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Abstract

Over the past decades, Social Impact Assessment (SIA), which measures the social consequences
of an organisation’s project, program, or policy has shifted from its traditional context in project
development to a more recent variant of SIA, where it is employed in the third and fourth sec-
tor by mission-driven organisations, which we refer to as mission-driven SIA. As organisations are
experiencing growing pressure to demonstrate their impact on societal issues and the demand for
conducting SIA increased, many SIA methods and tools that enable these methods have been cre-
ated. Within the domain of SIA, there is a lack of consensus and established standards and a lack
of research on rationale on the subdivisions of Impact Measurement families. This research aims
to increase the academic understanding of Social Impact Assessment by providing the groundwork
for a standard language to specify SIA methods, where we extend the open-source tool openESEA,
which currently supports the speci cation of Ethical, Social, and Environmental Accounting (ESEA)
methods. For this, we propose a new classi cation system to analyse and compare SIA methods.
By modelling and comparing existing SIA methods, we create a generic model that gives us an
overview of the main features of SIA. With these features, which includes a Theory of Change, cor-
rection mechanisms and indicators, we extend the meta-model of openESEA and its accompanying
DSL which can be used to specify SIA methods. Additionally, we conduct a market analysis on
the Dutch government-commissioned SIA method the Impact Path and nd that practitioners are
generally positive about the method, but it requires more collaboration, development, and extension
to become the SIA method the government aims it to become.

Keywords: Social Impact Assessment, Impact Measurement, Method engineering, Model-driven tool,
Domain-Speci ¢ Language, Process-Deliverable Diagram, Impact Path
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1 Introduction

1.1 Problem statement

Over the past decades, the assessment of sustainability for organisations is becoming increasingly important
in the shift towards becoming more sustainable [68], where activities of an organisation further some social
good, beyond the interest and legal obligations of the organisation. In becoming more sustainable, they have
started to realise over the past decades, that it's important not only to assess their economic performance
but they have to consider all the three dimensions of the Triple Bottom Line (TBL): economic, social, and
environmental [3] [28]. This TBL concept is an integrated approach similar to Corporate Social Responsibility
(CSR). Although the concept is widely used and accepted, there are still some who argue it's a zero-sum
game [57], while others view it as an optimisation game of blended value, which states that all organisations
create value across the three sustainability dimensions, and is, therefore, a blend of these elements [29]. The
challenge for these organisations is to optimize the impacts on several dimensions, instead of maximizing
their impact against a single dimension.

Ever since the introduction of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in 1969, environmental
planning and decision making has been enabled and accelerated by Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
[6]. Although the consideration of social impact existed long before NEPA [13], over the past decades, there
has been an increase in the necessity to measure the social consequences of an organisation's project, program,
or policy, by means of Social Impact Assessment (SIA). Especially organisations with social missions, such as
a nonpro t or a Social Enterprise (SE), are experiencing a growing pressure to demonstrate their impacts on
societal problems [26]. These organisations that engage in social entrepreneurship are new enterprises that
have emerged from the third sector [38], where they had started to blur the boundaries between prot and
not-for-pro t organisational models. Using economic activity to pursue a social objective, these enterprises
subsequently formed a new sector known as 'the fourth sector'. These activities are, however, not speci c to
organisations in the private sector, as governments are also undertaking actions to provide value for society
[18]. Not only by activities, but also by legislation, as in some countries like Spain, Italy, and the UK, the
social enterprise is recognized as a separate legal entity.

While the usage of Social Impact Assessment in the social sector has been increasing over the years,
the academic literature in this sector is still underdeveloped on both theoretical and empirical grounds [72]
[26]. Due to this low maturity of the research eld, the eld of Impact Measurement (IM) is lacking broad
consensus on a well-de ned de nition and vocabulary. Over the years, there have been numerous attempts
at de ning Social Impact Assessment and Social Impact itself, where experts and practitioners often use
di erent terms and descriptions, while actually referring to the same concept. An example of this is the
usage of the term 'Social Impact', which also di ers from 'Social Impact' [13] [54], to 'Social Return' [18],
to 'Social Value' [27].

Although there seems to be some debate over the exact meanings of terms such as Social Impact and
Social Impact Assessment and there is no generally agreed de nition, there does seem to be an agreement
about the concept itself, where Vanclay describes that the overall purpose of all impact assessment is to
‘bring about a more sustainable world' [83]. In his paper on SIA in 1999, Vanclay de nes this concept as
follows:

\Social impact assessment is the process of analysing (predicting, evaluating and re ecting) and
managing the intended and unintended consequences on the human environment of interventions
(policies, plans, programs, projects and other social activities) and social change processes so
as to create a more sustainable biophysical and human environment”.

Since then, a lot has happened in the eld of SIA, where it has moved from its traditional context in project
development, which we refer to as 'development-driven SIA ' to the more recent variant of SIA, where
it is also employed in the third and fourth sector, mostly by mission-driven organisations, which we refer
to as 'mission-driven SIA . Leaders in the social sectors and their funders have increasingly started to
embrace impact measurement as a helpful tool to achieve their missions, where they shift from evaluating
impact after implementing their interventions to using measuring during program design in order to obtain
real-time feedback to improve their work [26].
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The process of assessing and managing social impacts by means of Social Impact Assessment has several
business benets, such as a greater certainty for project investments and an increased chance of project
success, an improved ability to identify issues early on, and an improved quality of life for employees and
improved retention of skilled workers [31]. On the other hand, some practitioners suggest that while impact
measurement 'seems to be a good tool to help funders see what bang they're getting for their buck’, it
has the risk of being counterproductive in the long run, both by drawing resources away from their actual
operational work and by focusing too much on outcomes for which the causal links are unclear [37]. This
might make it seem like an organisation is only interested in providing accountability to funders, than it
re ects an interest in actually ndings ways to improve their services and results. However, as SIA and
its bene ts became more widely recognized and the demand for more tangible accountability has increased,
many Social Impact Assessment methods and tools that enable these methods have been created. In this
research, we refer to these methods as 'mission-driven social impact assessment methods', which is a speci c
family of Impact Measurement Methods (IMM).

Unfortunately, as of yet, the eld of Impact Measurement does not have a fully elaborated, generally
agreed upon typology. Some attempts have been made, however, to distinguish the separate families of
Impact Measurement. In his work, Becker describes a 'simple' typology, consisting of environmental impact
assessment, social impact assessment, technology assessment, and economic impact assessment [9]. Dufour
et al. di erentiate between Social Accounting and Audit (SAA) and Social Impact Assessment [25]. Lastly,
Ramautar and Sinaga di erentiate between Ethical, Social, and Environmental Accounting (ESEA), SIA,
and Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) [69] [78]. Despite these subdivisions of IM families, there is a lack
of research on the rationale of these subdivisions, as researchers disagree on what the di erences between
these families are. Although many attempts have been made to identify these di erences by de ning distinct
characteristics of Impact Measurement methods [18] [38] [57] [72] [78], it seems like most existing classi cation
systems are not including all relevant characteristics. As such, a classi cation system that has consolidated
all characteristics from the di erent types of methods does not yet exist.

Partly because of this lack of categorisation, many SIA methods and tools that enable these methods
exist. There seems to be a lack of standardisation of the speci cation among these methods and their
respective tools. Despite the abundance of methods, there are no generally agreed-upon methodologies for
measuring impact [59] and practitioners often disagree about the best way to identify and measure impact
[38]. Because of this lack of consensus, the 'what to measure' can be very di erent for every organisation.
Often, because of the diversity of business' activities and operations, methods are created for a single,
specialized purpose, and tools are developed merely to support a single method [57] [69]. Currently, the
area of SIA does not have a universally used method or standard. This is in itself not a huge problem, as
one method will always be more desirable based on a certain use case. This large diversity of methods does,
however, make it di cult to develop a tool that supports social impact assessment regardless of the method
used.

1.2 Main goal

The main goal for this paper is to provide an analysis and increase the academic understanding of Social
Impact Assessment methods, the de nition of Social Impact and how this should be assessed. This analysis
should provide the groundwork for a standard language to specify SIA methods. The goal of this research
is not to create a standardized, one-size- ts-all SIA method, as this is very unlikely to be possible, given
all the di erent methods that are out there. Instead, we embrace the variability of all the existing methods
and support this with the standard language. This is done by identifying the relevant characteristics of SIA
methods and by investigating the way these methods prescribe to manage and measure impact. In itself,
this should contribute towards the development of a standardized, model-based tool capable of supporting
all kinds of Social Impact Assessment methods. This is done by extending the work on openESEA, an
extendable tool that was created during another master thesis at Utrecht University [65]. openESEA uses
its own Domain Speci c Language (DSL). The DSL allows the creation of models of ESEA methods, which
can then be interpreted by the web-based tool [77]. During this research, the way will be paved for the SIA
extension. As a result of the analysis of SIA methods, we will be able to identify some of the user stories that
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will be included in the product backlog of openESEA, which can then be picked up during one of the tool's
development sprints. As a result, the tool will then be capable of interpreting SIA method speci cations in
the DSL.

Additionally, this research will be a step towards the de nition of a typology for the families of methods
within IM, which includes ESEA methods, Impact Assessment (IA) methods, and LCA methods.

Next to that, a particular focus is placed on the implementation consequences of the Dutch government-
commissioned SIA method 'Het Impactpad' (The Impact Path). We are curious about the e ects of the
introduction of a new method that could be prescribed as legally binding and a new standard way of
working in terms of performing impact assessment. This is relevant to our research, as we are investigating
the current state-of-the-art in the domain of Social Impact Assessment, which could potentially be disrupted
or a ected by a regulated SIA method. The rst component of this is to identify possible resistance factors
users experience when using a new process/method. The second component of this is to collect experiences
from organisations/practitioners who have used the Impact Path and to discuss the Impact Path with the
organisations responsible for its development.

The main contributions of this paper are (1) an extended metamodel of the openESEA tool, capable of
supporting SIA methods, (2) user stories for tool development that will allow this extension, (3) an overview
of SIA methods and their characteristics, and (4) a market analysis of the Impact Path.

Ultimately, we hope that this research will contribute to an easier and more e ective way of conducting
Social Impact Assessment, so each organisation that is willing to measure their impact, can reap the bene ts
and create even more social value.

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. Section 2 describes the Research Questions. Section
3 describes the details of the Research Method. Section 4 contains the literature review that describes
the current state-of-the-art of Social Impact Assessment and an investigation on organisational resistance.
Section 5 describes the characteristics analysis. Section 6 reports on the method comparison of SIA methods.
Section 7 will describe the openESEA extension. Lastly, section 8 will report on the ndings of the Impact
Path investigation.
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2 Research questions

To analyse the current state-of-the-art in Social Impact Assessment, the following research questions have
to be answered:

(RQ1): What is the current state-of-the-art in the domain of Social Impact Assessment?

(RQ1.1) : What is the history of Social Impact Assessment and its related IM families?
(RQ1.2 ) : What are the motivations for using Social Impact Assessment?
(RQ1.3 ) : Which Social Impact Assessment methods exist?

(RQ2): What are the current challenges in the domain of Social Impact Assessment?
(RQ3): What characteristics can be identi ed to classify Social Impact Assessment methods?
(RQ4): What are software requirements for the extension of openESEA to support Social Impact Assessment?

(RQ5): What are the consequences of the implementation of the Dutch government-commissioned Social
Impact Assessment method 'The Impact Path'?

3 Research method

This research will be part of an ongoing research line at Utrecht University (UU), with the eventual goal of
developing a standard language to specify Impact Assessment methods. This contributes to the extension of
openESEA, an extendable, open-source, model-based tool, which should then become capable of supporting
Social Impact Assessment methods. This research will be done in collaboration with two Information Science
students at the UU, Lars Lensink & Friso Liezenberg, who are also investigating Social Impact Assessment
methods and tools for their bachelor theses (OZP) [55].

In order to visualise the research method for a clear overview, a Process-Deliverable Diagram (PDD) has
been created. The PDD is shown in Figure 1. We will explain what a PDD is later in this chapter.

The problem statement indicates that the problem we are facing is a knowledge problem, thus we will
not be using the design cycle by Wieringa [96], a design science methodology often used in the elds of
information systems and software engineering research. The research method consists of three phases. The
rst phase is the literature review, the second phase consists of a practice analysis, and the third phase
involves requirements elicitation. Table 1 below shows the phases and in which phase each research question
is answered.

3.1 Literature review

To answer the rst three research questions, a literature review was conducted. Seeing how many of the
Social Impact Assessment methods are not academically investigated, a multi-vocal literature review was
required, where 'grey literature' was used as a source of information, e.g. blog posts, videos, papers, and
websites that are not part of a scienti ¢ journal or conference [82]. We still primarily aimed at using scienti ¢
evidences.

3.1.1 Literature search

First, we T1 - de ne inclusion criteria for the literature study . The following inclusion criteria were created:

(C1): Must concern Social Impact Assessment or any synonym that represents the same concept, e.g. Social
Impact Measurement or Impact Measurement

(C2): Publications need to be in English or Dutch

(C3): Publication lists some challenge or issue within Social Impact Assessment or Impact Assessment as a
whole
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Figure 1: Research Method PDD
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Phase ID | RQ1.1 RQ1.2 RQ13 RQ2 RQE3 RQ4 RQ5
T1 v’ v’ v’ v’

T2 v’ v’ v’

Literature study T3 v’

T4 v’
T5
T6
T7
T8
T9
T10
T11
T12
T13
T14
T15
T16
T17

NAAN

Practice analysis

NAAAAAN

AR

Requirement elicitation

NAYANAN

Table 1: The research method phases and when the RQs are answered

(C4): Research must have been conducted after 2000. Even though Social Impact Assessment dates back to
a few decades before this, the year 2000 was chosen as a criterion to ensure that relevant ndings are
discovered that still apply to the domain of SIA.

For the initial investigation, we look at criteria C1 and C2 and we do a simple search on Google Scholar
using the following query:

Q1.

"Social Impact Assessment”

Then, to nd more relevant papers, we expanded that search query to a uni ed search term as follows:

Q2.

("Social Impact Assessment" OR "Social Impact Measurement" OR "Impact Assessment")
AND

("State-of-the-art" OR Analysis OR Investigation)

By now we should already have quite some publications that will also list challenges within SIA but
lastly, an additional search is done to nd more publications that mention challenges within the domain of
Social Impact Assessment. Inclusion criteria C3 and C4 were added for this additional search.

Qs.
("Social Impact Assessment" OR "Social Impact Measurement" OR "Impact Assessment")
AND
(Issues OR Challenges OR Problems)
To gather relevant publications, we performed the following steps:
1. Search on Google Scholar:
(a) Search using Q1, Q2, or Q3
(b) Investigate the found papers with the inclusion criteria described above in mind
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(c) Select relevant papers after reading title and abstract/conclusion if title was not self-explanatory

(d) Repeat with other queries

2. Additionally, some papers were selected that were deemed relevant, by scanning a shared reference
management repository in Mendeley created by the two aforementioned students also investigating
Social Impact Assessment

3. Finally, during the elaborate reading of the papers, some papers were added by means of backwards-
snowballing

The scanning of the shared repository in Mendeley was mostly useful to identify more publications
that focus on mission-driven SIA, as those publications more often do not use the term 'Social Impact
Assessment'. After following these steps, we found a total of 30 publications, all of which are shown in Table
18 in Appendix A. Table 2 shows the number of publications found per step as describes above.

Source # of papers
Q1 8
Q2 7
Q3 3
Snowball 8
Recommendation 4

Table 2: Publications found per source

3.1.2 Investigating the current state-of-the-art of SIA

In the literature review, we perform four investigations:
1. an investigation on Social Impact Assessment, its context, motivations, and methods
2. an investigation on the current challenges within the domain of SIA
3. an investigation on the Impact Path
4. an investigation on Impact Measurement Method characteristics

The rst investigation of the literature study will be to T2 - investigate the current domain of Social
Impact Assessment This activity will answer the rst research question RQ1.

The second investigation of the literature study isto T3 - investigate the current challenges in the domain
of Social Impact Assessment This includes but is not limited to the challenges to de ne rigorous de nitions
of Impact Assessment, the limitations of the methods, the limitations and pain points of tools supporting
SIA methods, and the limitations towards a standard de nition of a Social Impact Assessment method.
This activity will answer the second research question RQ2. For T2 and T3, we performed qualitative data
analysis over the selected papers, supported with the tool NVivo 12. The taxonomy of the nodes used to code
the papers was built incrementally and can be seen in Figure 2. Apart from the coding regarding important
information on Social Impact Assessment, we also included nodes for Environmental Impact Assessment
and Impact Assessment as a whole. For each found challenge, similar occurrences were codi ed, where
some challenges would be either removed or consolidated based on discussions within the team. When all
challenges were identi ed, they were cross-referenced with the pain-points identi ed by the two bachelor
students, to ensure alignment in found challenges, as they had also investigated this themselves.
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Figure 2: NVivo Taxonomy for Literature Review

3.1.3 Investigating the Impact Path

The third investigation of the literature study will be to T4 - investigate The Impact Path, a Dutch
government-commissioned SIA method. This activity, in part, answers the fth research question RQ5.
Since there is probably next to nothing to nd about this in academic literature, we will only provide some
context here on The Impact Path, by discussing its origins and by explaining what the method entails,
based on grey literature. To gain insights into the consequences of implementing the Impact Path, and
what type of resistance an organisation could face when they have to or want to switch to another method,
we investigate literature on how to de ne switching costs and organisational resistance. For the literature
search on organisational resistance, we de ned the following inclusion criteria:

(C5): Must concern Organisational Resistance or User Resistance
(C6): Publications list some factors or classi cation scheme of organisational resistance/user resistance
For the search on factors of resistance, we formed the following, quite simple, uni ed search term:

Q4.

("User Resistance" OR "Organisational Resistance” OR "Switching costs")

The search for publications was conducted with Google Scholar using Q4. Based on this search and by
backwards-snowballing, we eventually found analysed 15 papers, of which 9 were found to include factors of
resistance, which is shown in Table 19 in Appendix B. The result of this investigation gives us a coding scheme
that can be used in NVIVO to classify the identi ed factors and issues that are potentially experienced when
switching towards working with The Impact Path.

3.1.4 Identifying characteristics of Impact Measurement Methods

The fourth investigation concerns the characteristics of Impact Measurement Methods and was mostly
performed by the two bachelor students. In order to T5 - create a list of characteristics to classify SIA
methods a search was done on existing classi cations and characteristics of SIA speci cally, but also on
IMM in general. These characteristics were compiled in an overview to identify overlap and to combine
similar characteristics from di erent sources. The remaining characteristics were then evaluated and Itered
based on the following criteria. Characteristics to describe mission-driven SIA methods should be:
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Fundamental:  The characteristic should say something about the nature of the method and how
it fundamentally di ers from other methods, rather than just being decision criteria for practitioners
looking for a method to apply (e.g.: the di erent costs of applying methods does not necessarily say
something about their fundamental di erences, but whether a method can be used to assess social or
environmental impacts does)

Unambiguous: The characteristic should have a clear and unambiguous de nition

Assessable from method documentation : It should be possible to assess the methods on this
characteristic from the method documentation and other readily available information

Unique: The characteristics should not be a derivative or directly derivable from other characteristics,
a combination, or a part of other characteristics.

The result of this approach is a non-exhaustive list of characteristics that are supplemented with ad-
ditional characteristics if deemed relevant and they adhere to the above criteria. In the next phase of the
Research Method, we can use these characteristics to classify existing SIA methods.

3.1.5 Finding SIA methods

Before being able to do a practice analysis and make use of all the gathered knowledge from the literature
review phase, we have to nd existing SIA methods. As we have not yet done the investigation on SIA
methods, we selected methods based on our initial understanding of them, which was purely based on the
knowledge and expertise that was shared by our supervisors. There were some criteria we made for the search
of SIA methods, based on assumptions, namely that they (1) are targeted at a mission-driven organisation,
such as a Non-Governmental Organisation (NGO) or a SE, and (2) that it includes a Theory of Change
(TOC). These assumptions were used as guidelines, rather than hard criteria. By performing web searches
on IMM and SIA, investigating academic and mostly grey literature, and by contacting and consulting
established networks and organisations in the domain of impact measurement/management, such as Social
Value International, Social Enterprise NL, Impact Management Project, Avance Impact etc., we were able
to create a list of mission-driven SIA methods.

3.2 Practice analysis

The second phase follows up on the Literature Study, where we will be analysing SIA methods, conduct
interviews to gather insights on The Impact Path and SIA practices, and conduct interviews to validate

our ndings and models. This phase can be related to the practice of Method Engineering, which is the
"engineering discipline to design, construct and adapt methods, techniques and tools for the development of
information systems" [11]. In our case, method engineering is used for the extension of the openESEA tool.

3.2.1 Classifying SIA methods

Using the characteristics identi ed in the literature review phase, we have a classi cation system that can
be used to classify SIA methods. This classi cation system is an extension of the ESEA system proposed
by Ramautar [69] and Sinaga [78]. Eventually, this system can be expanded to also include characteristics
for de ning EIA methods, LCA methods, and any other family of methods part of IMM that we have not
yet identi ed. First, we will T6 - classify SIA methods using the characteristics. This is done by reading the
documentation of our selected SIA methods and assess for each characteristic whether or not it applies to
the method. The selection criteria for when to include a characteristic for a certain method can be found in
Table 24 in Appendix G. After we have classi ed the methods using the characteristics, we can T7 - analyse
SIA methods based on the classi cation, where we will be able to assess the di erences and similarities of
the identi ed SIA methods.

20



3.2.2 Method Comparison

In order to identify the main features and concepts of Social Impact Assessment method, we need to conduct
a method comparison. This gives us insights into what features are needed for supporting SIA methods with
the openESEA tool. This is done by following the Method Comparison approach, as described by van de
Weerd et al. [90]. This approach consists of 4 steps.

3.2.2.1 Method selection First, we select a number of SIA methods that we will analyze and com-
pare. This selection is based on discussions within the research group. Important for a method to be
modelled is that it has su cient information in its documentation in order to visualise the process and
concepts of the method. Even in the case that we select an SIA method that we eventually do not classify
to be an SIA method, the modelling would still have contributed to a better understanding of what SIA
entails.

3.2.2.2 Method modelling To further analyse the SIA methods and get a better understanding of
how SIA is performed, we will create meta-models of a selection of SIA methods. This is done by T8 -
creating Process Deliverable Diagrams of SIA methods as described by Van de Weerd and Brinkkemper [91].
A PDD is a meta-modelling technique that is based on UML activity diagrams and UML class diagrams.
The meta-models created with the technique show the processes on the left-hand side and deliverables on
the right-hand side. Figure 3 shows the key elements of the modelling technique. At times when the
documentation of an SIA method does not clearly describe a certain activity, we have to make assumptions
and modelling decisions. These assumptions and decisions that cast doubt are always discussed within the
research group. The process and deliverables are explained in the accompanying activity and concept tables,
in which all activities and concepts are described.

Figure 3: The key elements of the PDD technique [78]

3.2.2.3 Development of super-method After having modelled all the SIA methods, we will de-
velop a super-method. A super-method is de ned as the smallest common denominator of activities and
concepts in the meta-models [78]. In other words, the super-method is a method that contains all activities
and concepts that appear in at least one of the methods. To build the super-method, we start with one
method, in our case the Impact Path, and include all activities and concepts in the super-method. Then,
we incrementally build the super-method by comparing each activity and concept to other SIA methods,
including an activity/concept if it is not yet present in the super-method. Since we use the Impact Path as
the pivot to create the super-method, it might be that the activities and concepts are biased towards that
SIA method. To prevent his, we eventually discussed each activity and concept of the super-method and
decided on what would be the best name/description for this activity/concept.
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3.2.2.4 Comparison of methods Because of the super-method that is created, we will be able to
T9 - perform a method comparison of the PDDs. The result of this comparison would be a generic model for
Social Impact Assessment and its activities and concepts. We will create two comparison tables: an activity
table and a concept table. We will compare each SIA method to the super-method until each activity
and concept in that SIA method is accounted for. We compare activities and concepts using the following
notation, where 's' is an activity/concept of the super-method, and 'm' is an activity or concept of the SIA
method that is being compared [78]:

s '=''m: The activity/concept 's' is equivalent to the activity/concept 'm’

s '<''m: The activity 's' does less than the activity 'm'

s '>'m: The activity 's' does more than the activity 'm'

s '>< 'm: A part of the activity 's' overlaps a part of the activity 'm', and other parts do not overlap

s '-'' m: The activity/concept 's' is not equal/present to the activity/concept 'm'

String: The concept 's' is similar to concept 'm' but has di erent terminology

In order to explain equivalence in this comparison, we need to understand how activities or concepts
can be compared. There are many components to a model, such as activities, concepts, relationships,
cardinalities, role names etc. When we consider two activities or concepts to be equivalent, we ideally assess
that they are equal in the four dimensions: purpose, process, data, and actor [78]. However, due to varying
levels of detail in methods' documentation, it's very di cult to accurately compare each activity and concept
to these four dimensions. The only dimension we can accurately check is the purpose dimension, thus we
decide to only focus on this dimension. This means we consider two activities or concepts to be equal if they
serve the same purpose. Once all PDDs have been compared with the super-method, we will create a generic
model that includes the most common activities and concepts of SIA. These are selected by establishing
an inclusion threshold. The activity part of the Generic Model PDD will be quite straightforward, but the
relationships and cardinalities of the concept part will not be. We still modelled this concept diagram, based
on the expertise of the modellers in our research group.

The way of working for this comparison is discussed in multiple weekly meetings and is extensively
worked on by students in the research group.

3.2.3 Model validation

Our research group consists of 5 researchers. An assistant professor, a PhD candidate, one Master's student
and two bachelors' students, each having more years of experience in modelling. Because of the close
collaboration and the level of expertise, there is a high con dence level in the quality of the PDDs that are
created. Nevertheless, there are still some modelling decisions that are made due to a lack of clari cation
in the documentation, or some aspects could have been misinterpreted. To improve the validity and quality

of the PDDs, we T10 - validate the SIA method PDDs with experts. This validation is done by conducting
interviews with experts or developers of the SIA methods. The goal of these interviews is to ensure that our
interpretation of the documentation is correct and that we do not miss any essential activities or concepts.
Next to that, we also T11 - validate the generic model This validation is done with practitioners within
the domain of SIA, who have ample experience with conducting SIA and have knowledge of multiple SIA
methods. The goal of this interview is to gather knowledge on whether or not the generic model indeed
includes generic activities and concepts that can indicate possible features for the openESEA extension. For
the validation interviews, we have created a structured interview protocol, which can be found in Appendix

J.

Eventually, after validation, we use validation matrices (Table 3), as described by Deneckere et al. [24].
For each validated method, we can indicate the number of PDD changes as a result of the validation interview.
An activity or concept can be either removed, changed, or inserted. Rationale is given for each change. We
include two validation matrices, one for the methods' activities changes, and one for the methods' concepts
changes. The validation matrices give insight into the degree of quality of the pre-validated PDDs.
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Method Removed | Motivation Changed | Motivation Inserted Motivation
Method 1
Method 2

Table 3: Validation matrix

3.2.4 Impact Path investigation

Next to this, to aid the investigation on the Impact Path ( T4), we will T12 - conduct interviews with
experts/practitioners on the Impact Path . For these interviews, we reach out to multiple organisations with
di erent relations to the Impact Path. We will rst reach out to networks, such as Social Enterprise NL to
help us nd organisations that have applied the Impact Path. Then we will reach out to the developers of the
Impact Path to get more knowledge on its development and future outlook, we will also reach out to social
enterprises that have applied the Impact Path for their own impact measurement, and we will reach out
to practitioners/consultants who assist organisations with their impact assessment and have done this with
assistance of the Impact Path. For these interviews, we follow the Impact Path interview protocol, which
can be found in Appendix |. As a result of the interviews, we can T13 - Collect experiences, motivations
and factors of resistance on the Impact Path. This is done by transcribing the interviews in NVIVO and
codifying the important ndings, using the factors of resistance framework to codify the mentioned factors
of resistance. This, combined with activity T4, will answer our fth research question RQ5.

3.3 Requirements elicitation

The third and last phase of this research is the requirements elicitation phase, where input is used from
the rst two phases. After having done the literature research and validation, we can T14 - identify SIA
requirements for the openESEA extension We identify these features in two ways:

1. The generic model serves as input for the main activities and concepts of SIA

2. We will be able to check the existing openESEA meta-model with our SIA method meta-models and
perform a tabular comparison. This comparison will reveal what components of SIA are already
covered with the current meta-model and which concepts are still needed to support the SIA method.

Based on the identi ed necessary concepts, we will be able toT15 - create user stories for the required features
for openESEA extension. We will subdivide these features into epics and user stories. Next to that, we will
T16 - extend the metamodel of openESEAwith the SIA concepts that were identi ed. This meta-model is
formally depicted in a UML class diagram notation. Lastly, based on the meta-model extension, we will be
T17 - extending the textual grammar (DSL) of openESEA . This DSL is constructed in the Xtext framework.
In this framework, the textual grammar is de ned and based on this, a parser, serialiser, and a smart editor
are automatically generated for the DSL [34]. The DSL can then be run in an Eclipse instance, in which
you are able to generate a method speci cation that can be used by openESEA. The Eclipse instance assists
with the speci cation according to the rules de ned in the DSL. We validate the meta-model and the DSL
by creating method instantiations, based on real examples of organisations that have de ned a Theory of
Change and conducted SIA. These method instantiations are initially made in an excel sheet, following the
classes de ned in the meta-model and subsequently translated to a method speci cation using the DSL.
These last activities will answer our fourth research question RQ4.
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4 Literature review

In this section, we discuss our ndings of the literature review. First, we discuss our ndings on the
investigation of the domain of Social Impact Assessment, its history, de nitions, and motivations. Here, we
also include a discussion on other families of methods that belong to Impact Measurement. Next to that, we
discuss the SIA challenges that were found. Then, we will explain which characteristics were identi ed and
what they entail. Lastly, we will give some context on the Impact Path and de ne a framework to classify

factors of resistance.

4.1 Investigation of the domain of Social Impact Assessment
4.1.1 History and context of Social Impact Assessment

In his literature review on social impact measurement, Dufour [25] recognizes two historical trends, the rst
one he dubs \social accounting and audit" (SAA) and the second one \social impact assessment" (SIA).
We regard these trends as being di erent “families' of impact measurement methods. As the scope of the
literature review by Dufour was limited to only social impact measurement methods, we recognize that to
cover the whole range of methods (e.g. environmental), more families are needed. SAA methods often have
a holistic approach to measuring performance, also regarding the environmental and (business) ethical, i.e.
the Ethical, Social, and Environmental (ESE) aspects. Therefore we refer to this family of methods using
the name ESEA, as proposed by Sinaga [78]. SIA methods, however, often focus solely on the social impacts
of certain interventions. Next to social impacts, similar methods also exist to assess environmental impacts.
Therefore, we de ne SIA and Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) as being two distinct families of
methods. Even more families can be identi ed, as can be seen in Figure 4, where we have also included Life
Cycle Assessment (LCA) and two types of Social Impact Assessment.

4.1.1.1 Ethical, Social, and Environmental Accounting (ESEA) The term “social auditing’
was rst used in the 1940s by Theodore J. Kreps, but only saw its rst real experimentations by large
companies in the 1970s. The trend dissipated in the 1980s but regained traction in the 1990s and currently
carries considerable momentum because of institutionalization in organizations such as the Global Reporting
Initiative (GRI) with an ever-growing network of users [25].

Some other commonly used names to refer to this family of methods, besides SAA and ESEA, are:
“Corporate Social (Responsibility) Reporting', "ESG Reporting' “Integrated Reporting’, "Non-Financial Re-
porting', and “Triple Bottom Line Accounting'. In this research, social and environmental accounting is
de ned as "the process of assessing and reporting on the social and environmental e ects caused by an
organisation's economic actions to particular interest groups within society and to society itself" [76].

4.1.1.2 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and Social Impact Assessment (SIA)

The theoretical foundations of SIA can be found in the work of Donald T. Campbell in 1957, but the nascence

of the practice itself is more often associated with the enactment of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969 in the United States, which was the foundation of what would grow to be EIA [25]. The
NEPA legislation was passed by US congress to a large degree because environmental and social costs to
local communities were not part of the planning and decision-making process, leading to project failures and
narrow cost-bene t analyses [16].

In the late 1970s through the 1980s, SIA developed as EIA was deemed to have a too strong emphasis
on biophysical components, where the social aspect only played a marginal role [23]. According to Burdge
and Vanclay [13] the term Social Impact Assessment was presumably rst used in an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) in 1973, which marks the birth of SIA as a discipline. This form of SIA is de ned by Vanclay
[84] and the International Association for Impact Assessment [88] as including \the processes of analysing,
monitoring and managing the intended and unintended social consequences, both positive and negative, of
planned interventions (policies, programs, plans, projects) and any social change processes invoked by those
interventions. Its primary purpose is to bring about a more sustainable and equitable biophysical and human
environment."
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SIA, born in a policy-making and legislative context, is primarily used to predict, assess and manage the
impact of planned interventions. However, the role of SIA has shifted somewhat over the years. Traditionally,
SIA was often experienced by project proponents as a regulatory obligation, or a hurdle to jump in order
to obtain approval for a project [31]. Nowadays, SIA is more and more seen by proponents as a useful tool
for managing the social impacts of their project, creating social bene ts to the a ected communities and
thus earning a “social license to operate' [88]. The practice of Social Impact Assessment is being practised
internationally in a lot of elds, such as natural resource management, disaster preparation, international
development cooperation, peacebuilding and con ict initiatives, con ict management, and in due diligence
processes [23]. Doing SIA is less and less seen as a cost and increasingly regarded as an investment in
risk management. Nevertheless, actually implementing the intervention remains the main objective behind
performing the assessment.

During the 1990s the use of SIA also shifted to the third sector. Because of the nature of this sector,
the motivation of performing SIA was signi cantly di erent. Now, the planned intervention, project or
program was not the main objective, but having a real, measurable impact on their stakeholders was the
main motivation behind conducting SIA. Outside of the third sector, the know-how, tools and models that
were acquired by the third sector from 1990 onwards have also contributed to the rise of "'new' integrated
organizations in which the boundaries between for-prot and nonprot have faded. These organizations,
social enterprises, have grown so fast that a fourth sector has arisen. Since the organizations operating in
this sector are mainly concerned with ful lling their social mission, the question arises how their impact on
society should be assessed, to understand if and how they are achieving their objectives and contributing to
the well-being of society [38]. Social enterprises are unique mechanisms to address poverty, inspire women,
promote growth in marketplaces and create institutional changes. They di er from traditional enterprises
by using both social and commercial logic to address social, economic, and environmental issues, prioritising
innovation and social bene ts [46].

The rise of this fourth sector contributes to the growing importance and relevance of measuring social,
economic and environmental value and thus also for SIA. In recent years the notion of a holistic approach
to impact measurement, following the principles of the triple bottom line by Elkington [28], as opposed to a
solely social approach has become more present in both the ESEA and SIA families of methods, somewhat
blurring the line between them [25]. However, di erences still exist in the approach of both ESEA and
SIA methods, but also within SIA we assume that distinct di erences exist between SIA in its traditional
context of project development and the more recent variant of SIA for the third and fourth sector, or mission-
driven organizations. We propose to treat these two variants of SIA as separate families and to call them
“development-driven SIA' and “mission-driven SIA' respectively. A good de nition for development-
driven SIA is given by Vanclay [84] and can be found earlier in this section: \The processes of analysing,
monitoring and managing the intended and unintended social consequences, both positive and negative, of
planned interventions (policies, programs, plans, projects) and any social change processes invoked by those
interventions. Its primary purpose is to bring about a more sustainable and equitable biophysical and human
environment.".

A de nition for the methods in the mission-driven SIA family is given by the SIAA: \The SIA process
allows organizations to identify, measure and gather evidence of the bene ts they create for stakeholders in
the environment and the local economy."

4.1.1.3 Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) A fourth and latest family we identify that has not been
discussed by Dufour [25] is the family of LCA methods, which are used to assess the environmental impact of
speci ¢ products and services. The International Organization for Standardization [45] provides the following
de nition: \LCA addresses the environmental aspects and potential environmental impacts (...) throughout
a product's life cycle from raw material acquisition through production, use, end-of-life treatment, recycling
and nal disposal."

The roots of LCA can be traced back to the 1960s and 1970's when questions started to rise about the
di erences in the environmental impact of products. At the time the study of environmental impacts was
mainly done in a comparative context. In the 1980s and 1990s, full- edged life cycle impact assessment
and life cycle costing models were introduced and in the rst decade of the 21st-century concepts such as
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Social-LCA and consequential LCA emerged. The recent developments in LCA have mainly been initiated
to move from traditional environmental LCA to a more comprehensive Life Cycle Sustainability Analysis
(LCSA) [39].

4.1.1.4 Other forms of Impact Assessment The taxonomy in Figure 4 includes four separate
families of Impact Measurement. Although we are fairly con dent about this preliminary taxonomy, it is

de nitely not an exhaustive taxonomy. Many other forms of Impact Assessment are mentioned over the
years in current publications on the topic of Impact Assessment, such as technology assessment, economic
and scal impact assessment, policy assessment [9], social and economic impact assessment (SEIA) [30],
and Environmental, Social, and Health Impact Assessment (ESIA or ESHIA) [40]. There have even been
attempts at combining some of the IM families, where researchers have attempted to consolidate principles
of several families into a new family of Impact Measurement, such as Product Social Impact Assessment
[35], or Social Life Cycle Assessment [81].

Figure 4: A preliminary taxonomy of the di erent IMM families

(adapted from Ramautar et al., 2021)

4.1.2 De ning Social Impact

4.1.2.1 Existing de nitions of Social Impact Social Impact Assessment is more than just a
technique, method, or tool. SIA is a eld of research and practice, a body of scholars and practitioners,

a discourse, and a community of practice that has existed for several decades [87]. Many researchers have
stated de nitions for SIA, but since there is a lack of consensus, every organization can claim to have an
impact by using the term to their liking. At the moment, this is exactly what happens as organizations
are often interested in the assessment of some elements of social impact (e.g. intended/unintended, posi-
tive/negative, short/long term), but not all of them. However, the large variety of methods makes it di cult

for practitioners to select a method that contains the elements of social impact they want to assess. In that
respect, it would be very helpful for organizations if a classi cation system would provide an overview of
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the elements of social impact that are covered by a method [38]. Moreover, If this were to be covered by a
classi cation system, it would also provide an indication of how “accurately' social impact is measured by a
method. However, at the moment, the problem is that there is no consensus in the literature on what social
impact is and what elements it consists of. To get an impression of the variety of de nitions, we have listed
some of them in Table 4.

Source Term De nition
The portion of the total outcome that happened as a result of
Clark [18] Impact the activity of the venture, above and beyond what would have

happened anyway

Positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term e ects
OECD [67] Impact produced by a development intervention, directly or indirectly,
intended or unintended.

Social impact includes intended/unintended e ects, the negative/
positive e ects, and both long- and short-term consequences.
The consequences to human populations of any public or
private actions that alter the ways in which people live, work,
play, relate to one another, organize to meet their needs and
generally cope as members of society.

Social value is created when resources, inputs, processes or
Emerson [27] Social Value policies are combined to generate improvements in the lives
of individuals or society as a whole.

Wainwright [92] | Social Impact

S.1. [6] Social impacts

Table 4: De nitions of Social Impact and related terms

The main di erences of these de nitions are found in the inclusion of intended/unintended e ects, out-
puts/outcomes, positive/negative e ects and short/long term. Another aspect that the de nitions dier
on is whether social e ects arising from changes in the not primarily social contexts (e.g. biophysical and
economic contexts) classify as “social' impact or whether the focus is solely on the impact resulting from
changes within the social context (e.g. long-term employment at liveable wages for domestic violence sur-
vivors). Lastly, de nitions seem to di er on the inclusion/exclusion of what is called “correction mechanisms'.
These mechanisms are used in social sciences to compare to the experimental state in order to discern the
dependent variable from all other factors that could be causing a change [18]. There are four correction
mechanisms: Alternative attribution, deadweight, displacement and drop-o. These mechanisms are de-
ned by the GECES as follows: Correcting for alternative attribution means to deduct from the measured
results the e ect achieved by the contribution and activity of others. Deadweight are outcomes that would
have arisen anyway, regardless of the intervention. Displacement are the negative consequences that might
arise from a well-intended intervention. Drop-o0 accounts for the tendency of the e ects of an intervention
to decrease over time [20].

Because we want to create a classi cation system and to reach a consensus within our research group
towards the development of the tool, we need to agree on a de nition. In this research social impact is
de ned as follows:

All the outcomes of some intervention - positive and negative, primary and secondary, intended
and unintended, in the short and long term - corrected for the e ects achieved by others (alterna-
tive attribution), for what would have happened anyway (deadweight), for negative consequences
(displacement) and for e ects declining over time (drop-o ).

4.1.2.2 Impact Value Chain In our de nition, the de nition of Clark [18], and in the correction
mechanisms, we nd the notion of activities, outcomes, and impact. These elements are based on the so-
called Impact Value Chain (IVC), which is used to di erentiate outputs from outcomes and impacts. In the
IVC, social impact represents the portion of the total outcome achieved due to an organisation's activities,
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above and beyond what would have happened anyway. The IVC consists of ve elements, as displayed in
Figure 5:

Input:  All resources, whether capital or human, invested in the activities of the organisation

Activity:  The concrete actions, tasks and work carried out by the organisation to create outputs and
outcomes and achieve an organisation's impact goals

Output:  The tangible products and services that result from an organisation's activities

Outcome: The changes, bene ts, learnings or other e ects (both long and short term, intended and
unintended) that result from an organisation's activities

Impact: All the outcomes of some intervention corrected for what would have happened anyway

Figure 5: Impact Value Chain (adapted from Clark et al., retrieved from Maas Liket

The chain of elements of the IVC is based on a Logic Model (LM) framework, which has been widely
used to better understand the relationship between the inputs and outcomes, and also reveal the mechanisms
of change involved in moving from inputs to the desired results [38]. The advantage and attraction of Logic
Models is that they provide a framework that enables organizations to embed evaluation and performance
assessment into the program design and life cycle process of the program [97].

Another framework that serves the same purpose, and is often used in existing SIA methods, is the
Theory of Change. The terms of Logic Model and Theory of Change are often used interchangeably [19].
One di erence is that a ToC often includes assumptions underlying the causal links between inputs, activities,
outputs, outcomes and impact whereas assumptions are not prescribed in a logic model or an impact value
chain. Both frameworks, however, give the benet of providing clarity to the complexity of change, they
encourage stakeholder involvement and support communication [97] [7]. They can be developed in a bottom-
up approach, starting at inputs, or a top-down approach, starting with your impact goals. The former is
usually easier to do when you have been operating your business for some time, while the latter is usually
useful for beginning entrepreneurs who want to know what activities they should be carrying out to realise
their mission. Although the methods do not provide the statistical certainty of an experimental research
approach, they o er a lot of help in mapping your social impacts by determining whether a logical connection
exists between the problems addressed, the actions taken, and subsequent changes in key outcomes [18].

4.1.2.3 Correction mechanisms Based on our de nition of social impact, in order to establish
your impact, you need to assess whether or not your identi ed outcomes result from your activities, by
correcting the outcomes with correction mechanisms. This is important, as it reduces the risk of over-
claiming your impact and it gives your assessment more credibility. This correction is done using four
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correction mechanisms: deadweight, displacement, attribution, and drop-o . As it is relevant for our research
and the eventual extension of openESEA, it should be understood how these can be applied. We explain
the correction mechanisms using the documentation and examples provided by the SROI network in their
'‘Guide to Social Return on Investment' [64]. Important to note is that within SROI, every impact value

is given some nancial value. Correction mechanisms are, however, applied before the nancial values are
given to indicators.

First o, there is deadweight, which is a measure of the amount of outcome that would have happened
even if the activity had not taken place. Deadweight is calculated as a percentage. If for example, economic
activity in the area has increased by 7% as the apparent result of a regeneration programme activity, but
the national economy grew by 5% during that same time frame, it should be investigated how much growth
was due to this national change. For the calculation of deadweight, comparison groups and benchmarks
indicators are required, where you seek out information that is as close as possible to your population.
It will, however, always be an estimate. As the deadweight increases, your contribution to the outcome
declines, where at some point if the deadweight is very high, the outcome may no longer be material to your
analysis.

Next, there's displacement, which is an assessment of how much of the outcome has displaced other
outcomes. For example. the reduction of crime in one neighbourhood due to some intervention might increase
the crime rate in other neighbourhoods, meaning the reduced crime was simply displaced. Displacement can
also be calculated as a percentage. Often, you will have to introduce a new stakeholder to your analysis and
estimate the percentage of your outcomes that are double-counted because there is some displacement.

Thirdly, we have attribution, which is an assessment of how much of the outcome was caused by the
contribution of other organisations or people. It is calculated as a percentage, i.e. the proportion of the
outcome that is attributable to your organisation. It is related to deadweight and it shows the part of
deadweight for which you have better information. For example, a new cycling initiative notices a decrease
in carbon emissions in the area. At the same time, an environmental awareness program began. For this,
an estimation would have to be made of how much of the decrease is actually due to your contribution.

Lastly, we have drop-o, which is used to account for the decrease of an outcome over the years. For
example, an initiative to improve the energy e ciency of residencies reports on great success in reducing
energy bills. However, as time passes and more e cient systems are developed, this outcome will decrease
over time. This drop-o then requires an estimation of a xed percentage that can be deducted from the
outcome each year.

In many cases, the calculation and estimation of the correction mechanisms is a di cult e ort, where
it will most likely not be possible to get completely accurate assessments. The most important part of the
application of the correction mechanism is that SIA practitioners are aware that their outcomes are not
always completely due to their activities. As often, an actual value can not be given, organisations just
describe what should be taken into consideration when looking at the described outcomes and impact in
their impact report.

4.1.3 Motivations for using SIA

Since there is a distinct di erence between the goals and the role of impact in mission-driven and development-
driven SIA, there are also di erent motivations related to both. Although we have mostly identi ed moti-
vations for mission-driven SIA as that is the focus of this research, it is still important to describe some of
the motivations for development-driven SIA.

4.1.3.1 Development-driven SIA There are multiple acknowledged bene ts associated with SIA
in the development-driven domain that can serve as a motivation to conduct it:

1. In general, SIA aims to strengthen democratic processes and improve decision-making for a project
or plan [40]

2. It helps to understand how a proposed action will change the lives of persons in communities and
regions [15], which helps to leave behind a positive legacy beyond the life of a project [31]

29



3. Conducting SIA helps you to involve the a ected populations, by making them understand and partici-
pate in the proposed actions [16], which helps to build trust with the internal and external stakeholders
[31]

4. 1t alerts planners, decision-makers and project proponents to changes in the primary and secondary
zones of in uence [15]

5. A SIA that is well-done provides both qualitative and quantitative indicators of social impact that
can be understood by decision-makers and citizen [15]

6. SIA allows you to observe alternatives to a certain action, as well as mitigation measures and enhance-
ments [15]

7. Conducting SIA grants greater certainty for project investments and an increased chance of project
success, by an improved ability to identify issues early on and therefore reducing costs [31]

8. SIA helps you to avoid and reduce the risks and con icts faced by industry and community [31]
9. It increases the competitive advantage because an improved social performance and reputation [31]
10. SIA improves the quality of life for employees and increases the retention of skilled workers [31]

4.1.3.2 Mission-driven SIA There is a wide range of motivations for using SIA in the mission-driven
domain. The motivation for an organisation to conduct SIA is related to the impact goal that they want
to achieve. The Impact Management Project is a forum for building global consensus on the measurement,
management, and reporting of impacts on sustainability, which is relevant for enterprises and investors who
want to manage their environmental, social, and governance risks, as well as for those who want to contribute
to global goals. The IMP de nes three levels of impact that can serve as a motivation for an organisation
[43]:

1. Act to avoid harm: At a minimum, an organisation acts to avoid harm to stakeholders

2. Benet stakeholders : On top of the acting to avoid harm, an organisation can also aim to bene t
stakeholders

3. Contribute to solutions: Even on top of the previous goals, an organisation can also fully deploy
their capabilities to contribute to solutions of pressing social (or environmental) problems.

In their documentation, some SIA methods prescribe that an organisation describes the motivation they
have to conduct SIA, as this motivation can a ect the target audience and the time frame of the assessment.
For example, in their '‘Guide to Measuring and Managing Impact', speci cally targeted at impact investors
that invest in Social Purpose Organisations (SPO), the European Venture Philanthropy Association (EVPA)
provide an overview of the principal motivations an organisation can have for measuring impact [41]. Next
to that, in her work on ESEA methods, Ramautar found several motivations for why organisations measure
their impact. Since ESEA is a related family of Impact Measurement, we regard these motivations to also
be applicable to SIA. The motivations provided by the EVPA, found by Ramautar and other motivations
found in the literature to use Social Impact Assessment are:

1. Concerns of the public, such as suppliers, shareholders and the media about the way companies achieve
their social impact goals can create pressure for performing SIA [5] [26] [59] [69]

2. Organisations might participate in SIA to become part of a space that is reserved for organisations
that apply the method. The space could be a social market, a farmer's market, or sustainability
products fair that requires applying an SIA method in order to participate [69].

3. Pressure through the value chain. If key export destinations or suppliers adopt a certain method,
pressures through the value chain create incentives for applying this method [69].

4. The impact report is used for establishing or improving the public reputation of an organisation or
project to attract clients, customers, members, donors and/or funders [5] [41] [59] [69].

5. The result might be used to attract more human capital, such as workers or volunteers [69].
6. Using SIA to (further) increase the impact of an organisation [26] [38] [69]
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. The results can be used to manage the organisation at the strategic level (i.e. mid to long term

decision making) [41] [69].

8. Knowing the extent to which the organisation meets the social value persecuted [41] [69]

9. Formal measurements are expected because funding is received from foundations, governments, donors

10.

11.
12.

or other types of impact investors [5] [26] [41] [59] [69]

To obtain a certi cation or ful | the requirement of a network of responsible organisations of which
the organisation is (or wants to become) a member [69]

To comply with law or governmental obligation and regulations [5] [69]

To prioritise where to invest resources for greatest impact, in the case of an organisation that wants
to invest in a Social Purpose Organisation [41].
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4.2 Challenges in the domain of Social Impact Assessment

Using NVIVO, the literature was analysed and references to similar challenges were listed in their respective
nodes. The following intertwined challenges were identied as a result of that analysis. In Table 20 in
Appendix C, it is listed for each challenge in what sources they were identi ed. The challenges identi ed are
closely related and occasionally overlap, as often, the found papers would cite each other on the mentioned
challenges. Not all challenges are equally important for our research but important to cover to get a complete
overview of the challenges of SIA and how they a ect each other. For each paper that we found, it was easily
identi able whether or not the author is referring to development-driven or mission-driven SIA. Hence, in
Table 5, based on the publications in which the challenges were identi ed, you will nd for each challenge
whether it is mostly focused on mission-driven SIA, development-driven SIA or it occurs in both. For further
clari cation on this focus, you nd the frequency of occurrence and the ratio of occurrence for each focus
per challenge in Table 6. From the frequency-ratio table, we can tell that CH1 - the lack of consensus and
established standards - is the most important challenge in the domain of mission-driven SIA, followed up
by CH2 - the lack of a system to classify SIA models, and CH9 - di culties in measuring and reporting on
impact. This is also in line with the problem statement that we have de ned for this research. Interesting in
the development-driven domain, where a lack of consensus (CH1) is also an experienced challenge, is the fact
that the most frequently occurring challenges are CH8 - inadequate public participation and CH3 - a lack of
legislation. Although there is no evidence to claim that CH7, CH8, CH11, and CH12 are also experienced
challenges in mission-driven SIA, we can not rule out that this is not the case, mostly also due to the fact
that we have found fewer papers on SIA that focus on the mission-driven domain.

ID Challenge Focus

CH1 | Lack of consensus and established standards Both

CH2 | Lack of a system to classify SIA models Mission-driven

CH3 | Lack of legislation Both

CH4 | Time- and resource consuming Both

CH5 | Lack of experience of practitioners in social matters| Both

CH6 | Issues with data collection and analysis quality Both

CH7 | Transnational issues Development-driven
CH8 | Inadequate public participation Development-driven
CH9 | Di culties in measuring and reporting on impact Both

CH10 | Responsibility for consequences Both

CH11 | Research dependent Development-driven
CH12 | Greenwashing Development-driven

Table 5: The identi ed challenge and type of focus

32



Development-driven Mission-driven
ID Frequency Ratio Frequency Ratio
CH1 6 0,33 8 0,89
CH2 0 0 3 0,33
CH3 8 0,44 1 0,11
CH4 4 0,22 1 0,11
CH5 3 0,17 1 0,11
CH6 3 0,17 1 0,11
CH7 5 0,28 0 0
CH8 10 0,56 0 0
CH9 3 0,17 3 0,33
CH10 5 0,28 1 0,11
CH11 5 0,28 0 0
CH12 3 0,17 0 0

Table 6: The frequency and ratio of challenge occurrence in publications per focus

4.2.1 CH1. Lack of consensus and established standards

The most frequently reported challenge within the domain of Social Impact Assessment is the lack of consen-
sus and established standards. For starters, for the de nition and even the label of Social Impact Assessment,
there is already minimal consensus [15]. In the domain of accounting, for example, there are established,
generally accepted principles that support nancial reporting. In comparison, this standard does not yet
exist for SIA, even though best practices are emerging [18]. According to Zappala & Lyons, this is mostly
because it is di cult to agree on a comprehensive de nition of the concept of social impact and the related
measurement models are not rigorous enough [97]. There have been attempts, however, at creating more
consensus and establishing some standard de nitions. The rst attempt towards providing guidelines and
principles for SIA was done by the US Inter-organisational Committee on Guidelines and Principles for
Social Impact Assessment in 1994 [6], which was a milestone due to its representation of agreement on core
procedures of SIA at that time [31]. Later on, in 2003 and again in 2015, Vanclay published the 'Interna-
tional principles for social impact assessment' and IAIA's guidance document respectively, representing two
other codi cations of the eld of Social Impact Assessment [84] [88]. Despite this, later publications still
claim that there is a lack of consensus on the de nition and the best way to measure it [59], which, as a
result, could cause confusion and may inhibit the ability to study it further [57]. Because di erent types of
organisations have di erent activities and objectives, a plethora of SIA methods exist. Both Maas & Liket
and Grieco et al. state that this diversity of business' activities and operations causes a heterogeneity that
makes it very di cult to develop a single tool or method that captures the necessary features to support a
business in its assessment [57]. Next to a lack of consensus in terms of de nitions, Burdge also mentions that
there is a lack of agreed-upon social indicators for which data can be continuously collected [16]. Despite the
many e orts, and the importance of social impact to SIA, the standards for measuring social impact is still
underdeveloped on theoretical as well as empirical grounds [72]. Lastly, as mentioned in the introduction,
there is an absence of a categorisation system for existing SIA methods [57], which brings us to our second
challenge.

4.2.2 CH2. Lack of a system to classify SIA models

Social Impact can be measured in all sorts of ways and organisations are usually interested in only a speci c
area. This, combined with the fact that di erent stakeholders are interested in di erent kinds of impacts,
causes organisations to take existing SIA methods and tailor them to their own needs, which leads to an
increase in di erent types of SIA methods [38]. This wide range of methods makes it hard for an organisation
to select a single SIA method that would help them in their assessment. Where environmental accounting
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methods have been embraced by both academic analysis and a lot of organisations, SIA methods have had
barely any categorisation attempts, because of multiple possible reasons [57]:

The di culty of measuring and quantifying social impact

The diculty to add up the positive and negative impacts on the three dimensions of the Triple
Bottom Line

The diculty to link activities and impact because of the complexity of attribution and causality
questions

Attempts still have been made, however, such as in 2004, when Clark et al. categorised SIA methods into
three types of methods: process methods, impact methods, and monetisation methods [18]. Another attempt
to classify SIA methods was done by Maas & Liket in 2011. Later in 2015, Grieco et al. state that a system
to classify the methods is still lacking, and thus they also attempt to create such a classi cation system.
While the authors were able to create a classi cation matrix that helps managers in the non-prot and
voluntary sector to select methods that meet an organisation's speci ¢ needs, their classi cation does not
clarify which model would be best suited for organisations with a di erent sustainability focus [46].

4.2.3 CH3. Lack of legislation

In 2003, Burdge found that many countries have the basis for doing SIA within their legislation. However,
not a lot of those also have the accompanying agency regulations and procedures to carry out an assessment
[16]. Wilson, adds on to this, by stating that national legislation between countries is often inconsistent,
and it frequently fails to provide su cient guidance on the requirements of SIA [95]. In many jurisdictions
around the world, a full SIA is not strictly required by legislation, which potentially inhibits the extent to
which SlAs play a role in the evaluation of the impact of a project [23]. Much of the good SIA practice is
usually being done within the corporate sector, on a voluntary basis [30]. Exceptions of this can be found
in Queensland, Australia, where project developers are required to submit a Social Impact Management
Plan (SIMP) as part of their project, and in South Africa, where Social and Labor Plans (SLP) are created
speci cally for mining projects [31]. Next to that, in the corporate world, SIA is required for a lot of
international nancial institutions, such as the International Finance Corporation [40]. In a study where
Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) is applied to a case of metro infrastructure planning
in Amsterdam, Mottee states that even though ESIA is internationally recognised as an integrated process,
SIA is not consistently enforced globally, nor is it required in any Dutch EIA legislation [61]. Next to that,
rarely do national regulations require consultation for exploration activities, regardless of the evidence that
this could diminish community tension and con ict [94].

4.2.4 CHA4. Time- and resource-consuming

The determination of the size of an SIA has e ects on the costs and e ort it takes to conduct it. An instant
SIA can require roughly 15 minutes up to 1 month and demands up to 1 person-year of e ort [9]. For a
medium-sized SIA study, this can increase to 1 to 3 person-years and for large-sized SIA studies, it usually
takes more than 3 years to complete. Even though an SIA study requires a lot of time and resources, it is
recognized that, often, there is a lack of adequate resources to conduct e ective SIA practice, both in terms
of human resources as well as time devoted to the SIA [10] [23]. As will be further explained in the challenge
concerning inadequate public participation, the nancial resources required for an SIA do not only a ect
the party who initiated the SIA, but it also inhibits local communities from becoming more involved in the
process [66].

4.2.5 CH5. Lack of experience of practitioners in social matters

To conduct SIA, one has to understand its core concepts such as culture, community, justice, and power,
as well as theoretical bases for participatory approaches. It is important to understand how these concepts
in uence each other, how they create and change social relationships, and shape the response of a ected
parties to certain interventions. Understanding these concepts and their e ects is crucial for innovative,
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positive development outcomes [31]. An experienced SIA practitioner understands and is familiar with data
and how certain social evidence translates to social impacts [6]. Unfortunately, many challenges arise due
to the lack of capabilities, education, and expertise among SIA practitioners [95]. This lack of knowledge
not only concerns their knowledge of social concepts but also their ability to perform impact measurements,
as they have either limited or no experience at all using SIA methods [59]. This lack of experience of
practitioners, combined with the limited resources devoted to SIA, can signicantly a ect the standard,
quality, and outcomes of SIAs [23].

4.2.6 CH6. Issues with data collection and analysis quality

Even if an SIA is conducted by the guidance of an experienced SIA practitioner, there are still issues with
regards to the selection of indicators to take into account and the quality of the data that is collected [23],
where often an assessment has to be made without having the relevant or even necessary data [6]. Partly,
this problem exists because of a lack of agreed-upon social indicators [16], but it does have the consequence
that the collection of data is often seen as an imprudent investment [59]. Many SIAs ultimately become
community- or project-level assessments where baseline data is lacking, especially in developing countries
or communities in remote areas. In a lot of cases, data sources become quickly outdated and are rarely
coupled with locally sourced data [31], which could result in di culties to predict future success or guide
decision-making. Next to that, the analysis of the data sometimes lacks identi cation of the stakeholder
distribution of impacts and bene ts over space and time, where cumulative e ects are disregarded.

4.2.7 CH7. Transnational issues (Issues due to cultural, national di erences)

Next to issues concerning resources and the process of SIA itself, there are also issues due to di erences
in practices and expectations between countries. Gulakov, for instance, investigated challenges that were
encountered when performing international SIA in Russia and found that there are signi cant di erences
between international SIA standards and national Russian standards, which caused a lack of understanding
and introduced more complexity [40]. Next to this, whenever companies or governments are collaborating,
they often fail to provide accurate or relevant information about its impacts due to language barriers, di er-
ences in speech register, and di erences in perspectives and worldviews [95]. As mentioned in the previous
challenge, there are also issues with regard to performing SIA in developing countries. It requires methods of
research that are used in both the developed and the developing world. Concepts and terms that are used in
the developed world, can not automatically be transferred and applied in developing countries. Even when
SIA reports are publicly available, there's a chance that communities in developing countries have issues
comprehending the content, due to a possible lower average literacy level [23]. Therefore, Becker addresses
the need that governments and international organisations should identify and analyze the con icting goals
between countries, and thereby also improve the settings for conducting SIA in developing countries [9].

4.2.8 CHS8. Inadequate public participation

One of SIAs goals is to defend the interests of people a ected by projects and be ethical in the way that
it engages with stakeholders, where no harm comes to people because of their participation and it is based
on informed consent [86]. All stakeholders' opinions are valuable to the project, as at times, while local
stakeholders might be receptive to a project or change, national-level opinion shapers might be more cautious
[58]. When Vanclay created a set of International Principles in 2003 [84], he stated that SIA is meant to
be a participatory process. Conducting SIA is meant to be an iterative process, where information from all
stakeholders is collected and applied to project planning and decision-making [88]. In an ideal situation,
to ensure that they fully comprehend the implications of a project, local communities take an active role
in the process, in what is called community-controlled SIA, where they have some sort of control over the
planning and outcomes of the SIA [89] [95]. Unfortunately, there are many issues and challenges when it
comes to having adequate public participation for a given SIA project [10]. When focusing in the local
context, according to Dendena, SIAs are not often cross-referenced, and coordination and collaboration
between project developers is rare [23]. Public participation is often seen as a step to ensure the project
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is legitimised, rather than a means to improve the quality of the project [31]. Usually, it's the worst-o
members of society that are not involved, be it deliberately or inadvertently, while they often also lack the
resources to defend their interests [87]. Even if their interests are formally recognized, they still face other
practical barriers to participate, such as insu cient facilitation of communication and failures of governments

to a ord legitimacy to indigenous challenges [66]. Because of this, is it often stated that special attention
and acknowledgement should be given to Indigenous people [88] [95].

4.2.9 CH9. Di culties in measuring and reporting on impact

Regardless of what method is being used to conduct SIA, the steps in the process are usually clearly
understood. There is, however, less agreement on how to identify and measure this impact [38]. Grieco et al.
list multiple challenges related to the measuring of impact. They state there's lacking comparability of impact
between sectors and organisations, it's di cult to identify qualitative and quantitative measures/indicators
and it's hard to convert qualitative data related to the achievement of the social mission into quantitative
metrics. Next to that, often, the cumulative e ects or impacts are poorly considered or not even considered
at all [10], both regarding a single SIA project, but mostly whenever multiple projects are taking place
at the same time [95]. Usually, when utilizing a formal SIA method, the underlying assumption is that
there's a 'causal chain' or 'logic model, which translates inputs and activities to outputs, outcomes, and
impacts. In practice, practitioners with experience in implementing formal SIA methods often mention the
fact that impacts are dicult to even accurately understand, let alone measure [59]. While the outputs
are often relatively easy to measure, the outcomes and impacts are more di cult to isolate, measure, and
identify as a result of a certain activity. This di culty in quantifying impact also lies in the need to estimate
hard-to-measure factors like 'deadweight’, 'attribution’, ‘displacement’, and 'drop-o ' [20]. At times, when
data is accurately obtained, it is fundamentally incomplete and could not capture the full complexity of the
social impact. Even in the case that there's rich, experiential information on social impact, it can become
di cult to translate this to stakeholders as something interpretable, without losing the richness, variance,
and exibility of the information.

4.2.10 CH10. Responsibility and accountability

A critical part of performing SIA is understanding and managing potential con icts. At times, large-scale
SIA projects contribute to destabilisation in con ict-ridden areas as a direct result of the sudden increase
of revenue, economic opportunities, and localized impacts on the community [86]. SIA practitioners are
often confronted with a moral obligation to identify and consider potential consequences and take responsi-
bility for these consequences [9]. In some cases, however, organisations deny that certain impacts are their
responsibility and they might not have any legal responsibility for it. Often, one of the most signi cant
social impact is fear or anxiety created by a project [87]. These impacts should not be dismissed, but rather
be e ectively managed. Luckily, there has been a growing acceptance of the need to address public con-
cerns and attitudes towards the risks and impacts of SIA [16]. There are many SIA methods available that
assist in measuring social impact, like fear and anxiety, but unfortunately, the lack of conventions makes
accountability to multiple stakeholders and multiple purposes challenging [59]. Wilson stresses the impor-
tance of making commitments made in an SIA transparent, so a ected communities can hold companies or
governments accountable if necessary [95].

4.2.11 CH11. Research dependency

As the eld of SIA concerns social issues, which can often be quite complex, it's heavily dependent on oriented
basic research. This dependency on research has its challenges, such as the transition of newly acquired
knowledge to the SIA community and the necessity of the SIA community to monitor developments in the
eld of research [9]. Vanclay states that while much research has been undertaken in the social sciences, the
theoretical developments are not always implemented in SIA practice [86]. He claims that there's a need for a
greater understanding of concepts such as scale, power, justice, and sustainability to further develop the eld
of SIA. Aside from research on these sorts of concepts, Vanclay also claims that more ethical social research
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is required to combat the concerns about research ethics, scienti ¢ integrity, and the security of personal
data [89]. Lastly, related to the challenge of the identi cation of cumulative impacts in CH9, Burdge states
that a lack of publication of good case studies limits the opportunity to track these cumulative ndings [14].

4.2.12 CH12. Greenwashing

The last challenge refers to an issue that is prevalent mostly in the domain of measuring environmental
impact, namely greenwashing, which described the activities of a company that attempts to communicate

its operations or activities as being 'green’, when they are not [53]. In the domain of SIA, which encompasses
social issues, this is referred to as 'redwashing'. Vanclay states that too often, SIA projects are redwashing,
severely distorting how projects happen, overstating bene ts, and understating negative impacts. Relating
back to Challenge CH8, there are cases where organisations or even countries are accused of Indigenous
redwashing [60]. In an earlier paper, Vanclay also mentioned that the increasing will of local people to
manage SIA in their communities re ects the desire of Indigenous people to ensure that SIA is not merely
something to be ticked o to follow regulations and receive approval, but rather result in proper actions that
minimize the negative impact and maximize opportunities [86].
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4.3 Characteristics of IM/SIA methods

In the previous chapters, we explained the need for a classi cation system for SIA methods. There have been
several studies that have attempted to create this classi cation system by identifying characteristics [18] [38]
[57] [63] [72] [97]. Next to that, Ramautar [69] and Sinaga [78] have made e orts to create a classi cation
for ESEA methods. On top of that, there have also been attempts from the practitioner's community, such
as The Foundation Center (TRASI) [36] and the New Economic Foundation (NEF) [62]. Between these
classi cation attempts, there is quite some overlap, but no consensus for an all-encompassing classi cation
that is inclusive for all the Impact Measurement families. Based on the criteria de ned in the Research
Method (Fundamental, unambiguous, assessable from documentation, and unique), the characteristics found
in classi cation papers and the TRASI and NEF directions were combined and ltered. As a result of the
application of the selection criteria, a list of 57 characteristics was identi ed, which can be found in Table
24 in Appendix G, but will be explained in this section. Each characteristic is grouped underneath a
‘dimension’. These dimensions are then grouped into categories. For example, 'Social' and 'Environmental’
are two characteristics, that are grouped underneath the 'Impact typology' dimension, which in itself is
grouped underneath the 'Scope' category. The identi ed categories are (1) purpose, (2) approach, (3) scope,
and (4) de ning social impact.

4.3.1 Purpose

4.3.1.1 Assessment purpose From the papers and projects used in this research, Clark et al. [18]
were the rst to de ne “purpose’ as a dimension of SIA methods. According to Clark et al., SIA methods
can have one or multiple purposes for which the method could potentially be used, and to which it is best
suited. More recently, the assessment purpose or ‘motivation' was also acknowledged as a dimension by
other papers [38] [57] [74] and in TRASI [36]. This resulted in the de nition of 5 characteristics describing

a method's assessment purpose:

1. Screening: The method can be used to facilitate the evaluation of investment opportunities and their
performance by verifying the achievement of speci ¢ goals or ltering for speci c traits and qualities
of organisations [18] [57].

2. Management: The method can be used to monitor operations, provide data to support ongoing
management/operational decision-making and investor oversight, help identify business model modi-
cations and market opportunities [18] [38] [57]

3. Reporting:  The method can be used to report the performance and value created to (external)
stakeholders [18] [57] [74].

4. Evaluation: The method can be used to perform retrospective or backwards-looking impact assess-
ment, which is useful for academic purposes and organisational learning

5. Certication : The method can be used to acquire a rating/some external recognition based on
certain desirable characteristics of the organisation determined by an external review with a systematic
approach to publicizing the organisation's rating.

4.3.1.2 Target audience for the report The target audience is de ned as the intended audience
for the results of the assessment or accounting [78]. However, the target audience as de ned for ESEA did not
have a taxonomy, which made this dimension less valuable for the classi cation system. After consultation
with our research group we have de ned the following taxonomy for the target audience:

1. Internal:  The internal stakeholders (Within the organisation, project etc.)

2. External: The external stakeholders (Outside of the organisation, project, etc.), which are subdivided
into the following groups:

(a) Suppliers: A person or organisation that provides something needed such as a product or service

(b) General public: The general public consists of (but is not limited to): customers, users,
bene ciaries, (negatively) impacted people and communities, and NGOs
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(c) Regulators: A public authority or government agency responsible for exercising decision making
and oversight over some area of human activity in a regulatory or supervisory capacity [88]

(d) Funders: Funders, investors, lenders, and donors
(e) Peers: Other organisations with similar activities, but outside of the direct value chain

4.3.2 Approach

4.3.2.1 Stages This dimension is derived from earlier research by Sinaga [78] on ESEA methods. Sinaga
adopted the ndings from earlier research by Rasche [71] in which three stages are de ned that represent
the “accounting-auditing-reporting' framework of corporate accountability. A fourth stage was added to this
dimension by Sinaga and she de nes this dimension as the stages in the impact measurement process in
which the method provides its users with guidance. The following four stages are de ned:

1. Accounting : The method gives guidance on/tells you how to do(ing) self-assessment, meaning sys-
tematically recording, measuring, monitoring and evaluating the risks and opportunities through the
use of indicators within sustainable areas

2. Reporting : The method gives guidance on/tells you how to document(ing) the results of the self-
assessment/accounting in a report with speci c reporting requirements determined in the method

3. Auditing : The method gives guidance on/tells you how to do(ing) an audit/assurance by an external
or independent party to obtain attestation for the report or the organisation's daily operations

4. Certication : The method gives guidance on/tells you how to obtain(ing) an o cial certi cate,
label, registration, rating, or recognition to the organisation as proof of a certain level of achievement

4.3.2.2 Monetisation Maas and Liket [57] and Clark et al. [18] have evaluated methods on their
approach to measuring social impact. One of the identi ed approaches is monetisation. Monetisation mone-
tises outcomes or impact by assigning a dollar value to them. An example of a method with a monetisation
approach is Social Return on Investment (SROI).

4.3.2.3 Time frame Maas and Liket [57] have identi ed three di erent time frames for SIA methods:

1. Prospective : Assessment performed before the start of operation or intervention. It is an attempt
to predict the expected impact and can support choosing between di erent options, the design of
mitigation measures and modi cations to the plans.

2. Ongoing : Assessment performed during an operation or intervention

3. Retrospective : Assessment performed after the completion of or backwards-looking on ongoing
operations or interventions, for evaluation purposes

4.3.2.4 Data typology For a proper assessment of impact and to communicate the bene ts of the
intervention in an e ective way, indicators are almost indispensable. Indicators can be used to show the
bene ts to stakeholders and the local economy. Research by Nicholls [63] and Grieco et al. [38] has shown
that the data underlying these indicators is of qualitative and quantitative nature.

1. Qualitative:  Qualitative data is required for the assessment
2. Quantitative: Quantitative data is required for the assessment

4.3.3 Scope

4.3.3.1 Impact typology Impact can refer to a variety of aspects and this partially depends on the
method used for the assessment. That is why Rinaldo [74], NEF [62]), TRASI [36] and Grieco et al. [38]
de ne impact typologies. According to Rinaldo and Grieco et al. impact typology refers to the di erent
aspects of an organisation's impact a method can focus on. Four characteristics for impact typology are
de ned:
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1. Ethical : Issues relating to the (corporate) governance and behaviour of companies and other investee
entities [44]

2. Social : The method requires assessing the impact on people, communities and society (changes in
physical and mental health, quality of life, attitudes, behaviours, as well as cultural and political
impacts) [62] [36]

3. Environmental : The method requires assessing the impact on the environment (natural resources
and ecosystems) [74]

4. Economic : The method requires assessing nancial impacts and impacts on the economy [74]

4.3.3.2 Impact Value Chain The impact value chain is a simpli ed model of how social impact is
created. The key notion of the impact value chain is to di erentiate outputs from outcomes and impact [18].
While outputs and outcomes are related to the provider of the product or service, impacts are associated
with the user [57]. The impact value chain consists of 5 elements:

1. Inputs: The resources required to operate the venture or organisation [18] [57]
2. Activities : A venture's or organisation's primary activities [18] [72]

3. Outputs : Direct and tangible products from an organisation's activities that management can directly
measure. [18] [36] [57]

4. Outcomes : Speci c changes in attitudes, behaviours, knowledge, skills, status, or level of functioning
that occurs over time following the organisation's activities [18] [36] [72]

5. Impact : The long-term di erence between the outcome for a sample exposed to the organisation's
activities and the change that would have happened anyway [18] [36]

4.3.3.3 Unit of analysis The units of analysis are the entities and di erent levels of analysis the
method is designed to address [78], or also the “'moral unit of analysis'. This characteristic determines what
the method can be used to assess the impact or performance of. We distinguish between the following 11
units:

1. Organisation : The method is used to assess the impact or performance of an entire organisation and
its activities [78]. This can be any kind of organisation such as charities, NGOs, social enterprises,
for-pro t second sector enterprises, public organisations, etc.

2. Project : A proposed capital undertaking, typically involving the planning, design and implementation
of speci ed activities [88]

3. Policy : A document prepared by an organisation that is a statement of principle, or an overarching
statement of goals or procedural steps, about some matter of organisational signi cance [88]

4. Program : A coherent, organised agenda or schedule of commitments, proposals, instruments and/or
activities that elaborate and implement policy, eventually comprising several projects [88]

5. Product/service : The method is used to assess the impact of a product/service [78]. This can be
any physical or non-physical product or every kind of service.

. Plan : A strategy to achieve identi ed objectives and/or an implementation agenda [88]
. Investment : This can be an investment, an investment opportunity or an investment portfolio.
. Facility : Factories/plants/facilities or other production sites and their local impacts [78]

© 0O N O

. Value chain:  The whole chain of organisations and operations involved in sourcing, processing,
manufacturing, distribution, and disposal [78]

10. City : The method is used to assess the performance of a city [78]
11. Country : The method is used to assess the performance of a country [78]
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4.3.3.4 Prescribes topics Sinaga [78] recognizes that most of the ESEA methods cover the full range
of Ethical, Social and Environmental disclosure topics. However, she also states that some methods only
focus on particular topics to meet speci ¢ requirements. EIA and SIA methods, on the other hand, allow and
even require the practitioner to select the relevant topics for their speci ¢ actions [88]. This characteristic is
used to assess whether the IMM at hand prescribes to assess and disclose particular topics and if so, which
topics those are.

4.3.3.5 Industy sector TRASI [36], Grieco et al. [38] and Rawhouser et al. [72] have distinguished
between general, speci ¢ single sector and speci ¢ multisector applicability. They distinguish between SIA
methods that can be applied to all sectors and methods that are designed for one or a few speci ¢ sectors.
Sinaga [78] speci es single sector applicability even further to level 1 and level 2 industry sectors as de ned in
NACE [33]. In her research, she encountered no ESEA methods with multisector applicability, therefore, the
decision was made to also use the NACE level 1 and level 2 industry sectors for specifying sector applicability
of the methods.

4.3.4 De ning Social Impact

Based on the de nition of social impact multiple requirements can be de ned for SIA methods in order
to ensure that the most complete image of an intervention's impact is created, without overstating the
contribution of that intervention to the perceived changes or the duration of the e ects. Such an image
should ideally contain all the elements that are mentioned in the de nition of social impact:

The positive and negative, intended and unintended, direct and indirect, short and long-term ef-
fects, which should be adjusted according to the four de ned correction mechanisms; alternative
attribution, deadweight, drop-o, and displacement.

If methods wish to correctly estimate, measure, quantify and report the impact realized by interventions,
the 12 elements mentioned above could be considered as essential requirements for impact measurement
methods. Therefore, all of these elements have been converted into characteristics. Instead of the division
between positive and negative impacts, the impact classes of the IMP [43] were used: Act to avoid harm,
Bene t stakeholders, Contribute to solutions. This resulted in 13 characteristics, grouped in ve dimensions:
The impact goal (A, B, C), temporal scope (short, long term), intention (intended, unintended), level
(primary, secondary), and nally the correction mechanisms (alternative attribution, deadweight, drop-o,
displacement).

4.3.4.1 Impact goal These have been described earlier in the SIA motivation section. The three
impact goals (1) act to avoid harm, (2) benet stakeholders, and (3) contribute to solutions. Since this
characteristic is more or less a motivation of the organisation using SIA, instead of being a characteristic of
an SIA method, we only assess whether or not the method assists the user in these impact goals.

4.3.4.2 Temporal scope Common Approach [22], the GECES [20], Maas and Liket [57], and Wain-
wright [92] argue that impact encapsulates both the short and long-term e ects of some intervention or
organisation. As such, short and long term are de ned as characteristics of SIA methods. It is not de ned
what either the short term or the long term is in terms of days, weeks, months or years, but most methods
do not specify this boundary either.

1. Short-term:  Outcomes and impacts that occur in the short term are considered
2. Long-term:  Outcomes and impacts that occur in the long term are considered

4.3.4.3 Intention Most of the de nitions found in literature claim that impact is comprised of both
intended and unintended e ects [22] [67] [43] [92]. Therefore, we argue that it is relevant to consider whether
methods prescribe to measure only the intended e ects of the activities, or if the unintended e ects should
also be included.
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1. Intended: The intended outcomes and impacts
2. Unintended:  The unintended outcomes and impacts

4.3.4.4 Level The OECD [67] distinguishes between primary and secondary impact, while Vanclay et
al. [88] refer to issues that concern people directly or indirectly. For this research, we decided to use the
terms used by the OECD:

1. Primary: The e ects that occur as a direct result of the activities/interventions/etc.
2. Secondary: The e ects occur as a result of the primary e ects

4.3.4.5 Correction mechanisms The GECES [20] and the EVPA [41] distinguish between and
de nes the following correction mechanisms to determine the e ects of an intervention:

1. Alternative attribution: The extent to which the organisation is responsible for the outcome, as
opposed to its being due to the intervention of others

2. Deadweight: The outcomes that would have arisen anyway, regardless of the intervention
3. Displacement:  The negative consequences of the intended positive impact

4. Drop-o: The tendency of the e ects of an intervention at a particular time to become less over time

4.3.4.6 Impact score Lastly, a 14th characteristic has been introduced in this category to nd out
exactly how many of the characteristics that de ne social impact are covered by each method. For each
method, the number of characteristics it covers is counted and the sum provides a score for the “completeness'
of the method. This results in an impact score ranging from 0 to 13, with a score of 13 being a perfect score
(i.e. the method prescribes to consider all of the di erent elements in the de nition of social impact). All
scores below 13 means that one or more of the characteristics that de ne social impact are disregarded. The
lower the score, the more elements are missing in that method.
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4.4 The Impact Path

In the Netherlands, social enterprises often have di culties optimally reaching their goals due to a lack of
recognition [73]. In an e ort to resolve this lack of recognition, in 2021, the Dutch government is taking steps
to support and stimulate social entrepreneurship, by announcing a new judicial status for Dutch organisations
that have a social mission, called the 'maatschappelijke BV' (BVm). The goal of the introduction of this new
legal type of organisation is to equal the playing eld for social entrepreneurs, as compared to traditional
organisations.

A few years earlier, in 2018, The Impact Path was developed, a web-based tool described as 'The
entrepreneur's manual to impact measurement growth'. It was commissioned by the Dutch Ministries of
Social A airs and Employment, Economic A airs and Policy, and Foreign A airs and was developed by
Avance, Social Enterprise NL, and Impact Centre Erasmus [7]. It was commissioned by the government in
an e ort to support social enterprises with measuring their impact. Therefore, their objective with 'The
Impact Path' is to lower the thresholds for impact measurement and enable social entrepreneurs to improve
the measurement process. With the widespread adoption of this method, they hope that entrepreneurs will
follow the same processes and use the same indicators, therefore working toward standardisation through
daily practice. Next to that, they believe that this will bene cially impact consensus, as social enterprises,
entrepreneurs and stakeholders will increasingly speak the same language in relation to impact.

The initial focus of the Impact Path was on three key domains: (1) labour participation, (2) sustainable
value chains, and (3) the circular economy. Especially that last one is one that has not yet been explored
much in current social impact measurement practices. Over the years, they want to expand this scope
by adding more domains, as they have done at the end of 2019 when they added another domain called
(4) 'active and healthy ageing'. Aside from providing guidance on the impact measurement process by
recommending helpful tools and using examples and use cases, they also provide an extensive selection of
indicators for each domain as the rst step towards standardisation. The Impact Path follows ve stages,
which they call 'The impact measurement growth path' and is displayed in Figure 6. The reason why it's
called a 'growth path' is due to the fact that in Social Impact Assessment, organisations often are not mature
enough or do not have the resources to fully complete each stage of the process. It's very likely that an
organisation never reaches Stage 4 and is only able to monitor its outputs (stage 3). In the Impact Path, an
organisation can position itself on a level and follow the activities described in that stage.

Figure 6: The ve stages of the Impact Path [7]

Over the years, the Impact Path has gotten some traction among SIA practitioners and Social Enterprises.
The interactive PDF which serves as the Impact Path tool, has around 2000 unique visitors each month, as
seen in Figure 29 Appendix H. To which degree these unique visitors also apply the Impact Path is unclear.
The traction it has gotten is likely due to the fact that the Impact Path is still undergoing development,
where the goal is to expand with more domains, and that it's being promoted by the government, a research
institute, a well-known impact management consulting rm, and at least two Dutch networks consisting of
Social Enterprises, one who even prescribes the method as a means to receive certi cation.
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4.4.1 Classifying factors of organisational resistance

User resistance to change has been identi ed as one of the most frequently occurring reasons that information
system implementations and change programmes fail [17] [51]. As we are investigating the current state-
of-the-art of Social Impact Assessment, the introduction of a new method that is being pushed by the
government is likely to receive di erent reactions from within the SIA community. Some might welcome the
new method with open arms, while others are more cynical as 'yet another method' has been developed. To
study the attractiveness of using this new method and the consequences of its implementation, we conduct a
market analysis with respect to the Impact Path. For this, we want to create a taxonomy of possible issues
that organisations can run into when they start using a new method. The literature review we conducted
on the topic of organisational resistance and user resistance consists of 15 papers, out of which 9 listed
potential factors of resistance that users could experience due to change, and of which 6 are speci cally
aimed at factors of resistance within IT. After collecting all the factors from these publications, we gathered

a total of 89 factors of resistance, which can be seen in Table 21 in Appendix D. In order to consolidate these
factors into a comprehensive framework of resistance factors, we had to rst de ne which categories of factors
existed. Both Klaus & Blanton [52] and Singh et al. [79] categorized factors of organisational resistance
and individual resistance. In their work, Klaus & Blanton developed a framework that explains why user
resistance occurs during Enterprise System implementations. Next to the organisational and individual
categories, they also included the 'system' and 'process' categories. We decided to use these categorisations
as well but change them slightly to make it a better t for our situation of the Impact Path. As a result,

we ended up with the following ve categories for our framework:

1. Individual factors: Individual, psychological, intrinsic factors that relate to the user who is experi-
encing the change

2. Organisational factors: Factors that also relate to individuals, but are caused due to factors that
are enabled or created by other people within the organisation, or factors that are felt throughout the
organisation

3. Method factors:  Factors that are mostly related to the process of a method, e.g. the ve stages of
the Impact Path

4. Technological factors : Factors that are related to the technology that enable a method, e.g. the
interactive PDF of the Impact Path

5. External factors: This category was not derived from literature, but was identi ed during one of
the interviews on the Impact Path, where the COVID-19 pandemic was mentioned as an experienced
resistance factor.

Since we had already used the categorisation used by Klaus & Blanton, we also used the factors that they
listed underneath these categories. For each factor identi ed in literature, we checked whether or not that
factor was already covered by a factor from Klaus & Blanton. For this, we performed a tabular comparison,
which can be found in Table 22 in Appendix E. For each factor identi ed in literature, we assessed the
following:

If the factor is not covered at all by the factors in our framework, we would categorise this factor and
introduce it as a new factor

If the factor is completely covered by the factors in our framework, we codify thatas a 1

If the factor is only partially covered by the factors in our framework, we would codify this factor as
a 0.5. This indicates that the factor would be covered by multiple factors within our framework.

Eventually, after the tabular comparison, we ended up with 19 intertwined factors of resistance, which can
be seen in Table 7, along with their de nition. Examples of when a factor of resistance is experienced can be
found in Table 23 in Appendix F. The identi ed categories and factors are mostly focused on the negative
e ects of switching to another method and any user resistance that the new process meets.
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Category ID | Factor De nition
11 Uncertainty costs The psychological un.certalnty or perception of risk associated
with the new alternative
Individual 12 Input consideration The degree to which a user's opinion is considered
factors 13 Loss of control/power | User loses control or loses the recognition as an expert
14 | Self-e cacy A perceived lack of capability
15 Cynicism A general distrust of others' motives
o1 Facilitating The degree to which the organisational culture is conductive
environment to the change
s The degree to which there is su cient communication
L 02 | Communication s L
Organisational within the organisation wrt the new process
factors L The degree to which there training is provided to meet the
O3 | Training A
organisational needs
04 | Direct costs Costs that are immediately made upon moving to a new
process
Previously made commitments that become obsolete as a
O5 | Sunk costs .
new process is implemented
. The salient social norm individuals subscribe to in the work
06 | Colleague opinion :
environment
O7 | Perceived value The assessment of the relative costs and bene ts of the change
M1 | Process complexity The complexity of using the new process
Method M2 | Job change The degree to which the job or original job skill requirements
factors change
M3 | Workload The amount of e ort that the user is required to put in
M4 | Fitness The degree to which the new process ts within the organisation
Technological | T1 | Technical issues Any issues I‘r]elated to the use of technology/tools supporting
factors - an SIA met c.)d - -
T2 | Tool complexity The complexity of using a certain tool
External Uncontrollable factors that a ect/in uence individuals,
E1 | External factor L
factors organisations, or technology

Table 7: Factors of resistance
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5 Classi cation of SIA methods

5.1 Method selection

With an abundance of existing SIA methods and limited knowledge on what di erentiates these methods,

it's dicult to determine which methods can be described as 'mission-driven SIA' methods.

Using the

characteristics that have been identi ed in the literature review, we will classify existing SIA methods by
identifying what characteristics apply to them. For this, we have rst compiled a list of SIA methods as
described in Section 3.1.5. In total, the search yielded 42 existing methods, which can all be seen in Appendix
L, which also includes some general information on the methods, such as the developer of the method and
the year of release. From this list of methods, we have selected 23 methods that we would classify using the
characteristics. These methods can be seen below in Table 8. We will be referring to each method using
their abbreviations from this point on. Most of the identi ed methods come with a certain guide that assists

a potential SIA practitioner with their impact assessment. Next to that, we also have some online tools in
our list of selected methods (e.g. IWR and IWD). These are included as we assume that each tool has an
implicit method, which can also be analysed like we can analyse a written guide.

Abbr. Name of method

AIM Actionable Impact Management

BCtA The Business Call to Action Impact Lab

CF Common Foundations

EVPA European Venture Philanthropy Approach
HIN Handboek Impactmeten Netwerk-organisaties
IP Impact Path

IWD Impact Wizard

IWR Impactwijzer

IF Infocus Framework

IRIS+ IRIS+

LFA Logical Framework Approach

MYIG Maximise Your Impact Guide

MYIM MY-impact model

oM Outcome Mapping

RBM Results Based Management

SIC Social Impact Canvas

SIN Social Impact Navigator

SROI-Sinzer | Social Return on Investment by Sinzer
SROI-SVI Social Return on Investment by the SROI Network (now: Social Value International)
SIF Strategic Impact Framework

TC The Compass

IMP The Impact Management Project Guide to Classifying the Impact of an Investment
W+ W+

Table 8: Selected SIA methods for classi cation

5.2 Classifying existing SIA methods

Using the list of 57 characteristics that have been identi ed in the Literature Review, we assess the 23
methods that we have selected. For each characteristic, we have a de nition, which is usually based on
multiple di erent de nitions of other classi cation attempts. These de nitions are used to establish selection
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criteria to determine whether or not the characteristics apply to a method. Depending on whether or not a
characteristic applies to a method and whether or not evidence could be found in the method documentation
to substantiate that claim, a numeric value was assigned to the cell corresponding to that method and
characteristic. The meaning of the four particular values can be found in Table 9. For each selected SIA
method, we use the codi cation scheme to classify the selected method. The full analysis can be found
in Appendix M, where the characteristics are represented in the columns and the rows represent the SIA
methods.

Code | Meaning

0 Evidence is found that the characteristic does not apply to this SIA method

1 No evidence could be found, but we consider the characteristic does not apply|
2 No evidence could be found, but we consider that the characteristic does apply
3 Evidence is found that the characteristic does apply to this SIA method

Table 9: The codi cation scheme for classifying SIA methods

The information of all assessed methods together provides insight into the characteristics of SIA methods
in general. The results will hopefully provide information about the shared characteristics and inter-method
variation of mission-driven SIA methods. If there are characteristics shared by either all methods or, perhaps,
by none, that will help answer the question of what a typical or generic SIA method would look like. Below,
we will share and discuss the ndings of this method analysis per dimension. In some of the cases, we have
included diagrams depicting the results.

5.2.1 Purpose

5.2.1.1 Assessment purpose For which assessment purposes do the methods state they can be used?
The majority of methods serve the purpose of management (21/23) and reporting (20/23). For 20 of the
methods (87.0%), both these characteristics apply. About half of the analysed methods (52.2%) mention or
imply that they can be used for screening by (potential) funders or some authority or regulator. Nine of the
methods (39.1%) prescribe to evaluate completed activities and projects. Finally, only two of the analysed
methods (8.7%), CF and W+, require, prescribe or are otherwise related to the process of certi cation.
These results are shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: Diagram of results for Assessment Purpose dimension

That most methods have the management and reporting purpose means that these methods both pre-
scribe to gather data and monitor operations to support operational and strategic decision-making as well as
to report this data to external stakeholders in some kind of reporting format. The only methods where this
is not the case are IMP, LFA, and SIC. For IMP and SIC, neither one of these characteristics applies to these
methods. LFA only does not prescribe to produce a report. It does prescribe to monitor and measure the
results, but as it does not prescribe how to do this, it also does not provide suggestions on what to do with
this data afterwards. The methods with a screening purpose can be used by impact investors and funders to
screen the projects and organizations they might want to invest in, which enables them to make investment
decisions that yield the maximum social impact. The IWR is one of the nine methods with an evaluation
purpose but is the only one prescribing this assessment purpose implicitly. Just like the other methods,
IWR also stimulates its users to perform evaluation, but it is not speci ed whether ongoing or completed
activities should be evaluated. The method seems to allude to the evaluation of ongoing activities, but this
can easily be interpreted as instructions to use the method for evaluation of already completed activities.

5.2.1.2 Target audience for report Which stakeholder groups do the methods mention as the
potential target audience for the report? Sixteen of the 20 methods (80%) that prescribe the reporting of
impact also suggest a speci c target audience for such a report. Additionally, TC and OM do not explicitly
prescribe speci ¢ stakeholder groups to report to, but they do imply reporting to both internal and external
stakeholders in their method documentation. Figure 8 shows that the sixteen methods that are explicit
all suggest reporting to external stakeholders and all of them (except for CF) also suggest reporting to
internal stakeholders. The speci c external stakeholder group that is mentioned by all sixteen methods is
what we de ne as the “general public' and contains the customers, users, bene ciaries and impacted people.
All methods except for HIN (93.8%) suggest reporting to funders, eleven of the methods (68.8%) suggest
suppliers as target audience and the reporting to regulators and peers are both prescribed by six methods
(37.5%).
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Figure 8: Diagram of results for Target Audience dimension

5.2.2 Approach

5.2.2.1 Stages At which stages of the impact measurement process do the methods provide guidance
to their users? All methods, except for the IMP, LFA, and SIC, (87.0%) give guidance on how to perform
self-assessment. Fifteen of the 23 methods (65.2%) provide guidance on how to document the results of the
assessment in a report with speci ¢ reporting requirements determined by the method; all of these methods
give explicit guidance in their documentation. The stages of auditing and certi cation are both only covered

by two of the methods (8.7%).

The TC is the only method where explicit evidence could be found that the method is not meant to
guide the user through the process of reporting impact results. For reporting guidelines, they refer the users
to a speci ¢ reporting methodology called Integrated Reporting. The W+ method is the main outlier in this
dimension of characteristics, being the only method providing guidance for both the stages of auditing and
certi cation. IRIS+ is the only other method giving guidance on the process of having an audit performed.
The CF is the only other method guiding the user in the process of obtaining certi cation

5.2.2.2 Monetisation Do the methods prescribe to quantify and monetize the measured impact?
Quantifying the measured outcomes and impacts in monetary values is an approach that eight methods
(34.8) explicitly prescribe to take. These methods are AIM, EVPA, HIN, IP, TC, SROI-Sinzer, SROI-SVI
and W+.

Of the eight methods that explicitly prescribe monetization, six methods also have been identi ed to have
a screening purpose. Methods that do not explicitly prescribe monetization are assumed to not be suited
for this kind of activity, since monetizing impact data really is a step beyond regular measurement and
reporting of impact data. The extra step requires sourcing reliable nancial proxies to enable the conversion
of indicator values to monetary values. Therefore, when this step is not explicitly covered by a method,
it is reasonable to assume that practitioners will not be using said method if they wish to indeed express
their impact in monetary values. The only method that is an exception to this rule is the CF. The CF
describes itself as a \minimum standard for how to do impact measurement without prescribing a particular
tool or approach”. It has distilled from a range of other impact measurement methods and tool ve essential
practices that, according to the compilers, describe how to do impact measurement. The method guides the
user through these stages and elaborates on what essential activities have to be performed. However, the
method does not always dictate precisely how certain activities should be performed. This is also the case
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for the practice of \quantifying outcomes in monetary terms". The method provides advice for practitioners
who wish to perform this activity, but it does not tell them precisely how to do this, nor does it prescribe
or advise this practise explicitly.

5.2.2.3 Time frame At what point in time do the methods prescribe to perform the assessment?
Figure 9 shows that all methods prescribe to use an ongoing time frame for the assessment of the impact of
interventions. Twenty-one of the methods do this explicitly, while LFA and SROI-SVI leave this implicit.
Nineteen methods (82.6%) prescribe to assess the impact or performance of an intervention after it has
taken place in order to allow for evaluation. Only eight, less than half of these nineteen methods (42.1%),
however, are explicit in their prescription. Lastly, seven methods (30.4%) prescribe to assess the impact or
performance of some intervention prior to it taking place (i.e. prescribe a prospective timeframe). These
methods are EVPA, IMP, IRIS+, RBM, SROI-Sinzer, SROI-SVI, and W+ and they are all explicit in
prescribing a prospective time frame.

Figure 9: Diagram of results for Time Frame dimension

Regarding the only two methods that do not explicitly prescribe ongoing assessment of impacts. The
SROI-SVI method is both explicit in suggesting prospective and retrospective timeframes but does not
mention at all an ongoing time frame. There is, however, no reason to assume that a method that can
be used to monitor indicators for evaluation purposes, can not be used to monitor the same data in an
ongoing time frame. LFA is believed to implicitly prescribe to assess impact ongoingly because the method
prescribes to de ne indicators that measure performance and allow for management of the project. The
method itself pays no further attention to the management, but this statement implies that management is
advised. Even though only seven methods have a prospective time frame, most of the other SIA methods
also have some sort of a prospective character, meaning that they can be or prescribe to be used before
the actual implementation of some intervention. However, these methods only assist the practitioner in
planning for impact and, sometimes, already setting up some kind of monitoring system. Most of these
methods do not actually prescribe to assess the impact prior to the implementation of the intervention. The
eight methods that do prescribe prospective assessment also have been found to have a screening purpose
and support the assessment of investments (unit of analysis).

5.2.2.4 Data typology Which types of data do the methods suggest to gather for the assessment?
All the methods prescribe to gather or use quantitative data for the impact assessment, with IMP being
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the only method that is not explicit about this. Twenty-two methods (95.7%) prescribe to also include
qualitative data in the assessment, with the BCtA and, again, the IMP not prescribing this explicitly. The
only method that does not prescribe to include qualitative data is the SIC, which explicitly prescribes that
all the gathered data should be quanti able.

5.2.3 Scope

5.2.3.1 Impact typology Which aspects of an organization's or other entity's impact or performance
do the methods focus on? The methods unanimously prescribe to consider the social impacts during the
assessment. The LFA leaves this implicit, while all other 22 methods state it explicitly. The second-most
covered type of impact is environmental impact, which is prescribed to be assessed by 20 methods (87.0%).
Fourteen of these prescribe this explicitly and six methods don't prescribe to consider environmental impacts
explicitly but do support the assessment of these kinds of impact implicitly. The only methods that are
assumed not to be suitable for the assessment of environmental impacts are IF, IWD, and SIN, as they all
focus speci cally and solely on social impact. Ten methods (43.5%) prescribe to assess also the economic
impacts of the intervention. Seven methods do this explicitly and AIM, LFA and IMP implicitly prescribe
this. The SROI-Sinzer method is the only method explicit about disregarding economic impacts from the
assessment. Only three methods (13.0%), BCtA, HIN, and the LFA implicitly, prescribe to consider the
business ethical or governance issues or impacts of an intervention in the assessment.

5.2.3.2 Impact Value Chain Which types of data, or elements of the Impact Value Chain, do the
methods prescribe to include in the analysis? Most methods - 18 of the 23 (78.3%) - prescribe to consider
all of the elements of the IVC, as is shown in Figure 10. The ve remaining methods miss between 1 to 3
elements of the IVC.

Figure 10: Diagram of results for Impact Value Chain dimension

The main di erences lie in how many elements of the IVC the methods do not consider in the assessment.
The methods, however, seem to make similar decisions about which elements to leave out of consideration.
All ve methods that do not cover the complete IVC disregard at least the inputs. The MYIG and IF only
refrain from prescribing to consider the inputs and the SIC does not mention inputs and outputs. Besides
not mentioning inputs, OM explicitly states it has a focus on outcomes instead of impact, thereby being the
only method that explicitly excludes one of the elements of the IVC. The CF is the only method implying the
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use of all of the IVC elements (i.e. CF is not explicit about the use of the IVC elements). The CF prescribes
the use of a ToC, Logic Model or Outcome map, which implies the use of the IVC elements, but it does
not actually guide the user through the process of drafting such a model nor does it mention the individual
elements of such a model. Besides CF, AIM is the only other method that does not explicitly prescribe to
consider impact but only implies it. SROI-Sinzer does not explicitly prescribe to consider the activities of
the entity under assessment, but it does state that outputs are a quantitative summary of activities, which
implies the necessity of considering activities in the assessment.

5.2.3.3 Unit of analysis What is the unit of moral analysis or the level of analysis the methods can
address? All methods prescribe that they can be used to assess the impact of organizations and projects.
Nine methods (39.1%) mention explicitly that they can be used to assess the impact or performance of an
investment, investment opportunity or portfolio. Eight methods (34.8%) can be used to assess the impact of
programs, of which SIN is the only method to not explicitly mention this. Four methods (17.4%) explicitly
mention they can be used for the assessment of the impact of policies, these are RBM, SROI-Sinzer, SROI-
SVI and TC. RBM, SROI-Sinzer and SROI-SVI (13.0%) also mention products and/or services as their units

of analysis. RBM is the only method to mention the units of analysis plan, city, and country. Facilities and
value chains are mentioned by none of the methods. These results are shown in Figure 11.

Figure 11: Diagram of results for Unit of Analysis dimension

The only method without explicit evidence for supporting the assessment of the impact of organizations
is LFA. The method does mention projects explicitly as its main unit of analysis, but as projects are often
exploited by organizations, this is seen as implicit evidence that the method can also be used by organizations
wishing to assess their impact. The nine methods (BCtA, CF, HIN, IIF, IP, IRIS+, IWR, MYIG, and SIC)
that do not explicitly prescribe to consider the impact of individual projects, are all explicit about assessing
the impact of organizations. As organizations often deploy projects as a part of their activities and projects
themselves are never self-contained, independent entities, the rationale has been that methods that state
that they can be used to assess the impact of organizations, also should be suitable to consider the impact
of single or multiple projects. The reason why SIN was considered to be useful for the assessment of impact
of programs, even though programs are not directly mentioned as a unit of analysis, is that it states to
\consider the lessons learned from other programs”, implying that the initiatives they mention as units of
analysis can also refer to programs. Regarding the unit of analysis Investment, all of the methods that
support this unit of analysis also have the purpose of screening. However, this does not go the other way
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around. Only these 9 of the total of 12 methods (75.0%) with a screening purpose mention they can be
used to measure or assess the impact or performance of investment opportunities or portfolios. The three
methods that do not also mention investments are AlM, IP, and OM.

5.2.3.4 Prescribes topics Do the methods prescribe specic topics to be assessed? Only three
methods (13.0%) were found to prescribe topics for the assessment. These methods are BCtA, IRIS+, and
W+. Seventeen of the remaining twenty methods (85.0%) have some sort of evidence that the method is
not intended for speci c types of topics. Often, this evidence is that the method allows the user to de ne
impact goals and does not impose restrictions on what these impact goals might be. Therefore, we consider
these methods to grant the user freedom in choosing the topics to include in the assessment. BCtA, IRIS+,
and W+ also allow their users to de ne their own impact goals, but only within a limited scope. The BCtA
and IRIS+ ask their users to link the impact goals to one or more of the 17 Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs). The W+ is the only method that is very speci c in prescribing six topics, or ‘7domains', all related

to women empowerment.

5.2.3.5 Industry sector How generalizable is the application of the methods? Only one out of the
23 methods (4.3%) is developed for a specic industry sector. The IMP is the only method focused on
a speci ¢ sector, which is the nancial and insurance sector in which (investment) banks, funds and such
operate. Other methods are often explicitly focused on NGOs or mission-driven organizations, but since
these organizations can operate in any kind of sector, their sector is indicated as “generic'.

5.2.4 De ning social impact

5.2.4.1 Impact goal Which impact classes do the methods prescribe to consider? The results can
be seen in Figure 12. Twenty methods - all but three (87.0%) - speci cally prescribe to consider possible
negative impacts. The three methods that do not are SIC, SIF and OM. Twenty-one methods (91.3%)
prescribe to consider the impact on direct stakeholders, with AIM doing this implicitly and SIC and SIF
being the only two methods not prescribing this. In total, 22 methods (95.7%) are targeted at organizations
or interventions with the goal of contributing to solutions. Seventeen of these methods explicitly mention
that their approach is based on the objective of achieving maximum positive social impact. The other ve
methods (AIM, CF, LFA, IF, and W+) only imply this. The HIN method is the only method that does not
mention any objective or purpose of being mission-driven or striving for maximum positive impact.

The documentation on the SIF method is quite limited in the information it provides, thus it could
very well be that the tool does provide the functionality to also assess the A and B impacts, but from
the documentation, it seems such that the method mainly focuses on maximising the impact on the direct
bene ciaries. The same becomes apparent from the documentation of the SIC method, which explicitly
states that its target audience (‘purpose-led organizations and nonpro ts') exists to achieve social impact.
OM explicitly states that it focuses on all people, groups and organizations with whom a development
program works directly and on assessing the contributions made to the achievement of (positive) outcomes
for development projects, programs and organizations, which inherently aim to contribute to solutions.
AIM only mentions the importance of stakeholder consultation and communicating the impact to these
stakeholders, but the method does not speci cally prescribe to assess the impact they experience. However,
when stakeholders are involved in the process, it can be expected that the impact they experience will
be considered in the assessment. The ve methods that are considered to have implicit evidence for the
characteristic “contribute to solutions' show this either by at least mentioning maximum social positive
change or impact in any formulation or because of their focus on mission-driven parties speci cally. The
HIN focuses speci cally on making sure to reduce the external costs in a way that respects the rights of
stakeholders and on maximising value creation for their stakeholders.
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Figure 12: Diagram of results for Impact Goal dimension

5.2.4.2 Temporal scope At what moment in time relative to the intervention do the methods pre-
scribe to assess the impact of this intervention? Figure 13 shows that all 23 methods either implicitly (6)
or explicitly (17) prescribe to consider the short term impacts of an intervention and 21 methods (91.3%)
prescribe to also consider the long term impacts.

When the methods are not explicit at all about the time frame with which to approach measuring impact
or only the long term is mentioned speci cally, we argue that the e ects in the short-term should also be
known because these are inseparably connected. This applies to all six methods (HIN, LFA, RBM, SIC,
SIN, and W+) that implicitly prescribe to assess the short term impact. The two methods that do not
suggest considering long-term impact are SIC and SIF. SIC prescribes to consider the immediate changes
that are necessary if the end goal (impact) is to be realized. The method does not explicitly prescribe to
take into account the long term e ects of an intervention. As for SIF, the method is speci cally focused
on monitoring indicators in the current period, these could be monitored for longer periods of time, but no
speci c emphasis is on measuring the long term impacts.
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Figure 13: Diagram of results for Temporal Scope dimension

5.2.4.3 Intention Do the methods prescribe to assess both the intended and unintended impact? The
results can be seen in Figure 14. Unanimously, all of the methods explicitly prescribe assessment of the
intended outcomes and e ects of the intervention. Twenty of the methods (87.0%) prescribe also to consider
the unintended e ects. The three methods that do not are BCtA, SIC and SIF.

Figure 14: Diagram of results for Intention dimension

We assume that when these unintended e ects are not explicitly mentioned in the documentation, the
method will not likely be used to assess these kinds of impact. Assessing unintended impact requires
looking beyond the organization's impact goals and ToC. It might also require the identi cation of additional
indicators or consultation with “other' stakeholders. This would likely require additional guidance by the
method in order for practitioners to perform these steps correctly and thoroughly. Therefore, we argue it is
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not probable that methods will be used to assess e ects they do not explicitly prescribe. IRIS+ is the only
method that implies considering unintended e ects. Although IRIS+ does explicitly prescribe this, there
are some prede ned metrics that relate to unintentional e ects. The rest of the methods are explicit in
prescribing to consider the unintended e ects.

5.2.4.4 Level To what level do the methods prescribe to assess the impact? All methods prescribe to
consider the primary e ects of the assessed intervention, as can be seen in Figure 15. Where 20 methods
are explicit about this, only IMP and SIC leave this implicit. Only ve methods (21.7%) prescribe also the
assessment of unintended e ects. The methods that do state the importance of secondary e ects are IRIS+,
LFA, MYIM, OM, and RBM.

Figure 15: Diagram of results for Level dimension

Again, the fact that IMP and SIC are not explicit about prescribing the intended e ects can most likely
be explained by these methods not being focused on providing thorough guidance on actually measuring
impact. SIC prescribes to \break down the intended impact into a number of main outcomes”, but never
distinguishes between primary and secondary e ects. With regards to the small number of methods that
prescribe the assessment of unintended e ects, similar argumentation is used as was provided for the di-
mensions Monetization (Section 4.1.2.2.2) and Intention (Section 4.1.2.4.3), we assume that when a method
is not explicit in prescribing to consider the secondary impacts, the method will most likely not be used
to do so. It is already very complicated to correctly determine an organization's attribution to measured
changes, but measuring secondary e ects requires even to look beyond the own, direct stakeholders and
also requires an even better understanding of the complex relationships between them, the intervention, and
other contributors and contextual factors. Therefore, we take the premise that when secondary, or indirect
e ects are not explicitly covered by a method, the method is not designed to also consider these. IRIS+,
once more, is the only exception that provides several prede ned metrics that mention the importance of
indirect e ects. The method does not state the importance of considering these kinds of impacts anywhere
in the tool explicitly.

5.2.4.5 Correction mechanisms Which correction mechanisms do the methods prescribe to con-

sider and apply? The results for this dimension are visualized in Figure 16. Fifteen methods (65.2%)
prescribe the application of at least one of the correction mechanisms. Of these methods, eleven methods
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(47.8%) prescribe to correct the measured results for alternative attribution, where SIF is the only method
that is not explicit about this. The deadweight, the drop-o and displacement corrections are all prescribed
explicitly, but only by seven (30,4%), six and six (26.1%) methods respectively. There are only four meth-
ods (17.4%) that cover the whole range of correction mechanisms (IWR, SROI-Sinzer, SROI-SVI, and the
EVPA). The IP method covers three of the mechanisms but excludes deadweight. BCtA and MYIG both
cover two of the mechanisms. They both cover the deadweight correction and in addition, BCtA covers
drop-o and MYIG covers alternative attribution. There are six methods (26.1%) that only cover one of
the four correction mechanisms. Five of these (HIN, MYIM, RBM, SIF, and W+) prescribe to consider the
alternative attribution to the measured changes. The CF prescribes only to consider the deadweight of the
measured changes.

Figure 16: Diagram of results for Correction Mechanisms dimension

Except for the SIF, which implicitly prescribes considering alternative attribution, only methods with
explicit evidence for the inclusion of any of these correction mechanisms are scored as methods where
these characteristics apply. The rationale here has been similar to that of the dimensions Monetization,
Intention and Level. Considering these correction mechanisms require speci c considerations, calculations
and sometimes also additional information gathering. Because of these reasons, it would be incredibly
challenging to correctly apply these mechanisms, without proper guidance by the used method. We assume
that when methods do not mention these mechanisms in their documentation, they were perhaps intentionally
left out of the scope and method practitioners are not expected to consider them in their analysis.

The reason why SIF is an exception here is that there is very little documentation available on this
method and the accompanying tool is not publicly accessible. It could not be gured out if the tool actually
covers the functionality of considering alternative attribution, but the documentation at some point asks the
following question: \Can all changes be attributed to us?" This question about the organization's attribution
to the changes implies that some way of considering alternative attribution is prescribed by the method.

5.2.4.6 Impact score  To what extent do the methods prescribe to cover the characteristics that were
de ned to be essential elements of the de nition of social impact? Earlier, we introduced the impact score
to rate methods on how complete they are in assessing impact. The impact scores of all the 23 methods
are distributed on a scale from 0 to 13 in Figure 17. An impact score of 0 means that none of the elements
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of the de nition of social impact is covered by a method, a score of 13 means that all of the elements are
covered. As can be seen in the diagram, the majority of the methods score relatively high and check the
majority of the requirements of the complete de nition of impact. On average, methods cover 9 of the 13
elements. The low outliers are the methods SIC and SIF scoring only 4 and 5 points respectively. The
highest scoring methods are the IP, scoring 11 points, and the IWR, EVPA and both the SROI methods

all scoring 12 points. However, none of these methods score a perfect score by checking all 13 elements of
the social impact de nition. What we nd, is that SIA methods might leave out some of the characteristics

to keep the methods simple and easy to use for practitioners. Ideally, a method is complete and considers
impact in its totality, but the trade-o between rigour and ease of use is necessary for the practitioners who
often have limited resources and knowledge about the process. Since no method has a perfect score, we can
claim that there is a gap between how impact should be measured according to scienti c literature, and how

it is actually measured in practice.

Figure 17: Diagram of results for Impact Score dimension

Out of the analysed 23 methods, we believe that 21 of them classify as an SIA method, while for IRIS+
and IMP, we are inclined not to classify them as such. IMP is a special case since it is only a guide on how
to classify the possible impact asset class of a potential investment. The method does not actually guide a
user in conducting impact assessment. Next to that, IRIS+, also after discussions with practitioners, should
be regarded as a toolkit, an online database of indicators/metrics. Although IRIS+ is a very valuable asset
for those who are conducting SIA, the online tool does not actually provide much guidance in the impact
measurement process.
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6 Conducting a Method Comparison of SIA methods

Before we can elicit requirements for the extension of openESEA to support SIA, we want to conduct
a method comparison to identify some of the main features and concepts of Social Impact Assessment
methods. This comparison will allow us to create a generic model that will give us insights into what is
needed to support SIA methods with the openESEA tool. This chapter reports on the results of the method
comparison, which is conducted as described in section 3.2.2.

6.1 Method selection

For the method comparison, we will have to thoroughly analyse existing SIA methods in order to understand
the way the method is prescribed. For this, we rst have to select a set of SIA methods that we will analyse
and model. Out of the 42 SIA methods that are found, we used 23 for the classi cation with the identi ed
characteristics. Out of these 23, we have selected 11 SIA methods for the method comparison. These
methods are BCtA, EVPA, IP, IRIS+, IWD, IWR, MYIG, MYIM, SIN, W+, and SROI-SVI. The SIA
methods of EVPA, IRIS+, IWD, IWR, SIN, and W+ methods were chosen because the rst version was
already modelled by students at Utrecht University for the Business Informatics Masters' course Responsible
ICT. The other methods were selected in discussion with the research group.

6.2 Method modelling

After the selection of methods, we proceeded to create the Process-Deliverable Diagrams. The PDDs can
be found in Appendix N, along with their activity and concept tables, which provide a description of each
activity and concept that is found in the meta-models.

The PDDs have undergone several reviews within the research group. During weekly meetings, questions
or issues were discussed and after a nal version was created, it was reviewed by one of the supervisors.
These reviews often led to improvements or a new version of the PDDs with a high con dence level of the
syntactic and pragmatic quality of the PDD. Additionally, to improve the semantic and pragmatic quality
of the models we have conducted 5 expert validation interviews. These interviews were conducted with
consultants who are either co-creators of the method or have ample expertise in the application of the
method. The PDDs of IWD, MYIG, SIN, and IP were validated with co-creators of the method. The PDD
of the EVPA was validated with an expert who o ers training on the usage of the method. For IP, EVPA,
and SIN, the amount of changes due to validation are shown in Table 10 and 11. For each removal, change,
and insertion of an activity or concept, rationale is given. For both the concepts and activities, there have
been no removals. In terms of changes, we mostly changed the order of activities or the names of activities
and concepts. The insertions mostly relate to activities for which a concept already existed, but we had not
modelled the activity and vice versa. In general, we can claim that the initial models are already of high
quality and re ect the process and deliverables that the documentation of the SIA methods is prescribing.

Method | Removed | Motivation Changed | Motivation Inserted | Motivation

IP 0 | No removals 1 | Internal report to 'Meeting Report' 1 | Output report needed for new activity

EVPA 0 | No removals 2 Created speC|aI|s§t|on relationships, 4 Con(':epts for spemahs«'fmon relationships
rearranged some lines and 'Engagement plan

SIN 0 | No removals 0 | Only rearranged some of the lines 0 | No insertions

Table 10: Validation matrix for concepts
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Method Removed | Motivation Changed | Motivation Inserted | Motivation

P 0 | No removals 7 2 conditions, 2 activity name ghanges, 3 1 rule, 'analysis on the solutions’,
1 stage name change, 2 activity reordered report on outputs

EVPA 0 | No removals 6 Added two ruIe;, changed role name, and 1 | Develop Theory of Change'
changed ordering

SIN 0 | No removals 7 Changes in o_rderlng and one activity became 2 Prep'are measuremerln instruments
a super-activity and 'Scaling success

Table 11: Validation matrix for activities

6.3 Development of super-method

Before we get to compare the methods, we rst develop a super-method, which is the smallest common
denominator of activities and concepts in the meta-models. The super-method was created by listing all
activities and concepts from one method and incrementally consolidating this with other methods. We
started with listing the activities and concepts of the Impact Path and then went through the other meta-
models where we check for each activity and concept if it is already included or not in the current super-
method. The result of this consolidation e ort can be found in Appendix O. For activities, we have four
columns: An ID, where the activities that do not have an ID are not included in the generic model, an
activity name, a description of that activity, and a column indicating from which SIA method the activity is
derived from. For the concept part, we have three columns: The name of the concept, a description of the
concept, and a column indicating from which SIA method the concept is derived. Since the super-method
is a collection of activities and concepts that sometimes have no relation to each other, the super-method is
depicted as a list and not as a meta-model.

6.4 Comparison of methods

After the super-method is completed, we conduct an activity comparison and a concept comparison, where
we will see how often a certain activity or concept is included in our list of selected SIA methods. In this
section, we discuss the results of this comparison with regard to the development of a generic model. The
full activity and concept comparison can be seen in Appendix P.

In order to get the activities and concepts of the generic model, we have applied a threshold for the
frequency of occurrence of an activity or concept. Only activities and concepts in the super-method that
occur more than 3 times were included for the generic model. Choosing 1 as a threshold gives us the super-
method, which is not a valid SIA method, as it will contain every single activity and concept. Choosing 2 as
a threshold seemed too low, especially given some methods are related or inspired by the other, therefore,
if we introduce a threshold of 2, it means that sometimes a very unique activity or concept can be included
that is not generic. A threshold of 3 seemed to be a fair number to put it at and in the end, it produced
a fairly valid and most importantly logical generic model. We investigated a total of 11 methods and the
generic model did not change anymore after we had compared 7 methods. With the inclusion of the last 4
methods, nothing changed to the generic model in terms of included activities and concepts, thus we feel
like we already reached data saturation with our current threshold and did not feel the need to increase it.

6.4.1 Activity comparison

Using the notation described in the research method (3.2.2.4), we rst conducted the tabular comparison for
activities, the result of which can be seen in Figure 18. The gure shows three main columns: ID, Activity
of the super-method, the amount of times the activity of the supermethod is included, and a column for
each SIA method. The ID column indicates the order and granularity of the activity, where level 1 (stages)
is indicated in bold, level 2 (activities / super-activities) is indicated in italics, and level 3 (subactivities)
is indicated in regular text. The 'activity of the super method column indicates the name of the activity,
which has been discussed within the research group to see if it's the best t for the described activity. The
third column shows the number of times an activity is present in the other SIA methods and is the sum of
all the cells in the corresponding row that have a value '>', '<' or '='.
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As a result of the comparison and the application of our threshold of 3, we have subdivided our included
activities into four stages. These are (1) Planning for impact, (2) Development and validation of Theory of
Change, (3) De ne and perform measurement, and (4) Evaluate results and improve. At the bottom of the
full activity comparison in Appendix P you will nd several other stages (in bold). These are all stages and
activities that usually only occur in one method and thus are excluded from the generic model.

6.4.1.1 Stage 1: Planning for impact The most important activities in the rst stage are to
analyse the social problem your organisation is addressing through your activities (1.2) and to develop your
impact goals (1.4). Next to that, there are three methods that explicitly mention that you should de ne a
mission (1.1). Especially since we have a focus on mission-driven SIA, we thought it was important that
this activity was included in the generic model. The main di erence between methods is related to how the
analysis of the social problem is approached. Some methods prescribe a very in-depth analysis by identifying
the root causes and e ects (1.2.1), using a problem tree (1.2.3), consulting with stakeholders (1.2.2) and
investigating existing solutions to the social problem (1.2.4), while others, such as the EVPA only prescribe
to identify the root causes of the problem. IRIS+, as only one, does not prescribe an analysis of the social
problem at all, which makes it an odd one out in that respect. MYIG and SIN are unique in prescribing a
solution tree to help de ne the impact goals (1.3). We decided to include the solution tree as an optional
activity, although it was only prescribed in two SIA methods since a solution tree is easily created by
turning the negative statements from a problem tree into positive statements [32] and the problem tree is
also an optional activity. The activity to consult with stakeholders was added in stage 1 to indicate that it's
important to involve your stakeholders from the start of the SIA process. BCtA and IRIS+ are the only two
that prescribe to relate the impact goals to the Sustainable Development Goals as de ned by the UN. At
last, there are a number of activities that are not related to the main activities in this stage but are rather
method-speci ¢, such as activities described by EVPA for the social investor (e.g. describe motivations for
the investment or set level of rigour of the impact analysis) or the submission of the Project Idea Note by
W+ to promote your plans and apply for funding or activities related to setting up a SROI analysis.

6.4.1.2 Stage 2: Development and validation of Theory of Change In the second stage,
methods usually prescribe the development of a Theory of Change. Except for BCtA and IRIS+, all methods
stimulate the inclusion of stakeholders during the development of the ToC (2.1), although it is very likely
that also these methods value the consideration of stakeholders. These stakeholders do not necessarily have
to be the same as the stakeholders identi ed earlier during the analysis of the problem. Along with the
importance of engaging with your stakeholders (2.2), most methods prescribe the development of a ToC
(2.3). SIN, BCtA, and SROI refer to it as a logic model, impact value chain, and impact map respectively.
Although these are not completely similar to a ToC, the starting point of describing a linear pathway to
change is the same. IRIS+ is the only method that does not prescribe a ToC, and is again an odd one out.
They only prescribe an IRIS+ metric that is named 'Theory of Change' and they do o er a checklist that
can assist in the development of a ToC, but it is not explicitly mentioned that each user of the IRIS+ tool
should consider creating a Theory of Change. Four methods prescribe validation of the ToC (2.4), which
makes it an activity that highlights a di erence between methods in this stage. If validation is performed,

it should preferably be done with an impact expert, but stakeholders can also be used. It is clear from the
method comparison that a Theory of Change is essential for conducting SIA.

6.4.1.3 Stage 3: De ne and perform measurement plan This is the biggest stage in terms of
activities and therefore also the stage in which the methods di er the most and the order is the hardest to
determine. All methods, except for IRIS+ and SROI, prescribe to draft a measurement plan (3.1), but there
are di erences between methods on what should be included in the measurement plan. Six methods prescribe
the selection of a target group (3.1.1) and 8 to set measurement priorities (3.1.2). Seven methods advise to
de ne measuring responsibilities (3.1.4), to determine who will measure what and six methods recommend
determining a time frame (3.1.3) and ve to identify potential data source(s) (3.1.5). Subsequently, all
methods prescribe the use of indicators to measure the e ectiveness of the activities (3.2). On top of that,
some methods recommend assigning target values to the indicators (3.3). After the indicators are de ned,
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the data for these indicators is collected through data collection methods (3.4). Determining which data
collection method(s) to use is prescribed by eight methods, only EVPA, IRIS+ and SROI do not prescribe
this. When the data collection methods are de ned, the data is collected (3.5). Some methods explicitly
prescribe to measure direct results (i.e. output) and long term e ects as part of the data collection, whereas
in other methods this is more implicit. However, whether implicit or explicit, the purpose of this activity

is to collect data that is needed to achieve the goal(s) as de ned in the measurement plan. After the data
is collected, 10 methods prescribe data analysis (3.6), where usually they do not go into much detail as to
what this entails. Only the Impact Wizard does not prescribe data analysis. Part of the data analysis is the
application of correction mechanisms (3.6.3), but except for the Impactwijzer, EVPA, and SROI, no method
prescribes the application of all the four correction mechanisms: alternative attribution, deadweight, drop-o
and displacement. The nal activity in this stage is prescribed by seven methods and entails a re ection of
the assessment by drawing conclusions (3.7). EVPA, IRIS+, W+ and BCtA have not included a re ection
for varying reasons. One last remarkable nding is that the IWD and BCtA identify an activity in which
the purpose of the measurement is determined. According to the IWD, the measurement is for internal
(learning) purposes, for external (reporting) purposes or both.

6.4.1.4 Stage 4: Evaluate results and improve During the nal stage, most methods de ne two
main activities. The rst one concerns communicating the achieved results with the relevant stakeholders
(4.1-4.2). During this activity the methods emphasize that it is important to consider who the target group
of the report will be and what results they will be interested in; an investor or funder might be more
interested in the social return on investment than a supplier. Prior to this activity, EVPA prescribes social
investors to verify and assign value to the results. The second main activity in this stage relates to improving
the current activities based on the results from Stage 3 (4.3-4.5). Most methods indicate that evaluating
and improving is a continuous process and that, once the measurement process is set up, organizations
should constantly base their decisions on the e ectiveness of their activities (i.e. how do the activities a ect
the outputs and outcomes). This is why the IP prescribes to improve the robustness of the measurement,
to improve the quality of the data and to make even better decisions. In this way, impact becomes an
integral part of the business and can be maximized. The IWR is unique in how they emphasize integrating
‘impact-oriented working' in the organization. They explicitly prescribe to review the existing organizational
culture to prepare every organizational process for a way of working with impact at the centre of everything.
There are also some speci ¢ activities that come from the W+ method concerning auditing and certi cation.
Although auditing is to some extent prescribed by EVPA, the W+ method is certainly unigue in facilitating
certi cation. Lastly, there are some activities exclusive to SROI which concern the calculation of the SROI
ratio. These activities are all excluded from the generic model.

6.4.2 Concept comparison

Again, using the notation described in the research method, we performed a tabular comparison of all the
concepts, the result of which can be seen in Figure 19. The concepts are grouped according to the stages
that have been found in the activity comparison. The tabular comparison shows two main columns: Concept
name (concept of the super-method) and the number of times the concept is included in other SIA methods,
and a column for each SIA method. The second column on the number of times a concept is present in other
SIA methods is again the sum of all cells in the corresponding row that have either a '=' or a String value (to
indicate a di erent term for the same concept). In this tabular comparison, we do not make use of the' >'and
'<' symbols, as this would be too complicated for concepts. Often in methods, the concepts/deliverables
are not thoroughly explained or examples are not provided, thus making the comparison one based on
assumptions. Because the concepts are usually a deliverable of some activity, it is noticeable that whenever
an activity is included, the concept is also very likely to be included. Similarly, whenever an activity is
excluded, the related deliverable is also very likely to be excluded. An exception would be the concept of
the 'Problem tree', which only occurs in 2 SIA methods, while the activity is included. This is mostly due

to the fact that a method such as the Impact Path recommends external tools for designing a problem tree
and does not explicitly state that it's a deliverable of the process.
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Figure 18: Activity comparison of activities included in the generic model
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6.4.2.1 Stage 1: Planning for impact The concepts for the rst phase are all logical deliverables
based on the activities that are present for the rst phase. In the rst stage, we have quite some deliverables
that only occur in one method and are thus excluded from the generic model. If we take a look at the included
concepts, we will see that the problem tree and solution tree are included, even though the concepts only
occur in two SIA methods. We manually included these concepts, as we had already decided to include
the optional activities to create a problem and solution tree. In the full concept comparison, it can be
seen that the Sustainable Development Goal concept occurs in three SIA methods, but is still excluded.
This is because the concept is the deliverable of activities that do not have the same purpose, where IRIS+
uses the Sustainable Development Goals to help de ne your impact goals, and MYIM uses the Sustainable
Development Goal as a way of reporting which SDGs can be linked to your achieved impact. Since we have
no activity that concerns the SDGs, we decided to manually exclude it.

6.4.2.2 Stage 2: Development and validation of Theory of Change This phase contains
all the concepts that are necessary for the Theory of Change. Apart from the identi cation of the inputs,
activities, outputs, outcomes, and impact, there is also a need to identify the assumptions that describe the
conditions needed to achieve the desired change and the contextual factors that could both positively or
negatively a ect your Theory of Change. Next to that, even though they barely reached the threshold, the
generic model also includes the correction mechanism concepts, which are essential for the consideration of
an organisation's 'real impact'.

6.4.2.3 Stage 3: Dene and perform measurement The essential part of this stage is the
measurement plan, which encapsulates all information required to conduct the measurement and relates to
the indicators and data collection methods. The data concept represents the data that is being collected in
order to establish some of the indicator values, such as an excel le.

6.4.2.4 Stage 4: Evaluate results and improve For the last stage, we only have 4 concepts.
In the documentation of the existing SIA methods, the terms ‘evaluation report' and ‘'improvement plan'
were often used interchangeably. We decided to split them into two separate components as to indicate
the distinct deliverables of the activities to evaluate the results (evaluation report) and identify possible
improvements for future measurements/assessments (improvement plan).

6.5 Generic model

With the completed activity and concept comparison and the application of the threshold of 3, we were
able to identify the 'generic' activities and concepts of SIA. As a result, we have created a generic model
PDD, which is depicted in Figure 20. The modelling of the activity part was mostly straightforward, as we
would draw the lines from activity to activity and discuss the order in which things should occur, keeping

in mind the order that is being prescribed in the existing SIA methods. The concept part is more di cult,
however, and its result is more subjective than the activity part. Since the method comparison approach
does not allow the indication of relationships between concepts and their cardinalities, we have created
these ourselves. The quality of the model is ensured by extensive discussions within the research group and
amongst the two modellers of the meta-model.

The key components of Social Impact Assessment methods according to this generic model would be the
stakeholders, the Theory of Change, and the indicators, with the Theory of Change being at the heart of
the SIA process. In our activity and concept comparison, these were also the components that were most
frequently seen in the SIA methods we have investigated. On top of the model on the process side, we have
added a rule: 'Consulting/engaging with stakeholders (1.2.2, 2.2) is an activity that is relevant throughout
all stages. This rule was added based on the validation interviews with experts, who often mentioned that
involving stakeholders is something that happens throughout all stages. A way to model this would be to
create a 'Involve stakeholders' activity that runs parallel with all the activities, but for readability purposes,
we decided to add the rule instead to indicate this essential part of the SIA process. Similarly, the Theory
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of Change is something that is often revised and changed throughout the SIA process and is a very time-
consuming activity, which is not depicted in the PDD. Another thing that is not directly derivable from the
PDD, but is very essential based on the validation interviews, is that SIA is ideally applied as an iterative
process in which the organization or project constantly tries to maximise the impact of its activities through
measurement and where changes are made, to the ToC or to activities, if the results are below par. The
timeframe of these iterations vary a lot, and can range from just a few months to a couple of years. Lastly,
we also added a rule regarding the correction mechanisms: 'Correction mechanisms are only applied to
impact indicators'. As indicated in our earlier de ned de nition of social impact, the impact is the result of

all outcomes corrected by the correction mechanisms. As such, it is important to constraint the correction
mechanisms' relationship with indicators to only allow them to be applied to indicators related to the impact
component of a Theory of Change.

In general, we notice that the generic model we have created has quite some resemblance with the
Impact Path. The Impact Path, for which the PDD can be found in Figure 35, consists of 24 activities and
30 concepts. The generic model includes 21 activities (88%) and 28 concepts (93%) that are present in the
Impact Path. The other way around, the generic model has a total of 36 activities and 35 concepts. The
Impact Path covers 33 out of 36 activities (92%) and 30 out of 35 concepts (86%). Although this means
we can not say that when you are following the generic model, you are also following the Impact Path and
vice versa, it does give an indication that the Impact Path has most of the activities and concepts that we
regard as being generic for SIA.
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Figure 19: Concept comparison of concepts included in the generic model
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