Stakeholders are those people or organisations that experience change 
as a result of an intervention / activity and they will be best placed to describe the 
change. This principle means that stakeholders need to be identified and then 
involved in consultation throughout the analysis. This is to ascertain the value, and the 
way that it is measured, is informed by those affected by or who affect the activity. 
 
2. Understand What Changes 
Articulate how change is created and evaluate this through evidence gathered, 
recognising positive and negative changes as well as those that are intended and 
unintended. This principle requires that the theory of how these changes were created 
is clear and supported by evidence. These changes are the outcomes of the activity, 
made possible by the contributions of stakeholders, and often thought of as social, 
economic or environmental outcomes. These outcomes should be measured to 
provide evidence that the change has taken place. 
 
3. Value the Things that Matter 
Use financial proxies so that the value of the outcomes can be recognised. Many 
outcomes are not traded in markets and as a result, their value is not recognised. 
Financial proxies should be used in order to recognise the value of these outcomes 
and to give a voice to those excluded from markets yet are affected by activities. This 
will influence the existing balance of power between different stakeholders. 
 
4. Only Include what is Material 
Determine what information and evidence must be included in the accounts to give a 
true and fair picture, so that stakeholders can draw reasonable conclusions about 
impact. This principle requires an assessment of whether a person would make a 
different decision about the activity if a particular piece of information were excluded. 
‘Materiality’ is important in considering which stakeholders to include and which 
outcomes should be included. Deciding what is material requires reference to the 
organisation’s own policies, its peers, societal norms, and short-term financial impacts. 
External assurance becomes important in order to give those using the account 
comfort that material issues have been included. 
 
5. Do Not Over-Claim Values 
Only claim the value that organisations are responsible for creating. This principle 
requires reference to trends and benchmarks to help assess the change 
caused by the activity, as opposed to other factors, and to take account of what 
would have happened anyway. It also requires consideration of the contribution of 
other people or organisations to the reported outcomes. 
 
6. Be Transparent 
Demonstrate the basis on which the analysis may be considered accurate and honest, 
and show that it will be reported to and discussed with stakeholders. This principle 
requires that each decision relating to stakeholders, outcomes, indicators and 
benchmarks should be explained and documented.  Documentation should include 
the sources and methods of information collection; the different scenarios considered 
and the communication of the results to stakeholders. This report should also include 
an account of how those responsible for the activity will change the activity as a result 
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of the analysis. The analysis will be more credible when the reasons for the decisions 
are transparent. 
 
7. Verify the Result 
Ensure appropriate independent assurance. Appropriate independent assurance is 
required to help stakeholders assess whether or not the decisions made by those 
responsible for the analysis were reasonable. 
 

Source: SROI Network, 7 principles of SROI. Liverpool. U.K  

 
4.6 How to Do it – SROI 
Please note that the following steps are for information purposes. It is advised that 
anyone wishing to undertake an SROI undertakes a two-day training workshop, or 
works with a qualified consultant. A list of training providers can be found the end of 
this chapter. The steps involved in developing an SROI are: 

Step one:  Establishing scope and identifying key stakeholders 
Step two:  Mapping outcomes 
Step three:  Evidencing outcomes and giving them a value 
Step four:  Establishing impact 
Step five:  Calculating the SROI  
Step six:  Reporting, using and embedding 
 
Step One: Establishing Scope and Identifying Key Stakeholders 
As with many complex processes a small steering group can be useful to guide the 
process of SROI, or indeed any form of impact measurement. The scope of an SROI 
should start with an assessment of what aspects of the organisations will be included in 
the SROI. In deciding the scope of the work the answers to the following questions may 
be useful: 

• What do we need from the process? 
• What are the resources we have for the process (staff time and finance for 

external support)? 
• Is there an area of work that has clear outcome measures (as this will support a 

high quality SROI)? 

Once an area for evaluation has been identified, ask the following: 

• Who are our stakeholders (any person, group or organisation affected by our 
activities)? 

• Will they engage with the process, and how will we involve them? 

Facilitators Tip: If your organisation has a few programmes that all work with the same 
group of services users it may be difficult to evaluate what part of the programme 
lead to what specific changes for the clients. If this is the case it may be useful to 
consider increasing the scope of the SROI to include all programmes that involved the 
selected group of service users (or the majority of them). For instance in a youth 
service that provides both group programmes as well as 1-2-1 mentoring service, it 
would be difficult to fully separate out how each of these services contributes to 
change for the youth who use both services. In this instance it may be useful to 
undertake a broader SROI that includes both programmes. 

Step Two: Mapping Outcomes 
This step bears much in common with LM and TOC. This step involves the creation of a 
pathway of change factors that result in significant long-term outcomes that are 
meaningful to the stakeholders. If the organisations has undertaken an LM or TOC 
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previously and established ways of recording data based on identified indicators, the 
SROI will be easier to complete and more robust in its findings. 

It is important to note that a significant difference between the LM and TOC processes 
is that SROI necessitates that the outcomes come from stakeholders. It’s not about 
what services providers want to see happen, but rather about what did happen for 
service users. While an LM or SROI may be meaningfully completed without speaking 
directly to services users, this is not possible in an SROI.  The principle of stakeholder 
involvement is essential to SROI and ensures an additional level of robustness in 
identifying outcomes.  

Step Three: Evidencing Outcomes and Giving Them a Value 
Once you have a list of pathways of change, it is necessary to work out how much of 
the change occurred for the stakeholder group. Again the best way to find out about 
this is by asking programme recipients and stakeholders. If the service has pre-
established outcome measures and indicators collected throughout the programme, 
then this will add an additional layer of validity to the process. If the service has not 
undertaken any work in relation to outcome reporting then the process of the SROI is 
likely to be more time consuming (and expensive if using a consultant) as significant 
data collection will need to be included as part of the process. Refer to chapter four 
in this guide on indicators and methods for collecting information. 

Once there are clear indicators for what changed, then it is necessary to place a 
value on these. This part of the process includes valuing soft outcomes like: dignity, self-
esteem, community connectedness and work readiness that traditionally do not have 
a marketplace value. To value these outcomes in a way that allows them to be 
compared, each outcome is given a monetary value.  

Using money as a common reference point allows readers to compare and contrast 
very different outcomes using a common and agreed language, which everyone 
understands. There are a number of methods to do this which include exploring: 

-‐ What the outcome is worth to participants 
-‐ The comparative cost of goods and services in the open market 
-‐ What it would cost for the stakeholder to get a similar outcome, or what it 

would cost to correct the negative outcome 
-‐ What research or data tells us about the value to groups who are similar to 

recipients 

As with all steps involved in SROI, some core elements to this process are the 
involvement of service users, ensuring that value is not overestimated and providing 
clear guidance for readers on how the values were arrived at. 

Step Four: Establishing Impact  
In this section, the role of the person conducting the SROI is to calculate: 

-‐ What would have occurred anyway without the intervention (deadweight) 
-‐ How much of the outcome is because of the work of the service in the SROI 

(attribution) 

Involving stakeholders through survey, focus groups or interviews as well as using 
research to support these figures.  Research is also used to calculate the deadweight 
and attribution. 

Step Five: Calculating the SROI  
‘This step involves adding up all the benefits, subtracting any negatives and 
comparing them to the investment’ (26). From this process comes the equation that 
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many people associate with SROI, i.e. for every €1 spent an additional €3 is returned in 
social value. As part of this process the author must also stress test the calculations to 
make sure that these are robust when they consider variations in the theory of change 
as described in the analysis.   

Step Six: Reporting, Using and Embedding Learning 
As with each model provided in this guide the last step in the process, once an SROI is 
completed, the service needs to: 

-‐ Review any lessons from the process. 
-‐ Involve stakeholders in discussions about the findings, ideally including target 

specific versions and accessible versions for service users, funders and services 
users. 

-‐ Establish a detailed plan for how learning from the process will be integrated 
into the day-to-day plan of the organisation, with clearly identified lead 
person to drive change. 

4.7 Is SROI for You: Some Commonly Asked Questions 
Below are a number of commonly asked questions:  

Q: How do you work out the value of the outcomes in a way that 
funders will hear it? 
The key method here is to involve funders in the process and work with them to 
ascertain the value of the outcomes. This may require some information provision, so 
that the principles are understood.  See the example below for how this is applied. 

Q: Do funders understand or care about SROI? 
Some will and some won’t. Civil servants who are up-to-date with commissioning 
debate and practice internationally will be aware that the British and Scottish 
Governments have invested substantially in refining and promoting SROI. By 
undertaking any form of impact measurement this empowers service providers to state 
their case in a more informed and convincing manner, SROI can assist organisations in 
leading the dialogue on impact measurement. 

Q: How much does an SROI cost? 
This depends on a number of factors including: 

-‐ The scope of the work: (how large the project is / how many stakeholder 
groups there are). 

-‐ Availability of existing outcome information: Are there good records of 
outcome indicators? Has an LM or SROI been undertaken the past? 

-‐ The purpose of the SROI: Is this just for internal use? In this case, it may be less 
thorough. Is it for delivering to funders and other stakeholders? In this case, it 
should aim towards being very robust. 

-‐ Whether the report be validated or not 

Q: Can we just do one section of the service? 
Yes, undertaking an SROI for an aspect of the service (especially if it is a large service) 
is a pragmatic way of engaging in the process. However it may be useful to discuss 
the scope with someone familiar with SROI. If the scope is too narrow then you may 
find it difficult to separate out the effect of a part of the service on the beneficiaries, if 
other parts of the service are working with them also. If the service users cannot 
separate out various aspects of the service, then this will make working out discreet 
impact and outcomes difficult. In this case, it may be easier and more effective to 
SROI these projects together. 
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Q: What if perspectives on outcomes diverge significantly between 
stakeholder groups? 
If the outcomes are very different for the stakeholder groups, it may be necessary to 
separate stakeholders into groups according to their experience. It is the challenge of 
the SROI practitioner to try to work out if there is any significance in varying outcomes. 
For this, the best information source is likely to be the stakeholders themselves, as well 
as staff who are working with these individuals. Programme data can also be very 
helpful in understanding significant divergence i.e. the participants who completed at 
least 75% of the programme and those who completed less than 75% had very 
different outcomes.  This needs to be clear in the SROI. 

Q: What’s the difference between a forecast and evaluative SROI 
A forecast SROI is often done when planning an SROI and seeks to work out what the 
value will be if all the planned interventions achieved the expected results(26). This is a 
useful planning tool, and can also be used to plan what outcome indicators to use for 
an evaluative SROI to be undertaken. An evaluative SROI is retrospective; it will review 
the inputs and outcomes for a discreet period, (often a year). This will evaluate what 
happened and what the change was worth to stakeholders over this time.  

Q: How do I know if a facilitator is qualified to do an SROI? 
To be a registered SROI practitioner, an individual must have completed SROI training 
that is affiliated to the SROI network and then must have completed an SROI and had 
this accredited. Ask any potential facilitators about their experience, or contact the 
SROI network and ask for a list of trained and accredited practitioners. 

Q: Do you need to buy special tools, templates etc. to do one or can 
you use your own? 
Any training provider will provide you with a template spread sheet and one can be 
accessed on www.sroi.com.  There are no templates for reporting, as the network has 
agreed that these need to be tailored to each project and audience. 

Q: How do you avoid over –claiming? 
SROI aims at working out the real savings to each stakeholder from their perspective. 
As an example; If you run a programme that helps someone to avoid committing a 
crime for a year after they have participated on your programme, do you use the cost 
of a year of prison to calculate the value? In this case, you would involve (if possible) a 
state representative from the prison or justice system (often a funder is the easiest point 
of access). In this case it is unlikely that the saving would be the cost of a year in prison 
from the prison’s (Dept. of Justice’s) perspective. For them there have been only small 
savings, as staff and building costs and so on have not been reduced. For them the 
saving may be the equivalent value in reducing overcrowding in a cell for example. 
However in this example, there are savings for the state – the cost of court and the 
cost of a crime that has not been committed are some examples. Working with 
stakeholders to obtain a realistic value on outcomes that they understand and 
endorse is an important aim of the process.   

4.8 Limitations 
• If there are not already good outcomes data collection systems in place, it 

can be time-consuming to conduct an evaluative SROI analysis first time 
around (14). 

• There is a danger that services will focus on the ratio (the ration of inputs to 
value obtained) and not the narrative which is the most important aspect of 
the SROI. It is the narrative that has the potential to improve service delivery 
and inform decision making - not the ratio. 
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• If SROIs have not been validated it may undermine the robustness or 
thoroughness of the report. Over claiming can mean that a whole report can 
be dismissed. Validation is an important way for an organisation to ascertain 
the work is of a good quality. 

• SROI is an outcome rather than a process evaluation. If detailed information is 
required on how effective a process was or where it could be improved 
another form of evaluation may be more appropriate. 

• SROI requires a diverse skill set – from stakeholder engagement to research to 
working with spread sheets, is necessary to ensure that you have the right skills 
mix to complete an SROI or that you have the necessary supports for this 
process. 

• Some things are very challenging to place a value on, such as the value of a 
child’s life. Coming up with these type of values for can be challenging and 
needs to be done with sensitivity. 

• While SROI aspires to be recognised as on a par with methods such as ROI (this 
is the financial return on the financial input), the model challenges notions 
about value and is being debated. 
 

4.9  Advantages of the Model 
-‐ By using the common language of currency, this can provide a clearer basis 

for making decisions between two or more options (8), i.e. for services who 
need to decide between competing priorities or between a number of 
different methods for providing their service an SROI can assist. By having a 
common language to compare different ways of providing a service 
(monetary valuations) this can assist in deciding what is of most value to 
stakeholders.  

-‐ SROI can be externally validated which provides additional levels of validity to 
the findings.   

-‐ The model uses a very well structured process and demands transparency, 
which increases the ability for readers to engage and critique the process and 
outcomes, this adds a great deal to the work. Creating a dialogue around the 
work can in itself be a positive outcome from the process. 

4.10 Further Reading and Resources 
SROI Guides 

• The SROI Guide 2012 (and supplements) 
This is the definitive guide developed in partnership with five organisations 
(including NEF and NCVO) and published by the UK Cabinet Office. 
http://www.thesroinetwork.org/publications 

• Measuring Value: A Guide to SROI (2008) 
http://commdev.org/files/2196_file_SROI.nef2008.pdf 

Networks 
• The SROI Network, welcomes members who are interested and trained in SROI 

(address as above). 
• There is an Irish Linked in group from those interested in SROI, contact to obtain 

current information, membership must be approved by the group. Search SROI 
network Ireland. 

Trainers 
• Contact the SROI Network for a list of accredited trainers 

On-line Examples  
• The Economic and Social Return of Action for Children’s Family Intervention 

Project, Northamptonshire. Sept 2010.  
http://www.thesroinetwork.org/case-studies/assured (report) 
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• The Difference We Make: A Social Return on Investment Analysis (2012) 

http://www.spoda.co.uk/documents/TheDifferenceWeMakeA428pp.pdf  
(report) 
http://www.spoda.co.uk/documents/SROIAnalysisReportInsert.pdf (impact 
map) 

• The Benefits of Procuring School Meals through the Food for Life Partnership 
(2011) 
http://www.neweconomics.org/publications/entry/the-benefits-of-procuring-
school-meals-through-the-food-for-life-partnership (report) 
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5 Using Validated or Bespoke 
Measurement Tools 

5.1 Overview 
Once your organisation has identified all the information it needs to capture and 
measure (your indicators), the next step is deciding how to gather this information.  

For any one piece of information your organisation wants to measure there are likely to 
be multiple ways of measuring it. Take the following example: an organisation 
providing bike maintenance workshops to local youth wants to measure an increase in 
competency in bicycle repairs. The methods that could be used by the organisation 
include the following:  

-‐ Skills assessment: by providing the children with a task to complete and testing 
their skills in doing so. This could be done before and after to measure change 
in competency. 

-‐ Measure in use of the information: A pre and post survey could be done on 
how often youth fix their bike over a one month period. 

-‐ Measure the increase in self-assessment in confidence and competence: 
through a pre and post survey or focus group. 

-‐ Staff observation: by staff regularly observing the youth working in the 
workshop and recording changes in their capacity over time using a scale that 
is agreed between all staff to ensure comparability. 

The scenario described here highlights the range of methods that can be used to 
determine if outcomes have been achieved.  This chapter provides information to 
assist you in determining what tools can are best to be used in different scenarios. 

5.2 Glossary 
     Validated Tools   ‘A validated instrument is one which has undergone a validation 

procedure to show that it accurately measures what it aims to do, 
regardless of who responds, when they respond, and to whom they 
respond. Elements of a validation procedure may include the 
examination of reliability, the comparison of results with other 
sources of data, the translation and reverse translation to reduce 
ambiguity, the examination of feasibility: acceptability, time 
needed to respond, cost etc. as well as the examination of 
variation in response due to data inquiry methods (self-
administered, personal interview, telephone interview etc.)’(23). 

   Bespoke Tools Questionnaires, tests or any other data-collection tool that is   
developed by an organisation for their own use. 

   Benchmarking: The use of data to facilitate comparison of process and outcomes 
between programmes or activities. 

 
5.3 Collecting Information  
When attempting to measure impact, the organisation must decide what information 
to collect to evidence the whether outcomes have been attained. Next the tools and 
method for collecting information needs to be agreed. 

Some information, especially that related to outputs can be simple enough to collect 
because it is countable or marked by a certain point of achievement for example 
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number of projects completed or number of certificates awarded. However, some 
information is more challenging to collect, namely information in relation to the 
following areas:     

Soft Outcomes 
The Institute for Employment Studies have defined soft outcomes as ‘outcomes from 
training, support or guidance interventions, which unlike hard outcomes, such as 
qualifications and jobs, cannot be measured directly or tangibly’ (22). Soft outcomes 
may include achievements relating to personal and interpersonal skills, organisational 
skills and analytical skills.  

Soft outcomes are often referred to as ‘distance travelled’, a term which describes the 
progress that a person is making towards a stated goal. There are many validated 
tools, which exist to measure distance travelled5. 

Collecting Information on Covert, Sensitive or Hidden Change 
It is likely to be more challenging to collect reliable information on issues that are: 
personally or culturally sensitive or private (suicide, sex, parenting practice) or relate to 
illegal behaviour (criminality, drug use). In this instance proxy measures may need to 
be used.  Proxies are the measures that are not testing the outcome directly but could 
be assumed to be reflective of change, i.e.: 

• A change in sexual risk behaviours may be indicated by more up-take of free 
condoms. 

• A change in drug use practice may be indicated by increase an in return of 
used injecting equipment or a change in the type of drug using paraphernalia 
used 

• Improvements in parenting practice may be indicated by increase in time 
spent doing something enjoyable with family members. 

5.4 Deciding Whether to use Validated or Bespoke 
Tools 

Once the type of information that will be collected has been defined, another 
consideration is whether to use a validated of bespoke tool.  There are a number of 
advantages and disadvantages that should be considered in this decision making 
process. Of course the end decision will be highly influenced by the tools that you 
have located and how well they reflect the outcomes that you are measuring. Pros 
and cons are outlined in the table below: 

Table 5: Advantages and Disadvantages of Bespoke and Validated Tools 

 Bespoke Tools Validated Tools 
 

Pros -‐ These can speak to your exact 
needs and process, taking account 
of what you need to know and 
how you will capture information. 

 
-‐ These can be designed to fit in with 

current systems. 
 
-‐ Staff and service users can be 

involved in designing tools, 

-‐ If tools have been validated through 
research, then this provides 
additional validity to the assessment 
of impact. 

 
-‐ Validated tools may support 

benchmarking, which can help you 
assess the meaning of your outcomes 
against local, national or 
international standards. 

                                                        
5 See for example the SROI Network have identified a comprehensive list of indicators with 
examples of measurement tools:  
http://www.wikivois.org/index.php?title=Special:RunQuery/Browse_Indicators 
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increasing ownership and 
engagement. 

 
 

 

Cons -‐ If you have developed tools 
yourself, it can be more 
challenging to analyse them 
without reference to other literature 
or examples. 
 

-‐ Results may not be considered as 
robust as when validated tools 
have been used. 

 
 

-‐ The term validity is not a 
straightforward one; tools exist along 
a validation continuum, rather than 
being in a simple ‘validated’ or ‘not 
validated’ category. 

 
-‐ Using validated tools can provide a 

short cut for real critical engagement 
with the process. Clear outcome 
statements should be developed to 
ensure that tool selection is well 
considered. 

 
 

5.5 Defining Validity 
Tools are not valid or invalid but exist along a continuum of validity. Understanding 
some of ways of defining validity may assist a service in providing a rationale for why a 
tool has been selected.   

Validity refers to the degree to which a measurement, questionnaire, test, or study or 
other data-collection tool measures what it is intended to measure (27). External 
validity refers to the extent to which the results of a study are generalisable or 
transferable. Internal validity refers to the rigor with which the study was conducted 
which may include the design of the questions, the care taken to get the information 
and decisions about what information was then used (28). There are a number of ways 
in which validity is defined or measured, two of which we describe here.  However it is 
important to note that concepts such as validity as well as reliability and comparability 
increase in relevance and complexity depending on the scale of the research that 
the organisation is conducting. It is outside the scope of this guidebook to address 
these issues in detail, however the following are introductory comments to the some of 
the core ideas associated with validity. 

Face Validity 
Face validity refers to whether the tool will measure what it is supposed to measure; 
whether it is a reasonable way to gain the information that is needed. The Oxford 
Dictionary of Psychology defines it as ‘the validity of a test estimated or judged 
intuitively, without recourse to any objective evidence. Also called a priori validity.’ 
(29) 

Criterion Related Validity 
Criterion related validity exists where the test or measure has been shown to effectively 
predict the degree to which measures relate to some other criterion of the 
characteristic being assessed. This is also known as predictive validity (30). For 
example, an aptitude test that has been shown to accurately predict success in 
certain subjects or careers, or a test measuring happiness that reflects levels of 
happiness reported by the person taking the test. 

Construct Validity 
Construct validity seeks agreement between a theoretical concept and a specific 
measuring device or procedure (31).  For example, does a test on measuring 
depression actually measure all the indicators of depression as defined within a 
theoretical construct? 
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5.6 Methods for Collecting Information 
The following tables highlight some common methods for collecting data.  All methods 
for collecting data will fall into one of four categories: 

-‐ Assessment of change by the service user (i.e. through pre/post tracking tools, 
focus group, survey, interview). 

-‐ Assessment of change by a third party (i.e. through staff member, family 
member, employer (i.e. through focus group, survey or interview). 

-‐ A test (i.e. through a record of change in understanding and/or knowledge). 
-‐ The completion of an action (i.e. through survey, focus group, observation or 

interview). 

The following table highlights a number of methods used to collect information and 
relevant pros and cons. 

Name: Pre & Post Testing / Tracking Tools 
Definition: standardised or bespoke assessments administered prior to and after an 
intervention or programme to measure change; or tools that capture information at 
multiple points to track change over time. 
Pros Cons 

 
-‐ Useful for measuring change that 

occurs over the course of an 
intervention or programme 

-‐ Many validated measures already 
exist so the organisation does not 
have to develop them 

-‐ Changes over time and across a 
larger group can be collected 

 

-‐ Change can be measured but not 
necessarily attributed to the 
intervention 

-‐ The results can be influenced by the 
relationship with the worker, 
engagement with the programme and 
other issues such as language, literacy 
etc. can also influence scores on pre-
post tests. 

-‐ There may not be suitable measures 
available for the specific change the 
organisation is trying to measure. 
 

Tips 
-‐ Have a clear understanding of what changes the organisation wishes to 

measure. 
-‐ Ensure that the test measures exactly what you wish it to measure. 
-‐ Clearly explain the purpose of the information collection to participants and 

what it is being used for. 
 
Additional Resources: 
See section 4.5 for a number of tool resource libraries. 

 
Name: Focus Groups6 
Definition: Structured interviews with small groups using standardised questions and/or 
open discussion. 
Pros Cons 

 
-‐ Low cost 
-‐ Rapid data collection 
-‐ Participants define what is important 
-‐ Some opportunity to explore issues in 

depth 

-‐ Can be time consuming to 
assemble groups 

-‐ Produces limited quantitative data 
-‐ Requires trained facilitators 
-‐ Less control over process than key 

                                                        
6 Adapted from (24) 



42 
 

-‐ Opportunity to clarify responses 
through probes 

 

informant interviews 
-‐ Difficult to collect sensitive 

information. 
-‐ Accuracy limited and difficult to 

specify 
-‐ May be difficult to analyse and 

summarise findings 
 

Tips 
-‐ Include people who can provide the information you need 
-‐ Define criteria for participants precisely and include participants who meet this 

criteria 
-‐ Carefully consider how you can encourage people to attend, i.e. tying it into 

another event, offering lunch etc. 
-‐ Participants who do not know one another are more likely to be honest 

 
Additional Resources: 
World Health Organisation: A Manual for the Use of Focus Groups: 
http://libdoc.who.int/publications/1993/0963552228.pdf 
 
 
Name: One-to-one interviews7 
 
Definition: Structured or unstructured one-on-one directed conversations with key 
individuals 
Pros Cons 
-‐ Respondents define what is important 
-‐ Possible to explore issues in depth 
-‐ Opportunity to clarify responses 

through probes 
-‐ Sources of leads to other data sources 

and other key informants 
-‐ Can be robust and led to a good 

understanding of issues 

-‐ Can be time consuming to set up 
interviews with busy people 

-‐ Requires skilled/trained interviewers 
-‐ Accuracy (generalizability) limited 

and difficult to specify 
-‐ Produces limited quantitative data 
-‐ May be difficult to analyse and 

summarise findings 
-‐ If used for research and publication, 

may require recording and translation 
Tips 

-‐ Plan an interview guide based on required information and stick to the agreed 
structure for the interview. 

-‐ Plan logistics: timing, suitable location 
-‐ Clearly explain how information will be used and confidentiality etc. 

Additional Resources: 
Agency for International Development. Conducting key informant interviews in 
developing countries: http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/pnaax226.pdf 
 
 

Name:  Survey8 
Definition: Standardized paper-and-pencil, phone or online questionnaires 
Pros Cons 
-‐ Allows for comparisons with 

other/larger populations when items 
-‐ Relatively slow to design, implement, 

and analyse 

                                                        
7 Pros and Cons adapted from (24)  
8 Definition, Pros and Cons adapted from (24) 
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come from existing instruments 
-‐ Easily generates quantitative data 
-‐ Can reach a large number of people 

-‐ Accuracy depends on who and how 
many people sampled 

-‐ Accuracy limited to willing and 
reachable respondents 

-‐ May have low response rates 
-‐ Little opportunity to explore issues in 

depth 
Tips 

-‐ Pilot test surveys to ensure clarity, fit-for-purpose and usability 
-‐ Ensure questions are unambiguous, comprehensible, unbiased and are not 

‘double-barrelled’ 
-‐ Use a mixture of open and close ended questions 
-‐ Explore ways to increase response rates. For example, offer rewards or prizes for 

survey completion, or use gatekeepers to advertise the survey. 
 

Additional Resources: 
US Centre for Disease Control. Programme Evaluation Tip Sheet. 
http://www.cdc.gov/DHDSP/programs/nhdsp_program/docs/Constructing_Survey_Qu
estions_Tip_Sheet.pdf 
 
 

Name: Data Information Management9 
Definition: Data that has already been collected by an agency or organisation and 
are in their records or archives 
Pros Cons 
-‐ Relatively rapid 
-‐ Unobtrusive 
-‐ Usually allows for historical 

comparisons/trend analysis 
-‐ Often allows for comparisons with larger 

populations 

-‐ Outcome indicators may only be 
there if these have been planned 
and systems developed. 

-‐ May not provide a complete picture 
of the situation 

-‐ If poor data collection processes 
were in place, the information 
produced may not be useful 

-‐ Only as good as the consistency or 
the data 

Tips 
-‐ To facilitate mining of data, ensure quality data collection processes are in 

place in the organisation: only information that will be used is collected, the 
way data is recorded is clear and consistent across the organisation, the data 
is collected in a format that will facilitate mining e.g. at minimum in a well-
designed excel sheet. 

 

5.7 Resources 
Below are a number of online libraries that provide example lists of indicators and 
measurement tools. 

Indicator / Outcome Banks 
• Global Value Exchange 

http://www.globalvaluexchange.org 
An international website with a growing bank of information on indicators, tools 
and other information to support outcome and impact measurement. 
 

                                                        
9 As above 
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• Inspiring impact 
http://inspiringimpact.org 
A UK collective organisation with resources for NGOs on measuring impact. 
 

• New Economics Foundation Sample Indicators 
http://www.proveandimprove.org/meaim/samplendicators.php 
This website contains a comprehensive and clearly detailed list of tools, 
standards and processes to support impact measurement and continuous 
quality improvement. 
 

• SROI Network wikiVois 
http://www.wikivois.org/index.php?title=Personal_and_Social_Well-Being 
Big Society Capital commissioned a team comprising NPC, the SROI Network 
and Investing for Good to develop a new suite of tools to help social investors, 
and those seeking social investment, to embed a robust approach to impact 
in their work. WikiVOIS is a live database of values, indicators, tools and 
outcomes for practitioners and researchers that allow people to share the way 
they measure and account for value. 
 

 
Free Guide to Support Development of Bespoke Tools 

-‐ Guide to Measuring Soft Outcomes and Distance Travelled 
http://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/distance.pdf 
If your organisation is considering developing bespoke tools this guide may be 
of use. 
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Deciding Which Methodology to 
Use 
5.8 Overview 
This section includes a decision making matrix, adapted from Prof Joe Schweterman 
from De Paul University. Those wishing to compare and contrast the various models 
outlined in this book can use this template to consider the applicability of each model 
for their own purposes. 
 
This matrix can be used not only to evaluate the three models presented in this guide, 
but can also support analysis and benchmarking of any outcome measurement 
process.  
 

5.9 Decision Making Criteria 
Here are some general guidelines to support tool selection. If you use LM or TOC in a 
thorough way, this should support a SROI at a later stage, as your service will have 
some level of outcome data available.  
 
Efficiency 
LM and TOC are closely related, although LM is a more streamlined and less complex 
process. If you are short on time and have a solid evidence base for your practice LM 
may be sufficient. Efficiency should not only be gauged on the time a process will 
take, but on how effectively the process will be at doing what is needed for your 
organisation.  
 
If your stakeholders are unclear about what should be done to achieve project goals, 
or what the evidence base is for various approaches, if the project is in planning 
phase, or needs to be refocused, TOC is a more thorough planning tool. 
 
Using a Social Return on Investment methodology is likely to be more time consuming 
than the other two options, however the added weight of a monetary value on social 
impact may benefit certain organisations in telling their story. 
 
Affordability  
Cost is an unavoidable factor in any impact measurement process. Affordability will 
be influenced by a number of factors including: 
 

-‐ Expertise: will the implementation be facilitated internally, or by an external 
facilitator? For SROI, a qualified, accredited practitioner would be required.  

-‐ Current status: If the introduction of an impact measurement process is a new 
concept in your organisation, there will be time and resources required for 
system establishment, consultation and staff training, as well as on-going staff 
training, monitoring and supports for implementation. 

-‐ Information technology systems: Once a system has been put in place it 
requires collation and analysis. The more complex the process, the more likely it 
is that you will need an intelligent Client Management System or IT 
infrastructure to support the management of data.  

 
Speed of Implementation 
While it is recommended that the introduction of an impact measurement system is 
not rushed, it is also acknowledged that external pressures can influence decision 
making. As noted, where time is a factor, organisations can implement one of the less 
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resource and time intensive models, which will still be useful if an alternative is adopted 
at a later stage.  
 
SROI is the most time and skill intensive methodology, although also provides the most 
robust outcomes and is the only option, that provides the opportunity for external 
validation. This is useful to select if you have some funding or resources available, are 
interested in undertaking a longer-term and robust approach to impact measurement. 
 
Political Acceptability 
As mentioned, extrinsic motivating factors are often an important element of outcome 
measurement. It is important to consider not only the needs of you organisation and 
direct funders, but to also take heed of the wider environment. The political and 
cultural acceptability of the methodology you choose will be an important element of 
the continued use and success of your impact measurement system. For example, the 
specific naming of social bonds in the 2011 Programme for Government is indicative of 
a shift towards the measuring of social impact among funders.  

Risk 
As with any process, there are organisational and operational risks to consider when 
introducing any system such as the ones outlined in this guide. Such risks may include: 

-‐ The process may highlight areas of service activity that are not working. 
-‐ Bureaucracy reduces quality: That management and staff become overly 

focussed on paperwork and targets to the detriment of quality work being 
completed for end users 

-‐ Changes in the political landscape: that methods or models favoured by a 
government department or other benefactor may be superseded by others 
rendering the system the organisation has implemented as less favourable. 

Remember there is no one correct methodology and what matters most is that the 
service engages authentically with the model selected and at the end is in a position 
to convincingly tell a story of how resources are used to impact change. 

Table 6: Example Decision Making Tool 

 Source: Prof Joe Schweterman, De Paul Summer School 2012, Unpublished 

 

   

  Efficiency 
(Overall 
contributions to 
reaching your 
larger goal). 

 Affordability  
(Costs of 
implementation 
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collected). 
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Implementation 
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can benefits be 
achieved).  

Political 
Acceptability 
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will the public 
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6.1 Appendix 1 – Example of a Simple Logic Model  
Note: The first steps in this process are to establish the objectives and activities of the 
organisation / project.  There are likely to a few objectives for most projects and under 
each of these a number of activities. For each activity complete the following logic 
model.  Use the language builders to assist in completing the model. 
 
 

Activity  

 

 

1. Output 4. How and where is the output recorded? 

  

2. Outcome (short/medium term) 
What happens for service users as a result of the 
activity? What is the change or desired effect in 
the short / medium term? 

5. Indicators 
What is collected, by whom, when, using what tool? 

  

3. Long term Outcomes 
What is the change or desired effect in the long 
term? 

6. Indicators 
What is collected, by whom, when, using what tool? 

  

What will happen with the information? 

 

 

 

 

 
 


