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Executive summary 
Donors are now engaging directly with the private sector, as partners in development. This 
represents a major shift in mode of operation, relative to the more traditional, bilateral model. DCED 
members are looking to the DCED to support them in making that shift, not least by convening a 
group of donors around the topic of private sector engagement. In addition to the review outlined in 
this paper, current research is also covering business environment reforms that support inclusive 
business, how organisations are adapting to private sector engagement, and multi-stakeholder 
business platforms. 

This paper examines current practices in measuring social and environmental impact generated 
through impact investments; it was requested by the DCED Results Measurement Working Group. It 
gives an overview of the topic, as important insight for future thinking in related areas, such as 
public private development partnerships and blended finance. It is a preliminary analysis, based on a 
desk review; in particular, it relates current practice in Impact Investing to good practice in results 
measurement, as codified in the DCED Standard for Results Measurement. 

1. What is impact investing?  

ΨLƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ' (II) is an emerging field which has grown rapidly in the last few years, outside 
international development. Defined as 'investments made into companies, organizations, and funds 
with the intention to generate social and environmental impact alongside a financial return,'1 the 
field has attracted interest from donors looking for new ways promote sustainable results for poor 
people. 'Impact' is still a fluid term, and as implied by this definition, impact investing covers a wide 
variety of possible activities and approaches. Investment can be configured in many ways, for 
example in relation to timing or conditions. It can be made in any sector, from agriculture, energy 
and education through to health. It takes place domestically and across borders, in developed and 
emerging markets. 

Investors may be large institutional funds, foundations, governments or high net worth individuals; 
each type has different motives for investing, and expectations about financial and social and 
environmental returns - meaning that there are widely varying appetites for measuring impacts. 
Recipients of investment may be small start-ups, profit-making social enterprises looking to scale up, 
mature companies or funds. A core characteristic of impact investing is the measurement of social 
and environmental impact alongside financial returns.  

2. What is the status of results measurement in impact investing?  

The literature suggests that results measurement in impact investing has focused mainly on: 

¶ Assessing potential social and environmental impacts, risks and financial returns at the pre-
investment stage. 

¶ Measuring financial returns and outputs after investment decisions have been made. 

¶ Standardising results measurement infrastructure, including developing: 
o Rating or scoring systems, that largely focus on internal business management and operations, 

and 
o Catalogues of indicators such as IRIS, which investors can use to self-report and publish their 

achievements. 

Several organisations have also published guidelines on developing results measurement systems for 
impact investing to encourage better and increased measurement of social and environmental 
impacts. There are notable similarities with the DCED Standard for Results Measurement, 

                                                             
1
 GIIN website at https://thegiin.org/impact-investing  

https://thegiin.org/impact-investing
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particularly in developing an impact chain (similar to, though more simplified than, the DCED 
{ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΩǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŎƘŀƛƴύ ŀƴŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƴŘƛcators. Although, not covered in the guidance, results 
measurement is also often part of investment manager's responsibilities rather than of a separate 
measurement team. There are also differences. In the impact investing guidance, there is less 
emphasis on clearly articulating assumptions underpinning the impact chain. The integration of 
results measurement into management processes is the stated ideal but not mandatory. There are 
more explicit references to developing results measurement systems that are proportional to the 
size of the investment and its stage of development, and the maturity of the investee.  

As yet, impact investing measurement has not substantially focused on: 

¶ Embedding results measurement into management practices at all levels from investors down to 
recipient organisations. 

¶ Incorporating rigorous measurement of social and environmental impact into the costs of 
investments, as distinct from third party sponsors undertaking and/or funding measurement 
activities. 

¶ Assessing investment criteria other than impact (i.e. efficiency, relevance, sustainability, 
learning). 

¶ Measuring the effectiveness of intermediaries, who work with investors, to identify investment 
opportunities and structure financial instruments, and investees to identify opportunities for 
capital and to become ready for impact. 

¶ Measuring systemic change, beyond the impact to targeted beneficiaries and to the wider 
market. 

¶ Analysing relationships between different types of returns ς social, financial and environmental. 

There are many results measurement approaches on offer. These can be grouped into four broad 
categories: 

1. Rating systems as a predictor of impact ς these focus on the internal operations of an 
organization, covering for example the policies and processes in place to safeguard the 
environment, the quality of engagement with stakeholders, or treatment of employees. Many 
have their roots in CSR; in impact investing, they are used for due diligence processes. 

2. Output measurement as a proxy for social impact ς these systems measure only or mostly 
outputs, that is the products and services that are produced as a result of the organisations 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘƛǎŜŘ ƻǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳƛǎŜŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎΦ ¢ǊŀŎƪƛƴƎ ΨƭŜŀŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎΩ ŀǊŜ 
seen to signify the realisation of social impact. 

3. Directly assessing social impact ς systems that use a range of quantitative and/or qualitative 
information to very varying levels of depth. Some approaches are driven by investors, and favour 
standardisation and quantitative measures; others are more participatory and involve investees 
and beneficiaries. 

4. The assessment of social impact as part of doing businesses ς these approaches encourage the 
integration of results measurement into the management decision-making of the recipient of 
the investment, to improve the effectiveness in relation to social impact. 

 
In order to consider the relative maturity of the results measurement field in II, we can refer to the 
work of the G8 Social Impact Investing Task Force (Working Group on Impact Measurement) that has 
outlined four stages in the development of results measurement. These are: 

1. Emergence ς individual organisations are developing their own practices 
2. Consensus ς best practices emerge and there is increasing alignment across organisations 
3. Standardisation ς standards for performance measurement and transparency increase traction 
4. Integration ς ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΩǎ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ  
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Based on this review it would seem that current practice is transitioning from Level 1 ς emergence 
moving to Level 2 (as defined by the SIITF, 2014). In comparison, the implementation of the DCED 
Standard is at Level 3.  

3. Where are the opportunities and entry-points for DCED/donor engagement with impact 
investing and results measurement?  

Interest in impact investing has been rapidly growing, but the field is still young and emerging. Most 
energy has so far been focussed on identifying and building up a pipeline of investments. While 
results measurement is instrumental for tracking the impact of these investments as they matureτ
the valueτto date most of the work has been at the pre-investment phase and hence the focus has 
been on measuring the potential for impact. Impact investors are looking to learn from the 
experience of international development in measuring social impact. Wilton Park (2015) goes further 
proposing that both communities work together to develop a new set of practices to meet the 
specific needs of the impacting investing community, which will draw from, but be different to, 
current practice in international development. This presents opportunities for DCED Results 
Measurement Work Group to engage with and shape how impact investing approaches results. 
Based on the findings of this review there are some important implications for development 
organisations wanting to partner with the private sector on impact investments.  

Overall, learning is vital for the growth of this field but needs to be more purposeful and better 
shared. Given the impact investing field is so new, no organisations have experience that is both 
broad and deep and all are learning on the job. It is therefore important that DCED continue to 
network with others, support practical research and share experiences and lessons.  

In the short term, there are a number of very practical issues worthy of further attention. These are: 

3.1 .ŜǘǘŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ŘƻƴƻǊǎΩ ǾŀƭǳŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎΦ International development 
donors have a lot of power and influence in the industry. Some impact investing actors say there 
ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ŘƻƴƻǊǎΩ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ƻǾŜǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭΦ 
LŦ ŘƻƴƻǊǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ Ψǎƪƛƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜΩΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΦ .ŜǘǘŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŘƻƴƻǊǎΩ 
value-add of no-capital and low-capital options is useful.  
a. Document short case studies illustrating how donors have added value to impact 

investments 1) without providing capital; 2) low capital amounts; and 2) different types of 
capital.  

3.2 Assess the benefits and risks of subsidising results measurement for impact investing. There 
are examples of charity, research and philanthropic organisations subsidising the cost of robust 
impact measurement. This goes against the fundamental concept of impact investing since 
results measurement is not being added to the cost of the investment and therefore financial 
returns are overstated. A useful activity would be: 
a. Prepare a short note on the benefits and risks of subsidising results measurement, along 

with practical strategies to mitigate risks.  
3.3 Identify measurement that directly adds value to businesses. While it is recognised that results 

measurement for impact investing works best when it has a business value, few reports focus on 
what investees need to know in order to add value to the business. This is an important area for 
further investigation to garner efforts for results measurement. To fill a gap in the literature: 
a. Conduct research to better understand the results information (social, financial and 

environmental) that is most useful for businesses (beyond reporting to investors), and 
compare to information required by investors. 

In the medium term it would also be useful to: 

3.4 Develop mechanisms for assessing risk-return and results-measurement appetites of impact 
investing. Traditionally, fund managers consolidate capital from investors with similar financial 
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risk-return expectations. For impact investing, fund managers need to also consider the social 
risk-return expectations and results measurement expectations of investors. Possible activities 
include: 
a. Develop a framework for assessing financial, social and environmental risks-returns along 

with results measurement risks-returns, linking it to different types of investments.  

The following point links into current international development debates about complexity, adaptive 
management and may be useful to consider. However, it is more exploratory and has a less tangible 
action at this stage.  

3.5 Better understand the implications of complex change processes on impact investing and 
results measurement. In impact investing, the value placed on standardisation, comparability 
and universality has an implicit message of control and predictability. This differs from current 
international development evaluation debates that have focused on how to measure results in 
complex change processes so that learning and decision-making can be data driven. At this 
point, it would be most useful to further: 
a. Convene a small group of donor-funded impact investing initiatives to better understand the 

extent to which complex social change processes are viewed as a conundrum for impact 
investing and if so how and why. From these discussions, further more specific lines of 
enquiry may materialise.  

Lastly, tƘƛǎ ǇǊŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǊȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5/95 wa²DΩǎ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ŀǎ ŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ 
tƘŜ ¢hw ƻƴ ΨƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ŦƻǊ ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ƛǘ ƛƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩ όaŀȅ нлмсύΦ .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
findings, the following suggestions are made with regard to the TOR components not covered in this 
review: 

3.6 It would be interesting to determine the current level of sophistication in attributing results 
(financial and social) to various investors, e.g. if a first-loss investment takes less of a financial 
return but more of a development return from the fund. Interviews with a small number of fund 
managers could be pursued.  

3.7 Given the state of results measurement, it seems unlikely that further investigation will garner 
many insights into the relationship between fund structures and developmental results.  

3.8 Further general case studies are unlikely to add significant new information at this stage: 
Existing case studies are not sufficiently detailed to gain an in-depth understanding of what is 
happening on the ground and the quality of evidence and judgements about impact. In-depth 
understanding would requirŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ 
systems, staff and evidence. Few fund managers are likely to provide this access if their systems 
are not strong or they are concerned about the findings. Further case studies are likely to 
portray good practices, rather than provide an understanding of the range of practices, and 
feature organisations already documented.  
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1. Introduction 
Donors are now engaging directly with the private sector, as partners in development. This 
represents a major shift in mode of operation, relative to the more traditional, bilateral model. DCED 
members are looking to the DCED to support them in making that shift, not least by convening a 
group of donors around the topic of private sector engagement. In addition to the review outlined in 
this paper, current research is also covering business environment reforms that support inclusive 
business, how organisations are adapting to private sector engagement, and multi-stakeholder 
business platforms is being undertaken. 

One of the key characteristics of impact investing is that the investor takes the responsibility to 
measure and report social and environmental impact in addition to financial impact, and the impact 
investment community has been developing infrastructure to meet this ambition. However, well-
known approaches such as those developed by Acumen, ANDE, GIIN, IRIS, GRI are not generally 
tailored to the needs of donor agencies and development organisations, who require credible 
assessments of the achievement of social impacts brought about by the development interventions 
they support.  

This paper examines current practices in measuring social and environmental impact2 generated 
through impact investments to provide the DCED Results Measurement Working Group with an 
overview of the topic which can provide important insight for future thinking in related areas, such 
as public private development partnerships and blended finance. It is a preliminary analysis, based 
on a desk review, on which in-depth case studies may be undertaken to ascertain the extent to 
which results measurement systems in use by impact investors conform to good practice, as 
articulated in the DCED Standard for Results Measurement. 

Impacting investing brings together concepts and language from different disciplines such as finance, 
business, social services and evaluation. Consequently, different organisations are introducing new 
terms or using the same terms in different ways. To situate the analysis of current practices, Section 
2 summarises the context for impact investing measurement. It examines the results measurement 
within private sector development and social and environmental impact measurement within impact 
investing. The historical and current influences on the practices of each are reviewed.  

Reports and studies on impact investing and results measurement have been regularly published 
over the last five years. Section 3 presents the findings from the current literature on the state of 
the impact investing measurement. Specifically, this section examines different approaches to 
results measurement and what is happening in practice.  

The final section draws the conclusions including the implications for donors, and highlights some 
areas of potential future exploration.  

 

                                                             
2
 Social impact measurement is more commonly used than social and environmental impact measurement. 

Reference to social impact in this paper includes environmental impact unless explicitly stated.  



2 
 

2. The context for impact investing measurement 
Impact investing and results measurement are crowded with words and terms that are often used 
differently by different organisations. This can create confusion and be a barrier to understanding 
key issues, particularly when two historically disparate sectors are coming together. This section 
outlines the pathway of international development results measurement and measurement in 
impact investing. It provides important context information for the following section that focuses on 
key approaches and current practices.   

2.1 Private sector development and results measurement  

The DCED is founded on a principle that successful businesses contribute to healthy societies. In 
short, successful businesses need a healthy society as it creates a demand for products and services 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŜƭǇ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ƳŜŜǘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǊŜǾŜǊǎŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ Ƨƻōǎ ŀƴŘ 
wealth that will lead to improved living standards and social conditions (Greico, 2015). This belief 
underpins the DCED Standard for Results Measurement that includes common indicators on job 
creation and increased income.  

ΨMonitoring and evaluationΩ is used widely by international development practitioners when 
referring to the assessment of social and environmental impact. Monitoring is the systemic ongoing 
collection of data to assess implementation progress. It has normally been concerned with 
answering questions related to what was done, and when, while evaluation focused on answering 
how and why questions and ultimately valuing the work of a programme. Evaluation is the 
structured systematic process of assessing a programme, organisation, policy, project or investment 
with the aim of determining the extent its achievements against particular criteria such as efficiency, 
effectiveness, sustainability, relevance, impact and lessons learned (OECD-DAC, 2015). Good 
evaluation requires good monitoring and vice versa. The DCED Standard, developed in 2008, refers 
to results measurement, a term that aimed to cross the divide between monitoring and evaluation. 
It also addressed some perceptions that implementers were not interested in, and responsible for, 
understanding the extent to which outcomes were being achieved (or their contribution to 
influencing outcomes).  

Current trends in international development evaluation are strongly influenced by ongoing interest 
in data-driven decision making whereby more timely and relevant data and analysis is fed into 
management processes. This move is blurring the lines between monitoring and evaluation so 
monitoring becomes more than for accountability and with a stronger shift towards learning 
(Reisman and Orian et al, 2015). Therefore, questionǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ΨƘƻǿΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǿƘȅΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ 
traditionally the remit of evaluation are being incorporated into more regular monitoring processes 
(Rist and Stame, 2006). These trends are also testing traditional perceptions about what constitutes 
quality evaluation. This particularly in relation to which methods may be best but also to the idea 
ǘƘŀǘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ōȅ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ΨƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜ ƳƻǾŜ 
towards seeing that evaluators can play a greater role in being part of the strategic-learning-data-
driven decision making processes and new participatory approaches such as developmental 
evaluation (Patton, 2010) are gaining some traction, particularly in philanthropic organisations. 

2.2 Impact investing and social impact measurement 

Impact investing, builds on the notions of corporate social responsibility and ethical investing, and 
moves beyond traditional investing that sees financial and social returns as separate elements. 
Impact investing seeks to allocate capital that will return both a financial and social benefit and 
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investees intentionally construct business models to deliver a financial and social benefit.3 A basic 
theory of change for impact investing is outlined in Diagram 1.  

 

Diagram 1: Theory of change for impact investing 

 

 

 

DǊŜƛŎƻ όнлмрΥ рмύ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŀǊƎǳŜǎ Ψ¢ƘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ 
additionality: beneficial social outcomes that would otherwise not occur but for investment. As 
impact investors are socially motivated, they intend to achieve social goals. Thus the main issue is to 
ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƻǊ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΩΦ Diagram 2 illustrates a 
spectrum of investment intentions, ranging from financial return only investments through to social 
return only investments. 

 

                                                             
3
 LƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ōƭŜƴŘŜŘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ΨǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 
ǇƘƛƭŀƴǘƘǊƻǇƛŎ ŦǳƴŘǎ ǘƻ ƳƻōƛƭƛȊŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ Ŧƭƻǿǎ ǘƻ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎΩ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƴƎ Ǌƛǎƪ 
or guaranteeing commercial risk adjusted returns (OECD, 2015). 



4 
 

Diagram 2: Spectrum of investment opportunities 

Source: Adapted from SITTF WGGA (2014) cited in OECD (2015: 13) 

With the focus on social impact, evaluation that has traditionally been related to the work of public 
agencies and non-government organisations and more recently philanthropic organisations is 
moving into the private sector. Of course, monitoring and evaluation are not foreign concepts to the 
private sector but there have been some different influences. For instance, social impact 
measurement has grown through the management consulting and accounting fields, and in many 
cases has referred to ex-ante assessments rather than ex-post (Reisman and Orian et al, 2015). 
Impact investors have generally been able to report on the outputs and financial returns produced 
but less so on the social impacts. In part, this has been because impact investors have felt that 
outcomes and impact was too far removed from investments and too expensive compared to the 
ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ό5ƛŎƘǘŜǊΣ нлмсύΦ wŜƛǎƳŀƴ όнлмсύ ŀǊƎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ 
ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǇŀŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
impact investing space. Like evaluation, data driven-decision making is also influencing the social 
impact assessment field. But this builds on the influences of the 1990s that saw the development of 
standards, rating and scorecard systems, several of which were connected with the development of 
corporate social responsibility and the microfinance sector. Through the 2010s there has been a 
continuing development of standards, such as GIIRS, and guidelines for social impact assessment 
(Reisman and Orian et al, 2015). The development of standardised indicators by IRIS are part of the 
ǘǊŜƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 5/95Ωǎ 
synthesised list of 25 indicators for private sector development outcomes.  

For this paper, ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ΨǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘΩ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
DCED Standard, and it covers all evaluative activities conducted by internal and external actors at the 
various stages of a programme or investment cycle.  
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2.3 Impact iƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ reported interests in results measurement  

There are many different actors in impact investing and numerous perceptions about what a good 
results management system looks like. This section summarises the actors along with their interests 
and roles in impact investing measurement.  

Suppliers of capital: any organisation or individual (in the public, private and non-profit spheres) 
who supply capital in the form of grants, loans, loan guarantees, or equity. The motivations for 
results measurement among these organisations will vary according to; a) whether they are driven 
ōȅ ΨŦƛƴŀƴŎŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƻǊ ΨƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŦƛǊǎǘΩ ƎƻŀƭǎΤ ōύ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘΤ ŀƴŘ Ŏύ ǘƘŜ 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǊƻƭŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ (RBC, 2014; OECD, 2015; NAB 2014). For 
example: 

¶ Government agencies invest for public benefits and tend to have higher results measurement 
expectations, with a greater preference for quantitative information, and require more complex 
evidence than other types of investors (EVPA, 2015). Governments also prefer that 
measurement is consistent over the period of the investment in support of clearly-defined policy 
objectives (RBC, 2014; EVPA, 2015).  

¶ Individual investors are generally motivated by personal interest in a social issue and are more 
likely to only require output measurement. 

Lƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ŧŀƭƭ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊǎΦ  

EVPA (2015) argues that what is measured depends on what the investee is being held accountable 
for by its investors and presents a graduated picture of accountability. See Diagram 3. If an investee 
wished to increase jobs for unemployed youth and was only responsible for the intended outcomes 
on the primary beneficiaries, then the results measurement would be limited in its scope to this. If 
an investee was accountable for significant positive and negative outcomes on the targeted 
beneficiaries (and sub-groups such as unemployed male and female youth) and their families, then 
the results measurement system would need to capture changes for targeted unemployed youth, 
disaggregated by sex, as well as their families. Focusing only on the intended outcome of the 
targeted beneficiaries will give a limited and incorrect sense of social or environmental impact.  

Diagram 3: Levels of accountability in results measurement 

Source: Adapted from EVPA (2015) 
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Demanders of capital  

On the other side of the equation are those organisations and individuals, or investees that need 
ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ƻǊ ƎǊƻǿ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨŘŜƳŀƴŘŜǊǎΩ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΣ ƴƻƴ-profit 
organisations, charities, cooperatives or programmes who need to provide credible estimations of 
future impact, along with time-bound milestones, in order to attract investment from the suppliers 
of capital. These estimations need to be backed up by a reasonable argument or theory of how what 
the investee does will lead to the impact proposed. Once capital is secured investees need to 
present information to plan their product and service development, manage resources and clients, 
and manage performance as well as providing their investors with performance information.  

Few reports say what investees want to measure. However, impact measurement is most effective 
when investors and investees interests coincide, but this is likely to happen more when social or 
environmental impacts are a core part of the business model (Schiff, Bass, and Cohen, 2016). While 
ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊǎΩ interests in results measurement may be driven by risk management and investment 
decisions, data on operational effectiveness and efficiency and the market and reputation building is 
of interest to investors and investees (Schiff, Bass, and Cohen, 2016) 

Intermediaries 

Suppliers and demanders of capital may not have a direct relationship with each other or at least not 
through all points of the impact investing cycle. Hence, there has been a notable increase in the role 
ƻŦ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩΣ ǿƘƻ Ƴŀȅ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ-side intermediaries, demand-side 
intermediaries and market enablers. These types can be explained as: 

¶ Supply-side intermediaries: are financial advisors and financial planners and impact investing 
funds. They function to connect investors with investees; educate both about the availability of 
capital or investment opportunities; and tailor investment products, including combining capital 
from different sources, in line with the risk, return and impact expectation of investors and 
investees. Financial intermediaries, such as credit unions or crowd-sourcing platforms, may play 
a similar role of linking investors and investees and developing products. Fund managers 
manage portfolios of investments on behalf of their clients with the aim of securing the desired 
return across the portfolio. Fund managers aim to balance risks and returns across a portfolio of 
investments and need information to monitor individual investee performance to achieve a 
balance of performance across the fund. The degree to which fund managers monitor social or 
environmental outcomes may differ. 

¶ Demand-side intermediaries: include entities known as άƛƴŎǳōŀǘƻǊǎέ ŀƴŘ άŀŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘƻǊǎέ. These 
ŀǊŜ ŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƎǊƻǿ άǎǘŀǊǘ-ǳǇέ ŀƴŘ άŜŀǊƭȅ-stage 
businesses who will become demanders of capital. Services include management/business 
coaching, mentoring, networking, training, and some funding. Investees are often not able to 
cover the cost of these services and they may be paid for by non-profit organisations who want 
to increase the impact investment pipeline or market. However, accelerators may take an equity 
interest in a business in lieu of payment for services (RBC, 2014). These actors may be interested 
in understanding what impact they have on the organisations they are working with.  

¶ Market enablers: are research organisations and educational institutes which seek to raise 
public awareness of impact investing including generating information and analysis about the 
impact investing market. This paper has drawn on many reports thaǘ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƻŦ ΨƳŀǊƪŜǘ 
ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎΩ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ, and therefore increased awareness of and debate of key issues may be an 
impact that market enablers are interested in measuring. The DCED might be considered a 
market enabler.  
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3 Impact investing results measurement: in practice 
A notable amount of work has been and is being undertaken to develop the practice of results 
measurement in the impact investing field. The G8 Social Impact Investing Task Force (Working 
Group on Impact Measurement) has suggested there four stages in the development of results 
measurement. These are: 

5. Emergence ς individual organisations are developing their own practices 
6. Consensus ς best practices emerge and there is increasing alignment across organisations 
7. Standardisation ς standards for performance measurement and transparency increase traction 
8. Integration ς ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΩǎ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ  
 

Over the last five years, a number of organisations have published guidelines for establishing results 
measurement systems, developed new approaches to measurement and disseminated research on 
attitudes and practices. Development practitioners and evaluators and impact investing actors are 
also increasingly engaging to share lessons and develop the field of social impact measurement for 
impact investing.4  

3.1 Guidelines on impact investing measurement systems 

The G8 Social Impact Investing Task Force Working Group on Impact Measurement (SIITF) and 
European Venture Philanthropy Association are just two of the organisations that have produced 
guidelines and case studies of existing systems recently. The rationale for the guidelines is to address 
perceived gaps in the quality and quantity of results measurement of impact investments. Each of 
the guidelines outline a step-by-step process to guide investors and/or investees in how to capture 
results. While there are differences between the guidelines, these relate to points of emphasis 
rather than substantively different messages. The guidelines also have many of similarities, as well as 
some differences such as the focus on monetarisation, with the DCED Standard. A comparison 
between the guidelines and DCED Standard is contained in Annex 1.  

3.2 Approaches to results measurement in impact investing 

A wide range of different approaches to measuring impact investing results have been developed. 
Some, such as Fairtrade certification and cost-benefit analysis, originated several years ago in other 
fields and have made their way into impact investing processes. New approaches are constantly 
being added.5 A number of recent reviews6 categorise these approaches using different criteria. 
These can be condensed to four broad categories, illustrated in Diagram 4 below. Key features of 
these approaches are the degree to which they focus on internal or external processes whether they 
are aiming to measure changes or manage for change. The two approaches on the left hand side are 

                                                             
4
 Wilton Park, with the Centre of Development Impact, hosted a meeting in UK in mid-2015 bringing 

evaluators, development professional and investors together. The American Evaluation Association (AEA) and 
Social Value International are hosting a conference in October 2016. It aims to bring together different actors 
to work together in a series of events, culminating in an action agenda for the development of impact 
measurement. The AEA is also establishing a new topic interest group on impact investing measurement.  
5
 Olsen and Galimidi (2015) provide the most comprehensive list of approaches. For an example of a new 

approaches, see the qualitative impact assessment protocol developed by Bath University.  
6
 Some reviews categorise different approaches according to their key characteristics (Olsen and Galimidi, 

2015; Clark and Rosenzweig et al, 2004; and Reeder et al, 2014). Other reviews focus on the credibility of the 
data produced by different systems (Olsen and Galimidi, 2015). There are also other reviews currently 
underway by the Centre of Development Impact at the Institute of Development Studies in the UK and by the 
Rockefeller Foundation in the US. 

http://www.bath.ac.uk/cds/projects-activities/assessing-rural-transformations/documents/quip-introduction-sept-2015.pdf
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ŦƻŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ Řirect control, and assume that 
i) achieving outputs will achieve outcomes and ii) good internal management will deliver impact. In 
contrast, the two approaches on the right do not make any such assumptions and are concerned to 
actually measure what results higher-level are achieved.7  

Diagram 4: Categories of results measurement approaches used in impact investing 

 

Approaches are not totally exclusive since rating systems could be used by organisations who are 
also using one of the approaches. Monetarisation can be added to various approaches across the 
spectrum apart from the rating scale approaches. The emphasis on results monetisation is one the 
key difference between impact investing results measurement and the DCED Standard. 

1. Rating management processes as predictors of impact: The focus is on internal business process 
processes such as employee policies, governance arrangements and community engagement 
(including charitable giving) which are seen as central to business model execution. Rating 
organisations ask businesses to provide information on their processes, which are assessed and 
rated. An explanation for the ratings may be provided. Rating also enable benchmarking against 
other organisations. The information provided may be assured by the rating organisation (Olsen 
and Galimidi, 2008) to provide further confidence to external parties, including investors (Saltuk, 
2014; Purpose Capital, 2013). Rating systems do not directly measure social impact but are 
based on the assumption that if there is confidence that the risk of business execution will be 
managed, then positive social impact can be taken as likely (Olsen and Galimidi, 2015).  

2. Output indicators as proxies of impact: The focus is on measuring only or mostly outputs, that is 
the products and services that are produced as a result of the organisations activities, using 
standardised or customised indicators of success. As with development work some time ago, the 
production of outputs, measured through Ψlead indicatorsΩ, are taken as proxies for outcome 
measurement and assumed to lead to outcomes (Olsen and Galimidi, 2008). Some investors 
using this approach, who Reeder et al (2014) calls ΨŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎΩ, believe that when an 
intervention is based on sufficient evidence of what works then there is no need to measure 
outcomes/impact, as these can be assumed to be likely8.  

                                                             
7 This framework could also be used to assess the implications for types of funding, accountability and the 

importance of learning.  
8
 .ƻǘƘ ΨŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǎŜŜƳ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ōŜƭƛŜŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊǎ 

and investees already know what works and it is just a matter of sticking with the plan so that social impact is 
realised. This may be true. If there are well-evidenced change paths from specific outputs to outcomes under 
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3. Directly assessing social impact. Approaches to trying to measure actual social and 
environmental impact vary widely in relation to their focus on: qualitative and/or quantitative 
data; extent of attribution assessment; the breadth of measurement activities across a portfolio 
of investments; and the use of standardised indicators (Reeder et al, 2014). The emphasis on 
these different aspects of a results measurement system may highlight their different 
philosophical foundations as highlighted in Section 3 (Reisman and Orian et al, 2015). Reeder et 
al (2014) distinguish between two types of approaches to actually measuring social impact. 
There are investors that use a case-by-case approach, adapting results measurement to the 
context and intervention, and seeking expertsΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ 
ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ΨǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ōǳƛƭŘŜǊǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ, predominantly using quantitative 
information, incorporating techniques such as cost-benefit analysis, regression analysis and 
random control trials. Users of case-by-case approaches see themselves as being more 
pragmatic and flexible than system builders while system builders see those using case-by-case 
ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ŀǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƪŜƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ ΨǘƘǊƻǿƛƴƎ ƳǳŘ ŀǘ ŀ ǿŀƭƭ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǿƘŀǘ ǎǘƛŎƪǎΩ 
(Reeder et al, 2014).  

4. Embedding the assessment of social impact as part of doing business. The premise of this 
approach is that it is not enough to only measure impact, which by definition, can only happen 
once the intervention is well advanced (Olsen and Galimidi, 2008). Rather emerging changes 
need to be measured over the course of the intervention and fed back into decision-making 
regarding individual investments and portfolio management. This is the approach advocated in 
the EVPA (2015) guidelines and is similar to the DCED Standard. Some system builders may also 
fit into this category depending how much they seek to understand how and why change is 
happening. Morgan (2015) suggest there is trend towards management rather than only 
measurement as investors realise that to achieve additionality then more data-driven 
management is required, which will also necessitate more analysis of the relationship between 
different types of return ς social, financial and environmental (Koenig and Jackson, 2016).  

 

Monetisation approaches 

The SIITF (2014) see monetisation as a core function of results measurement because it enables 
comparison of return across different investments. Monetisation9 normally entails a simplification of 
impacts since it cannot take into account all the benefits and costs that may arise so that value 
created and costs that cannot easily be translated to a dollar amount is normally left out. 
Predominantly, the focus is on financial and social and environmental benefits and costs but there is 
a much larger array that are often not taken into account and are difficult to monetarise. For 
instance, the EVPA (2015) outlines other benefits of strategic and personal benefits; goods and 
services quality; added service functions, and costs such as: opportunity, learning, time, effort, 
relationships and psychological.  

                                                                                                                                                                                              
certain circumstances, then the time and effort to establish an extensive results measurement system may add 
little substantive value, apart from to reassure funders that investees are being held accountable. It also 
highlights that there is not a one-size fits all to results measurement systems.   
99

 Two techniques are used. The first perceived value technique deduces a dollar value or price from related 
market traded goods. Another version of this, often used by SROI proponents to price outcomes that do not 
have a market value, is the value game whereby beneficiaries are asked to rank relevant traded products or 
services with the untraded service, product or activity produced by the investee. The value of the untraded 
service, product or activity is then priced based on where it comes in the ranking of traded products and 
services. The other technique, often associated with the infrastructure sector, is to assess cost-savings e.g. 
time saved when travelling from A to B via a new bypass road, costs saved due to patients staying less time in 
hospital etc. (EVPA, 2015).  
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In international development, there has been a drive to demonstrate ΨǾŀƭǳŜ ŦƻǊ ƳƻƴŜȅΩΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ 
cost-effectiveness (the relationship between costs and outcomes achieved) and in some instances 
programmes have calculated the return on an aid-dollar invested, using such approaches as cost-
benefit analysis. However, like impact investors, development organisations and programmes have 
struggled to monetise social and environmental impacts in a meaningful way and often these 
calculations are based on a long list of assumptions and imperfect data. Like impact investing, only a 
narrow range of benefits and costs are considered.  

 

3.3 The practice of results measurement in impact investing 

A number of studies over the last five years examine the broader market for impact investing while 
covering aspects of results measurement. Some studies (Reeder et al, 2014; DFID, 2015) specifically 
noted that while there were challenges in results measurement, many organisations were making a 
conscious effort to improve what they were doing.  

The Global Impact Investing Network (GIIN) has produced annual surveys of the impact investing 
market, including collecting views and practices on impact measurement. Other studies have been 
undertaken by the likes of the Aspen Network of Development Entrepreneurs (ANDE), UK 
Department for International Development (DFID) Impact Programme and London School of 
Economics (LSE). The studies interviewed fund managers, foundations, DFIs, banks and other 
organisations, including not-for-profits. Over 150 people responded to the GIIN 2016 annual impact 
investors survey while other studies sought the views of only a few actors, such as the LSE study 
which interviewed 15 fund managers based in Europe. Most studies included investors working in 
developed and emerging economies while a study by the DFID Impact Programme only focused on 
emerging markets.10 Given the still developing state of the impact investing field and the number of 
studies conducted within a relatively short space of time, it is not surprising that some organisations 
have contributed often. Alterfin, Big Society Capital, Calvert Foundation, JP Morgan Chase & Co, 
responsAbility, TIAA-CREF and Voxtra were interviewed three or four times. 

The focus of investments directs the focus of results measurement activities. The 2016 GIIN 
(Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016) survey (see Diagram 5) found that the most common investment 
areas were: access to finance (69%); employment generation (60%) and health improvements (52%); 
education access or improvement (51%); and income growth / livelihoods support (51%). Of these 
top five themes, three (first, second and last) align with the core interest of the DCED. The thematic 
focus was generally consistent across different segments of the respondents although there are 
some variations. For instance, unsurprisingly, agricultural productivity was the third most common 
response for organisations operating in emerging markets. 

 

 

                                                             
10 While some studies reported the percentage of respondents with certain views or using particular practices 

(such as ANDE, 2014 and Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016), others did not (Reeder et al, 2014). Data was rarely 
disaggregated by the type of respondent or whether respondents worked in developed and emerging markets. 
Therefore, it is not easy to ascertain if different practices are operating in different geographical locations or 
types of organisations. Since some studies include 30 or fewer interviewees, it may be that there were 
insufficient responses that allowed for disaggregation while keeping responses anonymised. These factors limit 
the comparability of findings or to develop more than a general overview of current practices and issues. 
There are also inconsistent findings across the studies. 

https://www.alterfin.be/en
https://www.bigsocietycapital.com/
http://www.calvertfoundation.org/
https://www.jpmorganchase.com/
http://www.responsability.com/investing/en/678/Investments-AG.htm
https://www.tiaa.org/public/index.html
http://voxtra.org/
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Diagram 5: 2016 GIIN 2016: social impact themes targeted by number of respondents 

 

Source: Mudaliar, Schiff, and Bass (2016) 

These focus areas are similar to those reported by IRIS (2015), based on an analysis of organisations 
who register their use of IRIS metrics. For social mission-only organisations, agriculture, health, and 
financial services were the most common sectors and for environmental mission-only organisations, 
the majority (60%) operate in the agriculture and energy sectors.  

Within each sector there are different types of social impacts being sought. The GIIN survey 
(Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016) found that 66% of respondents aim to provide employment to 
target populations while 82% of respondents were hoping to achieve their social impact by investing 
in businesses that sell products or services to a target population. Respondents could select both 
options and therefore the total is more than 100%.  

3.3.1 Measurement approaches in use 

The GIIN 2016 survey (Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016) found that while it was clear that basically all 
respondents were trying to measure social and environmental impacts, what they were actually 
measuring was unclear11. This is unsurprising since definitions of impact range from general 
compliance with economic, social, environmental and governance standards by non-DFI investors, 
through to development impacts on ultimate beneficiaries, e.g. increase incomes by DFI investors 
(Koenig and Jackson, 2016). 

A number of reports (CDI, 2015; EVPA, 2015; LSE, 2016, NAB, 2014; Olsen and Galimidi, 2015; 
Purpose Capital, 2012; RBC, 2015) provide brief overviews of different approaches to results 
measurement. The most frequently mentioned approaches were theories of change or logic models; 
B- ratings system; the global impact investing reporting system (GIIRS); and social return on 
investment. The frequency of mentions could signify their popularity, although it this is impossible to 
ascertain.  

IRIS is frequently mentioned as an approach even though it is not one. Rather, as defined on their 
website, IRIS is ŀ ΨŎŀǘŀƭƻƎ ƻŦ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ-ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƳŜǘǊƛŎǎΩ developed to provide standard 
indicators to measure social, environmental and financial returns. Other indicator-lists have been 
developed by the likes of Big Society Capital. Neither IRIS or Big Society Capital provide guidance on 
how each indicator should be measured since this will be influenced by the programme design and 
implementation context.  

                                                             
11

 The survey found that only 1% of respondents were making no effort to measure social or environmental 
impacts.  
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Several studies (ANDE, 2014; DFID, 2015; EVPA, 2015, Reeder et al, 2014) note there is a greater 
focus on results measurement, or an assessment of potential impact, at the pre-investment stage. 
The focus on results measurement decreases during implementation or at the end of the investment 
period. For instance, 61% of investors responding to the ANDE study said they only measured 
outputs, and not outcomes, at the post-investment stage. The focus on the pre-investment stage 
also translates to what competencies are valued in fund managers. In evaluating fund managers, 
72% of the 2016 DLLb ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŀǘŜŘ ΨƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭΩ important even though only 15% 
ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŦŜƭǘ ΨŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŀ ŎƻƳǇŜƭƭƛƴƎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƘŜǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΩ ǿŀǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ƛƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻǊ ŀƭƭ 
fund managers (Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016). This suggests that approaches to assist in due 
diligence processes (e.g. rating systems) or that calculate projected benefits may be favoured over 
other approaches. ¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎΩ ǎŜŎǘƻǊŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀŎƪ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ 
rated notably higher in importance than results measurement capacity12 even though respondents 
alsƻ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘǊŀŎƪ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ όƻŦ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘύΩ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ 
challenge. (Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016). These mixed messages permeate some of the reports.  

A 2014 study13 by the Social Impact Analysts Association (SIAA) (since incorporated with the SROI 
Network to form Social Value International) provided information on the approaches used. Ninety-
three respondents provided information on the frameworks or methods used by their organisations, 
of which nearly half of the organisations cited SROI. Of the 46 SIAA survey respondents who used 
SROI, academic institutions most frequently cited using this approach. This was followed by 
consultancy organisations then social enterprises and charities. Organisations identifying as public or 
private sector were low users of this approach.14 As a comparison, the ANDE (2014) study found that 
17% of investors used SROI, or a modified SROI-like approach. While SROI has gained notable 
traction in the UK, Australia and Canada with some government departments demanding SROI, a 
2013 meta-analysis of more than 100 SROI studies found they contained little information on the 
methodologies used making it difficult to determine the soundness of the results presented and they 
were often based on indicators using indirect statistical data rather than measuring direct social 
impacts (Onyx, 2014). The reliance on statistical data differs from most results measurement 
undertaken by programmes using the DCED Standard since many developing countries do not have 
sufficient quality and reliable statistics available. As such, DCED Standard users invariably undertake 
their own data collection to assess social impact (or contract it out). While developed for use in 
developed countries, SROI has been used on international development programmes.15  

In contrast to SROI, only 5% of SIAA study respondents cited logic models / theory of change 
approaches16, while other approaches mentioned included the London Benchmarking Group (LBG) 
and the outcomes star. The use of TOC reported by SIAA is significantly lower than the ANDE study 
investor respondents where 51% noted they used theory of change approaches. Koenig and Jackson 
(2016) however note that TOC as used by impact investing actors is more simplified and rigid than in 
international development. This conclusion is also reflective of the impact investing guidelines 
reviewed, whereby theories of change were normally presented as simple linear logics. Some SIAA 

                                                             
12

 76% of respondents rated the importance of sectoral expertise as high, 65% for track record compared to 
only 19% of respondents rating the importance of result measurement capacity as high 
13

 This was the only study to provide their data set.  
14

 Six academic organisations said they used SROI, which represented 67% of the academic institutional 
respondents who answered this question. Consultancy organisations: 24 respondents, which represented 54% 
of all consultancies who responded to this question; Social enterprises: 10 or 50% of social enterprise 
respondents; and charities: 16 respondents or 44% of charity respondents.  
15

 For instance, see reports for programmes in Indonesia, Kenya, Zimbabwe and other developing countries on 
the SROI network website. http://www.socialvalueuk.org/ 
16

 The SROI approach has initial steps to outline the theory of change, as do other approaches mentioned such 
as the outcome star (noted by five respondents).  
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survey respondents cited data collection methods such as surveys, interviews, focus group 
ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜ ŀƴȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ΨōǊŀƴŘΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ 
systems tailored to specific interventions. This also reflects the findings of the DFID Impact 
Programme (2015) study whereby interviewees described results measurement systems, other than 
ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊƭȅ ƻǊ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎΣ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ΨƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǘǊŀŎƪƛƴƎ ǘƻƻƭǎΩ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎŜǘ 
ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ όŦƛǾŜ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ мт ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎύΣ ΨŘŜŜǇ-ŘƛǾŜǎΩ17 
(six interviewees), and business or field visits (two interviewees).  

[ŀǎǘƭȅΣ [{9Ωǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ōȅ wŜŜŘŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭ όнлмпύ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛǎŜŘ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ of organisations according the their 
approach to results measurement.  

Table 1: Approaches in use 

Category Users 

Evidence followers ς interested in fidelity to the 

ΨƳƻŘŜƭΩΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ōŜƭƛŜŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭ Ƙŀǎ 

already been tried and tested 

No organisations were referenced for this category 

but authors noted they tended to be involved in 

investments in particular sectors such as clean fuel 

and microfinance 

Case by case ς indicators chosen depending on the 

context and need interpretation, advocate a 

pragmatic approach 

DOB, Social Venture Fund, Alterfin, Big Issue Invest, 

Phi Trust Partenaire and Ashoka 

System builders ς most rigorous approach with the 

aim to build knowledge of what works in order to 

scale-up 

Bridges Ventures, Impetus ς PEF, NESTA, and Triple 

Jump 

 
¢ƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ όwŜŜŘŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нлмпΥ мпύ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǎȅǎǘŜƳ ōǳƛƭŘŜǊǎΩ ŀǊŜ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ōƻǘƘ 
understanding exactly how and where the intervention works, and developing the best evidence for 
ƛǘΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƻ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǎŎŀƭŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎΦ !ǎ ǎǳch they are more likely to be using 
approaches that include an assessment of the ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŜǎΩ impact on beneficiaries.  

Some reports also presented a small number of case studies from a range of organisations including 
investors, fund managers, intermediaries, social enterprises and development organisations in 
developed and emerging economies to illustrate current practices. However, none are sufficiently 
detailed to gain a sense of the depth of social impact measurement, that is methods used, their 
appropriateness and quality of evaluative activities. Cases from organisations working in emerging 
economies18 reveals a range of results measurement systems that use a range of quantitative and 
qualitative indicators and which are shaped by the internal and external context. This includes 
resource availability and when working in emerging economies the difficulty of collecting data and 
lack of publicly available data. In all cases partners or investees provided some or all of the data with 
aggregation being conducted at the country and/or portfolio level. A few organisations reported 
developing the results measurement capability of investees. Each of these cases would seem to be 
either output or outcome and impact measurement systems although only one organisation noted 
that conducted an in-depth impact evaluation of one investee annually. YƻŜƴƛƎ ŀƴŘ WŀŎƪǎƻƴΩǎ όнлмсύ 

                                                             
17

 ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŘŜŜǇ ŘƛǾŜǎΩ ƛǎ appearing in management speak but what it actually means is vague. In terms of 
results measurement, it could be evaluative activities based on qualitative case studies, broader assessments 
using quantitative data or an evaluation that uses mixed methods. The focus could be on impact or other 
criteria. In the case of the DFID Impact Programme study, deep dives were carried out by external or 
independent organisation.  
18 This included: Investisseurs and Partenaires, France (impact investment group that invests in SMEs), Oiko 

Credit, Netherlands (cooperative); Ashoka, US (a global platform for social entrepreneurship); Alianca 
Empreendedora; NESsT, UK; and Ashoka, US (a global platform for social entrepreneurship). 



14 
 

study for DANIDA provided snapshots of 23 funds. Of the 16 that had publicly available information 
on their results measurement approach, three used the IFC environmental and social performance 
standards and another three referenced IRIS while others referred to in-house or customised 
approaches.  

Indicators being used 

Indicators form the basis of many results measurement systems. Despite the focus on 
standardisation, including indicators, few reports analysed the types of data or indicators that were 
being measured by investors. The majority of the funds covered in KoenƛƎ ŀƴŘ WŀŎƪǎƻƴΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ 
reported the number of business or interventions they supported as well as the number of direct 
and indirect jobs created.  The DFID Impact Programme (2014: 35) provides high-level description of 
the indicators used by five organisations (see Table 2).19  

Table 2: Core indicators reported by impact investors  

Respondent 
organisation type 

Core indicators reported across the portfolio 

DFI Consistent metrics are number of beneficiaries, number of low-income beneficiaries, 
number of females, rural/urban breakdown and net employment creation. Plus 
sectoral metrics as appropriate. 

DFI Sixteen indicators covering issues like taxes, employment, and also whether (our 
organisation) has had a catalytic impact as an ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊ όƛŦ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŎƭƻǎŜΣ ƛŦ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ŀƴ 
anchor investor etc).) 

Foundation Job creation measurement and tax paid, top line revenue, access to products in 
supply chain are the key social impact indicators 

Fund manager, 
Africa focus 

Primarily job creation in low-income economies; moving towards measuring job 
sustainability, female empowerment (both employment and female entrepreneurs); 
ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ǘǳǊƴƻǾŜǊ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΣ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ΨǾŀƭǳŜ-ŀŘŘΩ όǇǳǊŎƘŀǎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎΣ ǘŀȄ 
contributions), business sustainability and formalisation 

Fund Manager, 
global 

Quantitative indicators are reported regularly ς some monthly, some quarterly, some 
annually. Qualitative indicators around child labour, GMOs (genetically modified 
organisms) are included 

Source: DFID, 2014 

Reeder et al (2014) examined whether value or returns could be condensed to a single indicator. 
Generally, respondents treated social and financial impacts as requiring separate metrics and some 
felt that social impacts could not be adequately covered by only one metric. One respondent said 
they monitored the relationship between financial and social impacts to track for the possibility that 
financial targets could be met or exceeded at the expense of the social dimension, e.g. the price of a 
product may be increased and subsequently lead to increased revenue but the product becomes less 
affordable to beneficiaries. This suggests that this investor was more likely to be using an approach 
ƻŦ ΨƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΩΦ 

The DFID (2015) study also asked interviewees how they defined their beneficiaries. Seven out of 17 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǳǎŜŘ ōǊƻŀŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨǳƴŘŜǊǎŜǊǾŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨōŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇȅǊŀƳƛŘΩ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ 
seven defined beneficiaries much more specifically, such as according to particularly income levels 
e.g. $2 per person per day. This highlights again the varying practices across investors.  

As in international development programmes, a commonly criticised indicator relates to the number 
ƻŦ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ΨǊŜŀŎƘŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǘƻǳŎƘŜŘΩΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ Ǿery broad definitions about 

                                                             
19

 The DFID Impact Programme (2014: 35) provided examples of indicators from five organisations but these 
are difficult to compare because of the generic nature of the descriptions and the lack of detail to ascertain if 
organisations were defining employment or job creation in the same way. 
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what this means. Therefore, while breadth is captured, depth is not. This issue was raised by some 
interviewees in the DFID (2015) study and one respondent noted:  

We used to, and still can, track numbers of people but are also trying to be more conscious of 
quality of outcomes. For example, if 600 million users visit a website ς is that the same kind of 
impact as those who are pupils in a school every day, or users of a life-saving drug, or those who 
have obtained a loan to start a business? We realise that we also need to look beyond reach to 
actual sector-level outcome. 

Attributing changes 

Investing for an intentional social impact implies that understanding how desired social change is 
expected to be caused by the intervention is important (Greico, 2015). So and Staskevicius (2015) 
distinguish between άinvestor-additionalityέΣ the additional impact that the investor creates in 
relation to the investee; and the άinvestee-impactέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ the additional impact that the investee 
has on society. They suggest that additionality should be examined in all of the measurement 
approaches used. However, there is little attention within the industry so far to measuring the 
impact of investors (or intermediaries) on the investee20.  

The ANDE (2014) study found 17% of investors reported measuring attribution and the limited focus 
is confirmed by Koenig and Jackson (2016) who concluded there is little evidence of additionality 
despite it being a fundamental principle of impact investing.21 There are mixed views across the 
studies as to how much results measurement systems should or do demonstrate the attribution of 
investments (Reeder, et al, 2014, ANDE, 2015). For instance, Reeder et al (2014) found that views 
spanned from those who felt an inferred relationship was sufficient through to establishing a 
ΨǇǊƻǾŜƴΩ ƭƛƴƪΦ {ƻƳŜ !b59 ǎǘǳŘȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ identified the need for greater transparency to avoid 
fund managers double-counting. This is in contrast to some of the EVPA (2015) guidance that 
suggests that impact should not be recalculated to account for other contributors but rather other 
contributors should just be mentioned.  

wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ΨǊƛƎƻǊƻǳǎΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ equate to experimental or quasi-
experimental approaches (Reeder et al, 2014; OECD, 2015; Dear et al, 2016). The emphasis contrasts 
with reports by DCED members that advocate a mix of quantitative and qualitative methods22. The 
ANDE (2015) study highlighted the cost of these approaches with the OCED (2015) nothing that since 
they are expensive and require specialist skills most investors, intermediaries and investees do not 
use them. 

Using information  

Eighty percent 0f GIIN investors surveyed in 2016 noted they used information from results 
measurement systems to make business decisions, while another 8% did not and 12% were not sure 
(Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016). However, the most common use was for pre-screening and due 
diligence (which aligns with findings that most results measurement occurs at the pre-investment 
stage). Informing investment decisions and portfolio allocation decisions was the next most frequent 
use. See Diagram 6. 

                                                             
20

 {ƻƳŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊƛŜǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ !b59 ǎǘǳŘȅ όнлмпύ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŜΩǎ 
on their performance. 
21 Koenig and Jackson (2016) suggest this is because: assessments of baselines are not a necessary 

requirement for investments to be made and assessments of additionality during or after investments are not 
yet common; the methodologies being used to assess additionally are not adequately rigorous; and there is 
insufficient guidance on how to assess additionality. 
22

 {ǳŎƘ ŀǎ 5CL5Ωǎ нлмн study on broadening the range of designs and methods for impact evaluations 
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Diagram 6: 2016 GIIN survey: Use of social and environment performance data to inform business decisions 

 

Source: Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016 

LƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎƭȅΣ ŀōƻǳǘ ол҈ ƻŦ DLLb ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŜΩǎ 
efficiency compared to 50% of the investors in the ANDE study who said that it helped them improve 
small aƴŘ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƳŜŜǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ This may be 
influenced by a number of reasons. Fund managers may only have resources to support a small 
number of organisations, and not all organisations may need support. Using information for 
improving operations may also be considered the purview of investees rather than investors, as 
indicated by 50% of investors from the ANDE study also noting that results measurement might be a 
useful learning experience for investees (50% of respondents). However, most ANDE study 
respondents (80%) noted that results measurement was helpful because for reporting back to 
current limited partners and attracting new funders. These findings correspond to findings 
presented in other reports. For example, a 2013 UK charity sector survey of 1000 social purpose 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŦǳƴŘŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŘǊƛǾŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ. 
Other factors, such as improving services, was of far less importance even though respondents 
noted that improving services was more likely to be an outcome realised from results measurement 
than increased funds (EVPA, 2015).  

The ANDE study was the only study that referred directly to what intermediaries may measure. 
aƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ рл҈ ƻŦ ΨŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ōǳƛƭŘŜǊΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜƴǘŜǊǇǊƛǎŜǎ ǘƻ ƻōǘŀƛƴ 
performance metrics while 44% also sought to understand enterprises satisfaction with their 
services. Many respondents used this information to report to their existing funders and attract new 
funders while 60% said they used the information for operational decision making and about half 
used it for longer term strategic decision making. 

Resources for measurement 

The types of use may be linked to who is responsible for social and environmental impact 
measurement. In the GIIN 2016 report, 56% of respondents noted their investment teams were 
responsible for measurement whereas 23% of respondents noted there was joint responsibility 
across investment management and impact measurement teams, and in 15% of cases it was the 
responsibility of a standalone impact measurement team. The ANDE report (2014) found that 
investors were more likely (88% of respondents) to integrate measurement into other departments 
and have fewer full time measurement staff (44% reported they had at least one full time person) 
than capacity development providers, where 50% reported they had a separate department and 
70% reported they had at least one full time measurement person. The EVPA (2015) however noted 
that investment teams were normally quite small so their ability to do much results measurement 
would normally be constrained.  
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The ANDE (2014) study found that the median number of staff engaged in results measurement per 
organisation was 1.5 full-time equivalent, which is equivalent to 5% of all staff, while 48% of 
organisation had at least one full time person focused on results measurement.  

The impact investing measurement guidelines reviewed were silent on how much money or 
resources should be allocated and most studies provided little insight into the cost of results 
measurement. However, ANDE (2014) found that study respondents spent an equivalent to 2.2% of 
their total budget23. A comparison of results measurement expenditure across larger and smaller 
investors and capacity development providers (see Table 3) shows that smaller investors spent a 
larger proportion of their budget compared to larger investors, while larger capacity development 
providers spent a larger proportion than smaller capacity development providers. This pattern was 
also mirrored in the percentage of staff allocated to results measurement activities.  

Table 3: Measurement resource allocation by organisation size and type  

Organisation size Larger* Smaller 

Capacity development providers     

Median spending $71,980 $12,980 

Median percentage of budget 2.91% 1.02% 

Min-Max percentage of budget 0.7%-4% 0%-2.3% 

N 6 6 

Median FTE 3.9 0.2 

Median percentage of staff 5.60% 1.00% 

Min-Max percentage of staff 0.4%-12% 0%-4% 

N 8 6 

Investors     

Median spending $125,000 $20,000 

Median percentage of budget 2.20% 8.10% 

Min-Max percentage of budget 0.6%-10% 0.7%-25% 

N 7 6 

Median FTE 1.8 0.3 

Median percentage of staff 5.40% 6.00% 

Min-Max percentage of staff 0.1%-14% 3%-30% 

N 8 11 
The sample was split at the median sample size. All organisations with more than 24 staff as 'larger' and those with 24 and 
fewer staff as 'smaller'. 

Source: ANDE, 2014 

Lƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴΣ wŜŜŘŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭ όнлмпύ ΨǎȅǎǘŜƳ ōǳƛƭŘŜǊǎΩ ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ 
measurement (along with aim for higher quality measurement and use standardised indicators). 
Interestingly, Reeder et al (2014) saw systems builders also had capacity for greater measurement 
ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ΨƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƳƛƴŘŜŘΩ ƻǊ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ κ ōŜǘǘŜǊ 
results measurements, often through alternative funding sources such as trusts and foundations.  

ANDE, usefully, presents a comparison to other like-situations, finding that a higher proportion of 
spending on results measurement is likely in international development programmes when 
compared to ANDE members. Forty-nine per cent of development programmes are likely to spend 

                                                             
23 This is significantly less than the nominal recommendation in order to implement the DCED Standard, which 

is 10% of total budget.  
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2.5% or greater on measurement activities compared to 40% of ANDE members. Willingness to pay 
for results measurement may also be another signal of its importance to investors. Reeder et al 
(2014) found that no impact investors they interviewed (15 organisations) were actually undertaking 
impact measurement studies themselves as part of their investment process. Rather they were 
working with other organisations, such as researchers and charities, to conduct and fund impact 
studies. Subsidising investment deals by paying for results measurement is seen as an option for 
supporting to fledging industry (Wilton Park, 2015). This study also suggested that philanthropic 
organisations were also more likely to have investors who were willing to pay for results 
measurement.  

Challenges 

As highlighted earlier, demonstrating a track record in financial and social impact is recognised as a 
significant challenge but still a fund managersΩ results management expertise is not value as highly 
as other experience, such as sectoral/technical expertise. Several reports found that many impact 
investing actors are frustrated in their ability to measure results. The common challenges raised 
were:  

¶ Limited resources for impact measurement (Reeder, 2014; Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016; 
ANDE, 2014)24. Some respondents in the Reeder et al (2014) study argued that results 
measurement was resource intensive and few resources were available after an initial 
ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƻǊ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊΩǎ 
approach. In the DFID study (2015) one respondent, an asset owner, argued that DFID could 
most usefully pay for results measurement rather than bringing capital to impact investing since 
the impact investing market needed more examples of impact investments and the social and 
financial returns they generated, which in turn can be used to educate others 

¶ Impact measurement that is proportionate to the investment and business (OECD, 2015; Dear, 
2016) so that measurement does not undermine the effectiveness of the investment (DFID 
Impact Programme) and overburden the investee by requiring a level of data they cannot 
provide (Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016) 

¶ Measurement information is not used to inform decision making (OECD, 2015) 

¶ Defining impact (DFID, 2015) 

¶ Aggregating data from diverse investees and for diverse investors (Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 
2016) 

¶ Collecting accurate and timely data (Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016) 

¶ Moving beyond measuring outputs to outcomes and including assessment of additionality 
(Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016) 

¶ Selecting relevant metrics to track progress against investment goals (relevant to investor and 
investee) (Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016) 

¶ Capturing intangible results that are not easily quantifiable (Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016) 

¶ Lack of standard practice (SIITF, 2014; DFID, 2015). 

 

                                                             
24

 The ANDE study examined the cost of results measurement according to different data collection methods 
whereby the cheapest were qualitative case studies (estimated to cost between USD5-10,000 requiring 1 
researcher a week of field time) and the most expensive were experimental or quasi-experimental studies 
(estimated cost of USD100,000 or more and take a team of researchers and enumerators a period of between 
six months and three years to complete). Stakeholder surveys were positioned as a middle-ground costing 
between USD25-50,000 and taking one week. However, the OECD noted that since experimental and quasi-
experimental designs are so expensive and require specialist skills most investors, intermediaries and investees 
do not use them. Instead, a mix of quantitative indicators and qualitative information is preferred.  
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Box 1: Quotes about challenges cited in reports 

The DFID Impact Programme report (2015) 

Lack of impact measurement is a challenge ς ǿŜ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōǳǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƘƻǿΦ ²Ŝ ƴŜŜŘ clear agreement on 
what is impact ς ŦƻǊ 5CLǎΣ ōŀƴƪǎΣ LƳǇŀŎǘ LƴǾŜǎǘƻǊǎΧ ²Ŝ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ŀ ƘŀǊƳƻƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻƻƭΦ 

²Ŝ ƭƻƻƪ ǘƻ ƳƛŎǊƻŦƛƴŀƴŎŜ ŀǎ ŀ ŎŀǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ ǘŀƭŜΧ DŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛǎ 
vital.  

No best practice in impact measurement at the moment, a few pioneers and a lot doing the basics.  

GIIN impact investors report (Mudaliar, Schiff and Bass, 2016) 
Navigating the balance between measuring impact as we, from a bottom-up perspective, understand it, for 
each company and conforming that to industry standards/benchmarks which tend to provide a more surface-
level view of impact (Fund manager). 

Lǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƎƻƻŘ Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŜǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘǊŀŎƪΣ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜΣ 
and report on the range of measures we would like to see (Bank/diversified financial institution). 

Truly understanding the impact on an intervention (product or service). Measuring the outcome of an 
intervention (Fund manager). 

Challenging to integrate common indicators across diverse sectors (Fund manager). 

Making relevant judgments on impact performance, which is challenging both due to lack of track record [and 
of] benchmarks for impact achievement in the market (Bank/diversified financial institution). 

 

  



20 
 

4. Conclusions 
Interest in impact investing has been rapidly growing, but the field is still young and emerging. Most 
energy has so far been focussed on identifying and building up a pipeline of investments. While 
results measurement is instrumental for tracking the impact of these investments as they matureτ
the valueτto date most of the work has been at the pre-investment phase and hence the focus has 
been on measuring the potential for impact. Impact investors are looking to learn from the 
experience of international development in measuring social impact. Wilton Park (2015) goes further 
proposing that both communities work together to develop a new set of practices to meet the 
specific needs of the impacting investing community, which will draw from, but be different to, 
current practice in international development. This presents an opportunity for DCED to engage with 
and shape how impact investing approaches results. Based on the findings of this review there are 
some important implications for development organisations wanting to partner with the private 
sector on impact investments.  

Overall, learning is vital for the growth of this field but needs to be more purposeful and better 
shared. Given the impact investing field is so new, no organisations have experience that is both 
broad and deep and all are learning on the job. It is therefore important that DCED continue to 
network with others, support practical research and share experiences and lessons.  

In the short term, there are a number of very practical issues worthy of further attention. These are: 

4.1 .ŜǘǘŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ŘƻƴƻǊǎΩ ǾŀƭǳŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎΦ International development 
donors have a lot of power and influence in the industry. Some impact investing actors say there 
ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ŘƻƴƻǊǎΩ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ƻǾŜǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭΦ 
LŦ ŘƻƴƻǊǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ Ψǎƪƛƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜΩΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΦ .ŜǘǘŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŘƻƴƻǊǎΩ 
value-add of no-capital and low-capital options is useful.  
a. Document short case studies illustrating how donors have added value to impact 

investments 1) without providing capital; 2) low capital amounts; and 2) different types of 
capital.  

4.2 Assess the benefits and risks of subsidising results measurement for impact investing. There 
are examples of charity, research and philanthropic organisations subsidising the cost of robust 
impact measurement. This goes against the fundamental concept of impact investing since 
results measurement is not being added to the cost of the investment and therefore financial 
returns are overstated. A useful activity would be: 
a. Prepare a short note on the benefits and risks of subsidising results measurement, along 

with practical strategies to mitigate risks.  
4.3 Identify measurement that directly adds value to businesses. While it is recognised that results 

measurement for impact investing works best when it has a business value, few reports focus on 
what investees need to know in order to add value to the business. This is an important area for 
further investigation to garner efforts for results measurement. To fill a gap in the literature: 
a. Conduct research to better understand the results information (social, financial and 

environmental) that is most useful for businesses (beyond reporting to investors), and 
compare to information required by investors. 

In the medium term it would also be useful to: 

4.4 Develop mechanisms for assessing risk-return and results-measurement appetites of impact 
investing. Traditionally, fund managers consolidate capital from investors with similar financial 
risk-return expectations. For impact investing, fund managers need to also consider the social 
risk-return expectations and results measurement expectations of investors. Possible activities 
include: 
a. Develop a framework for assessing financial and social risks-returns along with results 

measurement risks-returns, linking it to different types of investments.  
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The following point links into current international development debates about complexity, adaptive 
management and may be useful to consider. However, it is more exploratory and less tangible at this 
state.  

4.5 Better understand the implications of complex change processes on impact investing and 
results measurement. In impact investing, the value placed on standardisation, comparability 
and universality has an implicit message of control and predictability. This differs from current 
international development evaluation debates that have focused on how to measure results in 
complex change processes so that learning and decision-making can be data driven. At this 
point, it would be most useful to further: 
a. Convene a small group of donor-funded impact investing initiatives to better understand the 

extent to which complex social change processes are viewed as a conundrum for impact 
investing and if so how and why. From these discussions, further more specific lines of 
enquiry may materialise.  

[ŀǎǘƭȅΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǊȅ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5/95 wa²DΩǎ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ŀǎ ŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ 
ǘƘŜ ¢hw ƻƴ ΨƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ŦƻǊ ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ƛǘ ƛƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩ όaŀȅ нлмсύΦ .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
findings, the following suggestions are made with regard to the TOR components not covered in this 
review: 

4.6 It would be interesting to determine the current level of sophistication in attributing results 
(financial and social) to various investors, e.g. if a first-loss investment takes less of a financial 
return but more of a development return from the fund. Interviews with a small number of fund 
managers could be pursued.  

4.7 Given the state of results measurement, it seems unlikely that further investigation will garner 
many insights into the relationship between fund structures and developmental results.  

4.8 Further general case studies are unlikely to add significant new information at this stage: 
Existing case studies are not sufficiently detailed to gain an in-depth understanding of what is 
happening on the ground and the quality of evidence and judgements about impact. In-depth 
ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ 
systems, staff and evidence. Few fund managers are likely to provide this access if their systems 
are not strong or they are concerned about the findings. Further case studies are likely to 
portray good practices, rather than provide an understanding of the range of practices, and 
feature organisations already documented.  
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Annex 1: Comparison of DCED Standard for Results Measurement 
and impact investing measurement guidelines 
Results measurement systems need to meet the needs of different stakeholders. Within impact 
investing, this includes different types of investors. A review of three results measurement 
guidelines developed for investors and investees (referred to hereafter as 'the II guidelines') provides 
some insights into the needs, expectations and divergent approaches within this young but rapidly 
growing field.25  

The II guidelines reviewed here are produced by three leading organisations: The rationale of all 
three sets of II guidelines is that they aim to address perceived gaps in the quality and quantity of 
results measurement of impact investments. Each of the II guidelines outline a step-by-step process 
to guide investors and/or investees in how to capture results. While there are differences between 
the II guidelines, these relate to points of emphasis rather than substantively different approaches. 
The II guidelines also have many of similarities as well as differences with the DCED Standard, which 
we summarise below:   

The DCED Standard and the II guidelines are founded on similar principles, including: 

¶ drawing from the same or similar theoretical/conceptual sources in evaluation (such as theories 
of change) 

¶ following an approach of first articulating the theory of change or impact pathway behind the 
ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŜΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ 
outcomes or returns. Although, in the II guidelines these often portrayed as a simple linear logic 
rather than the tree-like structure of a results chain 

¶ collecting and analysing data to measure performance against pre-determined indicators and 
targets  

¶ focussing on the measuring of social impacts, with the implicit assumption that improving the 
measurement of financial returns is not needed. 

Unlike the DCED Standard, the II guidelines place greater priority on assessing the monetary value 
of social impacts: all three II guidelines emphasise monetisation to varying degrees in contrast with 
the DCED Standard. Examples include: 

¶ SIITF Guidelines argues that while quantifying social and environmental outcomes is not easy, it 
is necessary if impact investing is to attract investment from capital markets. The rational is that: 
with a dollar value, a result can be traded like goods and services. 

¶ Good Analyst Guidelines, by comparison, do not directly propose actual monetarisation of social 
results. However, they do mention capturing savings to government using methods such as 
social return on investment. The Good Analyst also emphasizes involving beneficiaries in results 
measurement to define success indicators, interpret results and use the information. 

¶ EVPA Guidelines provide a middle-ground on monetarisation, emphasising the importance of 
establishing the value created for stakeholders using techniques such as value preference and 
assessing cost-savings. But not placing as much focus on beneficiary involvement as the Good 
Analyst.   

The II ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƭŜǎǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊƛŜǎΩ. None of 
the three gǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ƎƛǾŜ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ 
contribute to outcomes (or the additionality) - in contrast with the DCED Standard, where this is 
important. Intermediaries include supply-side (e.g. financial planners), demand-side (e.g. incubators) 

                                                             
25

 See Annex X and Y for a more detailed comparison of steps to develop a results measurement system as well 
as how each guidelines suggests handling key issues like attribution. Still to be written? Really needed? 
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or market enabler (e.g. researchers) organisations, which have rapidly grown with the growth of the 
ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ΨƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ƳƛŘŘƭŜΩ ƛƴ 
testing theories of change of impact investing. The DCED has similar experience, in that there are far 
fewer business environment reform programmes using the DCED Standard than there are users that 
apply the 'making markets work for the poor' or value chain development approaches. The work of 
intermediaries and business environment reform programmes are one step removed from the 
ultimate beneficiary and the outcomes generated from their work are sometimes perceived as less 
important or more intangible and therefore more difficult to measure, meaning they are often 
measured less often or well. They may also be enabling rather than causative; creating an enabling 
environment does not mean that changes will happen (or even that the constraints in the 
environment were the binding ones). Similarly, Koenig and Jackson (2016) highlight growing interest 
in the impact of impact investors and the degree to which they contribute to positive changes over 
ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊǎΩΦ  

Results ambitions are generally lower in the II guidelines compared with the DCED Standard. The II 
guidelines make little mention of systemic change while this is a notable component of the DCED 
Standard. The EVPA (2015) advises that outcomes and impacts should not be too far removed from 
what an investee does, as this may result in impact analysis that is meaningless to investees. Some 
donors like to see log-frames that directly reflect key development policy imperatives. As such, 
poverty reduction may, therefore, be placed at the goal or impact level of log-frames for M4P 
programmes - or increased income placed at the goal level for business environment reform 
programmes. For impact investing actors, these may be beyond what is considered meaningful. The 
lack of mention in the II guidelines differs from the position of Koenig and Jackson (2016) who 
suggest there is an increasing interest in measuring systemic impact. However, their conclusions 
could be because their study included programmes (such as the DFID Impact Programme and Africa 
Enterprise Challenge Fund) funded by development organisations. The authors (2016: 36) present 
the following interpretation of systemic change in impact investing.  

Diagram 7: Systemic change in impact investing 
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II guidelines argue for the need for tailoring results systems to the differing maturities or 
capacities of organisations, but all approaches struggle with how to support this. The DCED 
Standard is silent on this issue. For instance: 

¶ While recognising this need, neither SIITF or EVPA go so far as specifying what the different 
measurement systems would like. 

¶ ¢ƘŜ DƻƻŘ !ƴŀƭȅǎǘ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜ ŦƭŜȄƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ōȅ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ǎǘŜǇǎ ΨŎƻǊŜΩΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
DCED Standard. 

¶ The DCED Standard does not distinguish between different levels of organisational maturity or 
what different results measurement systems should look like for organisations at different levels 
of maturity ŀǎ ŘƻƴƻǊǎΩ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊ, in practice many programmes 
using the DCED Standard probably do this by undertaking more of the social impact 
measurement activities themselves or through contractors, while financial measurements are 
the responsibility of the organisations being supported.  

However, other organisations have been looking at this issue and it is useful to summarise two 
perspectives. 

Firstly, NESTA, a UK organisation that supports social enterprises, has produced a five-ƭŜǾŜƭ ΨŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ 
ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΩΦ b9{¢! ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŜǎΦ !ǘ 
Level 1, NESTA expects investees to be able to clearly explain how and why their activities will 
produce a positive impact and how this is better than the current situation. Data collection is not 
required. At Level 3, investees are expected to demonstrate their impact, using a counterfactual 
while at Level 5 investees are expected to demonstrate the investment is ready for scale-up while 
maintaining positive social and financial returns in the current location. 

Secondly, So and Staskevicius (2015) suggest that different approaches are appropriate depending 
on the maturity of the investor and investee. As illustrated in Diagram 8, an early stage impact 
investor investing in a small-scale or early stage investee organisation might consider using the social 
value criteria approach for post-investment results measurement. Approaches such as social return 
on investment and quasi-experimental approaches are better suited to more sophisticated investee 
organisations.  
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Diagram 8: Approaches appropriate to different types of investees and investors 

So and Staskevicius (2015: 6) also argue that particular approaches are appropriate for different 
stages of the investment, and it is appropriate to combine approaches (see Diagram 9 illustrate). 
This perspective is useful for reflecting on the categories of approaches. If, for example, an impact 
management approach was seen as the goal, it would not be sufficient to rely on experimental or 
quasi-experimental approaches since, as So and Staskevicius propose, they are not useful in 
monitoring impact.  

Diagram 9: Different approaches appropriate for different investment stages 
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Both the II guidelines and the DCED Standard place few expectations on businesses to measure 
social impacts: The EVPA guidelines advise that investors should require investees to measure only 
those things that are central to their operations and if investors require information beyond this 
then they are responsible for collecting and analysing this. For the DCED Standard, the general 
assumption is that development programmes will need to take responsibility for measuring social 
impacts as businesses are not sufficiently interested or do not have the resources or capacity to do 
so.  

Both the II guidelines and DCED Standard emphasize quantitative data over qualitative. Guidance 
for both the DCED Standard and impact investing results measurement tend to give greater 
importance to quantitative information over qualitative, although the DCED Standard underscores 
that qualitative information is necessary in order to gain greater understanding of how and why 
change occurred, or did not. Even though the stated purpose for results measurement in impact 
investing is for learning and improving, the II guidelines generally provide little direction on what 
might be needed beyond measuring indicators and valuing outcomes to embed learning as part of 
the culture of a business. There is more explicit emphasis on learning in development programmes 
than there is in the II guidelines reviewed.  

The II ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǾƛŜǿ ΨǊƛƎƻǊƻǳǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩ ƳƻǊŜ ƴŀǊǊƻǿƭȅ than the DCED Standard, 
tending to equate it to experimental methods, such as randomised control trials, or quasi-
experimental methods. The advice of the E±t! ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ 
ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƛǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜ 
DCED Standard provides guidance on a greater variety of impact assessment approaches.  

The DCED Standard emphasises aggregation more so than in II guidelines. The DCED Standard 
requires that a small number of impacts are aggregated. This may be easier to achieve on a 
development programmes, where there is a narrower focus compared with a diverse portfolio of 
social impact investments. The need for aggregation is not emphasised in the II guidelines. The 
EVPA, for example, suggests that the ability to meaningfully aggregate like-for-like numbers across 
an entire portfolio or fund may be impossible (EVPA, 2015). The EU Groupe d'experts de la 
Commission sur l'entrepreneuriat social (GECES) Sub-group (2014) found that practitioners, fund 
managers and social enterprises saw complying with a narrow set of top-down driven pre-
ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ŀǎ ΨŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀŘŘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ 
social enterprises better achieve impacts.  

The II guidelines are yet to be tested in practice, unlike the DCED Standard, but suggest potential 
points for donor engagement. Within international development, numerous guidelines on results 
measurement already exist and more are regularly developed at all levels ς sectoral, organisational, 
programme and project. Their existence does not signify use and the same challenge applies to the II 
guidelines. The II guidelines have only been recently developed (the oldest is just over three years 
old) and we do not have any information on how widely they are used and what the user experience 
has been. The DCED Standard has been in place for more than eight years and only really gained 
traction on a large scale after about five years. Nonetheless the value of the II guidelines at this stage 
is that they tell us the messages that are being communicated to impact investors and investees; 
how this is different or similar to development field (including the DCED Standard); and potential 
points for future donor engagement.  
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Annex 2: NESTA expectations ς evidence standards 
Level Our expectation How the evidence can be generated Criteria to be met (Quality ς how certain are we that it works?) 

At Level 1 

You can give an account of impact. By 
this we mean providing a logical reason, 
or set of reasons, for why your 
products/service could have impact on 
one of our outcomes, and why that 
would be an improvement on the 
current situation. 

You should be able to do this yourself, 
and draw upon existing data and 
research from other sources. 
 

There is a clear rationale to show why the product/service could have an impact on an 
outcome. 
- A description of the product/service. 
- An explanation for how it could positively impact on one (or more) of our specified 
outcomes. 
- An explanation of how the outcome could be measured. 
The description will include the context in which the product/service operates, specific 
target populations, and recruitment and referral processes of these target populations, 
and clear documentation about what participants receive (at Level 4 this becomes an 
understanding of how it is delivered). 
!ǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŀƎŜ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ Řŀǘŀ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘκǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΤ 
however, we would expect to see the product/service situated in any available 
benchmark information and data, for instance data about the problem to be tackled, 
information about similar initiatives being developed etc. 

At Level 2 

You are gathering data that shows some 
change amongst those using your 
product/service. 

At this stage, data can begin to show 
effect but it will not evidence direct 
causality. You could consider such 
methods as: pre and post survey 
evaluation; cohort/panel study, 
regular interval surveying. 

At Level 2 we would expect to see data showing that there is a change in the measure of 
the outcome among the recipients of the product or service. At this stage, data can begin 
to show effect but it will not evidence direct causality. You could consider such methods 
as: pre and postςsurvey evaluation; quasi experiment; cohort/panel study, regular 
interval surveying. 

At Level 3 

You can demonstrate that your 
product/service is causing the impact, 
by showing less impact amongst those 
ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘκǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΦ 
 

We will consider robust methods using 
a control group (or another well 
justified method) that begin to isolate 
the impact of the product/ service. 
Random selection of participants 
strengthens your evidence at this 
level; you need to have a sufficiently 
large sample a hand (scale is important 
in this case). 

Ideally at Level 3 a randomised control trial (RCT) would be used with at least one longς
term follow up of outcomes (however, we appreciate that in some instances an RCT is not 
appropriate so would discuss this in greater depth with potential investees). 
 
All products/services at Level 3 will be well documented, with necessary skills, training ς 
and other delivery requirements ς outlined clearly, to enable effective replication in 
alternative places, situation, contexts etc. 

At Level 4 You are able to explain why and how 
your product/service is having the 
impact you have observed and 
evidenced so far. An independent 
evaluation validates the impact you 
observe/generate. The product/ service 
delivers impact at a reasonable cost, 

At this stage, we are looking for a 
robust independent evaluation that 
investigates and validates the nature 
of the impact. This might include 
endorsement via commercial 
standards, industry kitemarks etc. You 
will need documented standardisation 

You will have a standardised product/service and process, with documentation to show 
what is delivered, how it is delivered/produced, and what that costs, so that if needed, 
the product/service could be produced by a third party successfully and get the same 
impacts.  
A high quality, independent evaluation/validation exercise will clearly show that the 
product/service is having impact. You will have a strong understanding of the market and 
be able to show that the cost of delivery matches what potential purchasers would be 
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suggesting that it could be replicated 
and purchased in multiple locations.  

of delivery and processes. You will 
need data on costs of production and 
acceptable price point for your 
customers. 
 

willing to pay for your product/service. 

At Level 5 

You can show that your product/ service 
could be operated up by someone else, 
somewhere else and scaledςup, whilst 
continuing to have positive and direct 
impact on the outcome and remaining a 
financially viable proposition. 

We expect to see use of methods like 
multiple replication evaluations; future 
scenario analysis; fidelity evaluation. 

You will have multiple evaluations of your product/service in different settings (at least 
ǘǿƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎΤ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ōȅ ȅƻǳύ ǘƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
the product/service can be used in different settings (which could be in different settings 
geographically and/or with different types of product/service users). For a service, it will 
also be proven that it can be delivered by different staff.  
You will have findings aboǳǘ ΨdosageΩΣ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ŘƻŜǎ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƻǊ 
service create a greater impact. In addition, you will have an understanding about the 
generalisability of the product/ service. For instance, are the same results found when the 
product/service is used in different areas or communities i.e. male/female, with different 
ethnic groups, etc? 

 

 


