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As companies, institutions and organisations strive to improve their products and services, it has
become more important to have a way to measure different aspects of their activities. One of such
is to measure how their product or service makes an impact in the lives of the beneficiaries. Under-
standing this helps stakeholders in these organisations to finetune products and services.

Pelastusarmeija in Finland is part of the international Salvation Army, which is a well-known inter-
national organisation that offers a wide range of high-quality services to people in over 133 coun-
tries around the world. In Finland, Pelastusarmeija started serving the local communities more than
134 years ago and has 23 branches called corps (or “osasto”) and outposts. In recent years, thou-
sands of people have been beneficiaries to the different services and programs offered by Pelas-
tusarmeija.

Although data on the different services and programs are available, not much is understood about
what impact these activities are making in the lives of the beneficiaries, because current data largely
measures only program output. For this reason, there is a need to develop an approach that can
help in understanding how people are impacted by these services. This research was meant to
help address this need, by first examining existing approaches before proposing an approach suit-
able for measuring impact of Pelastusarmeija’s programs especially at the corps, using quantitative
methods. Such a measure helps with understanding and continuously monitoring the impact of a
particular program on the beneficiaries.

The theoretical part of the thesis explored relevant concepts relating to impact measurement, ana-
lysing different theories and presenting different approaches of carrying out impact measurement.
With that understanding, an impact measurement approach and process was developed. A demon-
stration of this approach was presented by using the social support program at Pelastusarmeija as
a case study. Data was collected and analysed from the Satakunta region in Finland and a measure
of the impact on the beneficiaries was calculated using three well defined metrics.

The results from the research showed that most of the beneficiaries were the unemployed and the
retired people with very low income, which was expected. Overall, the impact of the social support
program was much higher than expected, with an overall impact score of 7.6, where the highest
possible impact score is 10. With this quantitative data available each time the measurement is
made, it is possible to continuously monitor and compare the impacts from previous impact meas-
urement exercises.

Keywords: impact measurement, impact evaluation, key indicators, program evaluation, result-
based evaluation, impact measurement approaches, impact assessment
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1 INTRODUCTION

In 1878, The Salvation Army was born in London, the capital of the United Kingdom. Since then, it
has grown into an international organisation operating in more than 130 countries around the world.
One of these countries is Finland. The work of the international Salvation Army spans across dif-
ferent ethnicities and cultures. Their aim is to teach the Christian faith, and also serve suffering
humanity without discrimination. “Without discrimination” in this context means regardless of reli-

gion, beliefs, race, gender or political views. People are served just as they are, as a person.

Over the years, The Salvation Army has been through different phases of change. This is also the
case in the past few years, so that people can be served in a way that is relevant for the current
world, while also considering the laws, regulations and culture of the country where the mission is
carried out. One of such renewal elements is the “Accountability Movement”, which was launched
by the then General (world-wide leader) of the Salvation Army. (Cox André, Journey of Renewal,

The Salvation army Accountability movement, 2016).

In the book, “The journey of renewal’, the then General Adrei Cox presented a framework depicting
different areas where the Salvation Army’s systems need to be strengthened, as part of the renewal
journey. The Accountability movement consist of four pillars: Governance, Impact Measurement,
Finance and Child Protection. The Salvation Army’s measurement framework is rooted in four con-
textual factors: protection/safety, well-being/health, formation/education and service/work (Cox A.,
Journey of Renewal, The Salvation army Accountability movement, 2016, 54). The work presented

in this thesis focuses on the well-being/health factor.

In this thesis, the first part will discuss the work of The Salvation Army in Finland (registered as
Pelastusarmeija). Different impact measurement concepts will then be explored through literature
review, and then different approaches will be examined. After that, an impact measurement ap-
proach that is suitable for Pelastusarmeija’s mission, especially at the corps level, will be proposed.
The research part will focus on demonstrating the proposed approach, using the social support
program as a case study. Data will be collected from the program'’s beneficiaries to perform detailed
analysis. The impact method described will then be used to determine and quantitatively score the

impact of the social support program.



2 ACTIVITIES AT PELASTUSARMEIJA

The Salvation Army’s mission (registered and known as Pelastusarmeija in Finland) started in
1880, in Helsinki and this later spread to other cities in the country. Today, Pelastusarmeija, is
present at least in 25 locations around Finland, and it has been serving people in different life
situations all around the year, for more than 130 years. The work of Pelastusarmeija is broadly
categorized (but not limited) into four components:

e  Spiritual work

e Social support

e Work with children and youth

e Accommodation service

When examining the list, it is clear that the mission of Pelastusarmeija features quite a wide range
of services, which are well known in Finland and around the world. Because of this, the main focus
of this thesis will be on the programs happening at the corps level. This is where both social and
spiritual work take place together, as an “integrated mission” concept. (Larsson J, Mission in com-
munity. The Salvation Army’s Integrated Mission, 2006, 3).

2.1 Social institutions

Social institutions run by Pelastusarmeija in Finland include old people’s homes, daycare centers
in Pori and Porvoo, iCare second-hand shops, and accommodation centres in Helsinki. The day-
care centres are operated in close coordination with the city authorities to cater for children under
school age. In addition to daycare centers, Pelastusarmeija also arranges summer and winter
camps for children of different ages. iCare second-hand shops is a recycling operation aimed at
providing good quality items at very low prices. It is also one of the channels through which people
are met and served. The accommodation centers at Alppinkatu and Kastreninkatu in Helsinki, ca-
ters for people in difficult situations. (Pelastusarmeija vuosi 2022 activities report, 12-18).



2.2 Corps (Osastot)

The corps is a local branch of Pelastusarmeija, where spiritual and social work is carried out to-
gether as an integrated mission. The corps is one of the many channels through which people with
various kinds of needs, are offered support, according to available resources. Activities for different
age groups are also organised around the year. For example, open doors, children’s club, etc.
Pelastusarmeija also offers social support all year round, which is meant to be a temporary help to
people in different difficult life situations, and where support offered by the public sector is not
enough. Examples of the beneficiaries include low-income families, retirees with very low income,

unemployed people, and students. (Pelastusarmeija vuosi 2022 activities report, 7).

Pelastusarmeija runs 23 corps and outposts in Finland according to (Pelastusarmeija vuosi 2022
activities report, 5) which has a wide range of activities for different age groups, both spiritual and
social. Each corps is different and applies the principle of “Integrated Mission” in a way that fits the
dynamics of that city. In The Salvation Army’s International Headquarters’ booklet, Mission in Com-
munity — The Salvation Army’s Integrated Mission, the then General John Larsson mentioned that
“There is no doubt that when everything we do as an Army is added together, The Salvation Army
is the very embodiment of integrated mission”. This means every corps and social institution of
Pelastusarmeija is part of this integrated mission according to (John Larsson, Mission in commu-
nity, The Salvation Army’s Integrated Mission, 2006, 3).

The impact measurement approach proposed in this thesis will be done with the activities at the
corps in mind, and using the social support program as a case study.



3 RESEARCH PROBLEM, METHODS AND GOALS

For years, Pelastusarmeija has been supporting people from different backgrounds and in different
life situation. For example, in 2022, the number of households supported was about 110 thousand,
out of which about 60 thousand people are from the Helsinki area. (Pelastusarmeija Vuosi 2022
activity report, 11).

While there has been good record of how many people received support, not much is known about
how that support is impacting people’s lives. Because of this, there is the need to develop an impact
measuring approach that works for the kind of activities and programs carried out especially at the
corps level at Pelastusarmeija. Hence the purpose of this research is to propose an appropriate
approach for measuring the impact of Pelastusarmeija’s activities and programs, using the social

support program as a case study. The research will be conducted in two parts.

The first part will focus on some important concepts relating to impact assessment and measure-
ment, that will help expand the understanding of what should be considered when planning for
impact measurement. Different approaches to measuring impact will also be presented, and based
on that, an approach suitable for Pelastusarmeija’s work, will be proposed.

The second part of the research is to demonstrate the process of impact measurement by collecting
data about the social support program and perform quantitative impact measurement. Data will be
collected using a questionnaire which will be distributed to the beneficiaries by hand. The data will
then be analysed using quantitative analysis methods, before finally presenting the findings. It is
expected that the findings will help with understanding what impact the social support program is
making, and help relevant stakeholders make better decisions regarding how the program can be
even more impactful. The process proposed in this research can also be used as a reference for
future development of an impact measurement system. An important deliverable of this research
is a simple and easy-to-use Excel-based template that can be used by non-tech-savvy employees
for small-scale impact measurements in their own branches, as well as for reporting it to relevant

stakeholders.



3.1 Research questions

The main questions to be answered by this research are:

1. What tools can be used to perform impact measurement?
2. What ways can the measurement be reported?

Other questions to be answered based on the case study are:

1. How has Pelastusarmeija’s social support program been impacting people’s lives?
2. What level of impact does it make in the lives of the beneficiaries?

Answers to these questions could provide Pelastusarmeija with a tool that can be used in the future,
to perform the impact of programs being organised especially at the corps.

3.2 Research methods

The research will be carried out using a quantitative analysis method. A paper questionnaire will
be designed and distributed to respondents during the Christmas support days scheduled for the
4th 5t and 8t of December 2023. The respondents will answer the questions by choosing an ap-
propriate option that best describes what they think. Each answer will be assigned a specific num-
ber, which will then be used later during the analysis and impact measurement.

The questionnaires will be handed to the respondents, and they will be asked on the same day, to
answer and return them. This is to ensure a high response rate and remove barriers to the use of
technology (for example filling an online survey) which can arise when less technologically profi-
cient people take part in the survey. The questionnaire will be designed based on the relevant
information needed, especially those that point to indicators of the impact. The questionnaire will
not include any respondents’ personal information. Samples of the population will be from Pori and
Rauma in the Satakunta region, and the aim is to get as many as 200-300 responses.

The data will then be extracted from paper into an excel sheet, followed by data validation process,
before exporting to CVS format for further processing and analysis using Python programming.
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Visualization will be done by using Python’s Matplotlib library and Power Bl. Reporting of the results
will be done with Power Bl and will be shared to stakeholders via Power Bl app or by sharing a
static pdf report generated from Power BI.

3.3 Project and research objectives

The objective of the research is to demonstrate the proposed approach for impact measurement
which can then serve as a tool for future impact measurement exercise, and also serve as a refer-

ence point for further studies and development of an effective impact measuring system.
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4 [IMPACT MEASUREMENT: THE FOUR UNIVERSAL STEPS

The term impact measurement has been used in a lot of different ways and in different industries,
for example in investment, banking, medical as well as social industries. Different researchers refer
to it in a wide variety of terms, for example, social impact, performance measurement. According
to Maas (Maas K., Social Impact Measurement — Towards a guideline for managers, 2), “Language
used by different researchers from business and society, management accounting and strategic
management and from practitioners is confusing and by far consistent.” This lack of consistence is
mainly because of how the words “impact’, “output’, “effect” and “outcome” are interpreted. It is,
therefore, important to understand what impact is, to understand how it can be measured.

Impact has been defined in different ways. Through the eyes of programs or activities at Pelas-
tusarmeija corps, one of the most accurate definitions is given by Clark et al. (2004, 7). Clark
defines impact as “... the portion of the total outcome that happened as a result of the activity of a
venture, above and beyond what would have happened anyway”. Clark also illustrates this whole
process of measuring impact using the Impact Value Chain concept. Impact Value Chain, which
helps to clearly differentiate between the input and output, is a simplified model of how social value
is created. The four main steps of impact measurement are inputs, activities, outputs and out-

comes. Each of these steps should be aligned towards the goals of the program.

ACTIVITY AND

GOAL ADJUSTMENT
4 N

- INPUTS =  ACTIVITIES B OUTPUTS = OUTCOMES = GOAL ALIGNMENT

Changes to
social systems

What would have
happened anyway

= IMPACT

- /

FIGURE 1. IMPACT VALUE CHAIN (Clark C, et. al., 2004)
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Inputs are the resources that are used to make the activity or program happen. These resources
can be people (volunteers, employee, their skills, etc.) or material resources (capital, a place for
the activity, etc.). Other legal entities that contribute to the activity or program can also be an input.
(Hehenberger L, et. al., European Ventures Philantropy Association, A Practical Guide to Measur-
ing and Managing Impact, 2015, 17).

Activities are the actions that are carried out to allow the program or activity to take place. Itis the
work that is undertaken when resources identified at the input level, are used for the purpose of
producing an outcome (Hehenberger L, et. al., 2023, European Ventures Philanthropy Association,
A Practical Guide to Measuring and Managing Impact, 2015, 34).

Outputs are what the activity produces. When a program or an activity is organized, people will
attend and benefit from it. The number of participants is one example of the program’s output, since
it answers the question, “how many benefited from the program or activity?” (Hehenberger L, et.
al., European Ventures Philanthropy Association, A Practical Guide to Measuring and Managing
Impact, 2015, 34).

Outcome is the change that occurred to the program beneficiaries because of their participation.
These changes can be short-term, long-term, positive, or negative and can also be as a result of
delivering a service, a product, or from involving people as inputs when delivering such services or

products. (European Commission, Proposed Approaches to Social Impact, 2014, 32).

Another depiction of the Impact Value Chain made by EVPA Foundation replaces the “Goal Align-
ment” in Clark’s diagram above with “Impact” and gives a short explanation of what each stage

entails.

Resources (capital, Concrete actions of

human) invested in the SPO
the activity

FIGURE 2. IMPACT VALUE CHAIN (Elaborated by EVPA from Rockefeller Foundation Double

Bottom Line Project)
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Impact measurement needs to be done in accordance with the purpose of the activity whose impact
is to be measured, and also from what perspective the answers should be. For example, will the
answers be from the firm’s perspective, the customer’'s perspective or the societal perspective?

However, for any measurement to be effective, it should have some characteristics:

e The measurement should relate to and be relevant to the outcomes being measured.

e The measurement should meet the needs of both internal and external stakeholders.

o Performing the measurement and presenting the results should be simple.

e The measurement needs to flow from activity to outcome.

e How the measurement is derived should be certain.

e The measurement should also be understood and accepted by stakeholders.

e The measurement should be based on evidence, so that it can be tested, validated, and

continuously improved.

14



5 ISSUES OF PROGRAM EVALUATION

Evaluating a program or an activity can be done in different ways. One of such ways is by monitor-
ing key indicators of progress through the period when the program is carried out. The results are
then used as the basis for evaluating the outcomes. (Khandker S.R., et. al., Handbook on impact
evaluation, 2010, 7).

Another way to evaluate a program or an activity is by operational evaluation. This examines how
effectively the program or activity was implemented, to discover possible gaps between what was
planned and what was realised. What was realised, in this context, is the outcome. Impact evalua-
tion is yet another way to evaluate a program or an activity. This evaluates, for example, whether
“changes in well-being are indeed due to the program intervention and not to other factors” (Khand-

ker S.R., et. al., Handbook on impact evaluation, 2010, 18).

All the afore mentioned ways of evaluating impact can be done using quantitative methods, either
by survey data collections or by running simulations before or after a program or an activity is
introduced. If the simulations are run, then data generated before the program begins is used to
perform an “ex ante evaluation” and “ex post evaluation”. The “ex ante evaluation” is used to predict
a possible impact of an activity, while the “ex post evaluation” is used to examine the outcomes
after a program implementation is completed. There is also a type of ex post evaluation called the
‘reflexive comparisons”, which examines a program’s impact by measuring the difference in bene-
ficiaries’ outcome before and after the program is implemented. (Khandker S.R., et. al., Handbook
on impact evaluation, 2010, 18-21).

According to (Khandker S.R., et. al., 2010, 22), the challenge with these evaluations is to find a
good “counterfactual”, which refers to producing evidence of what a program or activity’s benefi-
ciary would have experienced if they had not taken part in the program. This can be a very chal-
lenging task to accomplish.
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6 RESULT-BASED MONITORING

Monitoring the progress of an activity or a program can have some challenges. One of them is to
identify the goals that the program aims to achieve. Another challenge is to identify key indicators.
These key indicators can then be used to monitor the progress of the activity and check it against
the goals. A third challenge in monitoring the progress of an activity is about setting targets. Setting
targets help to set numbers for what is to be achieved by a specific date. Another challenge is to
establish a monitoring system that will be used to track the progress of the program and continu-
ously checking how specific targets are achieved and to inform relevant stakeholders. This will
foster better management and accountability (Khandker S.R., et. al., Handbook on impact evalua-
tion, 2010, 8).

Because impact measurement also involves monitoring of activities or programs, it is important to
further define what the result-based monitoring includes. Result-based monitoring happens when
the monitoring system used in an impact measurement exercise is executed, and there are ten
steps to monitor it (Kusek J.Z. & Rist R.C., Ten Steps to a Results-based Monitoring and Evaluation

System, 31-151). The figure below summarizes these steps.

TABLE 1. Ten steps to a results-based monitoring and evaluation system (Kusek and Rist, 2004).

Steps Description

1.| Assess readiness Understand the characteristics and needs of the
area or region where the evaluation will take place.
Understand the key players, for example the donors,
that will be responsible for ensuring the program’s

implementation.

2. | Define outcomes Define agreed outcomes and key performance indi-
cators, which will serve as the basis for what will be

monitored and evaluated.

3. | Select key performance indicator | Choose what the key performance indicators are,
taking current trends into consideration.

(continues)
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4. | Plan data collection Determine on how to collect data. A Baseline or pre-
programmed data can be useful for predicting pro-
gram outcomes, or for making before-and-after com-
parison, and identifying data sources.

5. | Establish targets Set periodic targets for example, annually or every
two years.

6. | Monitor the targets Check if targets are reached.

7. | Evaluate the results Ensure that the timing of the monitoring is adequate.

8. | Report the results Prepare and report the findings to the relevant audi-
ence and stakeholders.

9. Act Take relevant data-driven decisions based on the
reported findings.

10} Sustain the monitoring system Ensure that roles and responsibilities are clear., and
that the data being collected continues to be trust-
worthy and credible.
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7 SOME IMPACT MEASUREMENT APPROACHES

Different frameworks have emerged over the years, for the purpose of measuring impact. In this
section, four of them will be presented.

7.1 Investment Impact Index guidelines short guide

This guideline presents a 5-step approach to impact measurement. Although this approach gene-
rally targets the finance and investments industry, the aspects of the guideline relevant for impact

evaluation and measurement as a whole, is presented in the following steps.

7.1.1  Step one: Develop your theory of change

There are four essential steps to developing an impact measurement framework. The first step is
to develop your theory of change. The purpose of developing your theory of change is to define or
identify what the achievement goals are and how the goals will be met. This can help clarify what
changes are expected, or what should occur because of the activities carried out. This ensures that
the important outcomes of the specified goals are clearly defined in a way that what needs to be
measured is connected to the defined strategy. Doing so will help reduce the risk of spending time
and resources measuring less relevant things. It also ensures that there is a clear understanding
of what the target outcomes are, how these outcomes are connected, and how it can help with
tracking progress towards the final goal (Investment Impact Index guidelines, Developing an Impact
Measurement Framework, 3-4).

Developing a theory of change according to (Investment Impact Index, Developing an Impact Meas-

urement Framework, 5) involves the following steps.

1. Identify the goal. The goal needs to be realistic, and clearly defined, to avoid any ambiguity.
However, the goal should be ambitious enough.

2. Think holistically about what outcomes is desired and map them to the goal. In finding
answers to the question of desired outcomes, it is important to ask the question, “What has
to happen for this goal to be achieved?” The desired outcome can be either an intermediate
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or a final outcome, and the outcomes should be organized according to how one leads to
the other.

3. Establish links between the desired outcomes by identifying causes and effects. Doing this
will be an important part of the impact story telling later. Hence it is important to ensure
that the links between caused and effects are logically connected.

4. Identify and link which activities lead to specified outcomes. In doing this, it is important
that the links are logical and based on evidence, and “leaps of faith” should be avoided.

5. Identify what factors could derail or accelerate the plan towards achieving the desired im-

pact.

In developing the theory of change using the above-mentioned steps, it is also important to avoid
certain pitfalls. One of them is to avoid including elements that are not identified or classified as
activities or outcomes. Another pitfall to avoid is making the theory of change overly complex. The
theory of change should be kept as simple as possible; desired outcomes should not be unneces-
sarily over-claimed. They should be specific enough and not defined more than once.

(Investment Impact Index guidelines, Developing an Impact Measurement Framework, 6)

7.1.2  Step two: Prioritize what to measure

When deciding what to measure, the options can sometimes be overwhelming, as different stake-
holders may have interests in different aspects of the defined theory of change. Hence when de-
ciding what outcomes to measure, the following are some useful questions to ask, according to
(Investment Impact Index guidelines, Developing an Impact Measurement Framework, 7).

1. Has it been proven that there is a causal link between outcomes and the defined theory of
change? If there is, then using desk research to gather evidence will be a more viable
option than collecting new data from scratch.

2. How important is it to have data on this outcome? Priority needs to be given to the most
important outcomes identified as top priorities by the stakeholders. These outcomes need
to be important and relevant to the mission of the organisation; they should not be too
expensive to measure; data collected will be credible; and can be directly influenced by
those participating in the activities leading to such outcomes.

19



The answers to the above questions will help in deciding the list of outcomes that need to be meas-
ured; decide on the indicators for those outcomes; and decide on the sources of data for those
indicators. When deciding on what to measure, it is also important to think about what measurement
tool to use, the method for performing analysis on the data collected, how often the data will be
collected, as well as the limitations of the data. (Investment Impact Index guidelines, Developing

an Impact Measurement Framework, 7)

7.1.3 Step three: Choose your level of evidence.

This step describes how rigorous the collected evidence should be. When data has been collected,
it is then analysed to find evidence which points to an impact, whether positive, negative or no
impact. The analysis method chosen will be dependent on how rigorous it needs to be. Evidence
collection can be done on different levels. For example, a statistical approach can be used where
looking for patterns in quantitative data is the main focus. This approach includes comparing the
“before” and “after” data, performing regression analysis, and correlation. (Investment Impact Index
guidelines, Developing an Impact Measurement Framework, 8).

Another approach that can be used is case based. Here, different cases between individuals,
places or people, which are within a program/activity, are first compared. The differences or simi-
|larities between them are then observed and used to draw conclusions regarding what is the cause
of the recorded impact. The downside of this approach is that there is usually not a single cause of
any social outcome. (Investment Impact Index guidelines, Developing an Impact Measurement

Framework, 8-10).

Experimental approach is yet another approach to be used when collecting evidence regarding
cause of an impact. Difference in outcomes between different service benefactors and non-bene-
factors are compared. This approach is considered more rigorous compared to the others because
if those chosen to be in either the “benefactors” or “non-benefactors” groups are randomly selected,
it helps distinguish between the impact of a program from other possible factors.

However, the downside of this approach is the cost as well as ethical issues about denying people
a service just for the purpose of conducting an experiment. (Investment Impact Index guidelines,

Developing an Impact Measurement Framework, 10).
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A fourth approach that can be used when choosing your level of evidence is the theory-based
approach. This describes how a program, service or an activity have influenced different people at
different times as well as places, by documenting observations by staff and other stakeholders.
This approach removes the need to analyse lots of cases to determine cause of effects. However,
one downside of this method is that it can be susceptible to biased interpretation. (Investment Im-
pact Index guidelines, Developing an Impact Measurement Framework, 8-9).

Choosing a correct approach is not easy, because different stakeholders may have their own pre-
ferred method. Also, these approaches are usually not mutually exclusive. Therefore, it is recom-
mended to combine more than one approach that will help give an accurate result regarding cause
of effects of an impact, instead of settling for the easiest option. (Investment Impact Index guide-

lines, Developing an Impact Measurement Framework, 8).

7.1.4 Step four: Choose your tools and sources

This step focuses on how data for impact measurement will be collected. Instead of collecting fresh
data, it may be useful to use data already collected by other organizations, or academics. In this
step, it is important to ask questions like, from whom will data be collected? When should the data
be collected and what type of data (quantitative or qualitative) should be collected. (Investment
Impact Index guidelines, Developing an Impact Measurement Framework, 12).

7.1.5 Step five: Decide how to collect the data

This final stage of developing an impact measurement framework is to identify how data will be
collected. The final decision will be largely influenced by what sources is chosen in step four above.
Some common sources of data include primary data, which is usually provided by those who are
directly working on the program or activity), or secondary data which is usually gathered by some-
one else for example in academic literature, government research, or research institutes. (Invest-

ment Impact Index guidelines, Developing an Impact Measurement Framework, 14).

Below is a summary of the possible strengths and weaknesses of the different approaches accord-
ing to (Investment Impact Index guidelines, Developing an Impact Measurement Framework, 9).
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Table 2. Potential strength and weakness of different ways to show causality. (Investment Impact

Index Short Guide, www.nextgeneration.co.za)

APPROACH

STRENGTHS

WEAKNESSES

Statistical

Simple to collect, analyze and
easy to identify patterns to fur-
ther investigate.

It requires a lot of cases and
cannot be used to check the
effect of an entity like a com-
pany or charity. It also does
not explain the cause of a
change.

Experimental

Bias is avoided and can
strongly support the question
of whether a program makes a
difference or not.

Not always appropriate, espe-
cially when context and under-
lying conditions are important.
It also does not explain how
and why a particular change

change happens or does not
happen, by taking underlying
conditions and complexity into

account.

happened.
Case-based |t can help uncover the causes | May not work in situation
of effects. where there are too many pos-
sible causes of effects to con-
sider.
Theory-based It can give evidence as to why | It may not be able to measure

how large or small an effect is.
It is also prone to bias or self-
serving interpretations of the
data.

7.2 Social Impact Investment Taskforce’s Impact Measurement Approach

Another approach for impact measurement is one presented by the Social Impact Investment Task-
force. This framework describes the Impact Value Chain concept and the four phases of impact
measurement as Plan, Do, Assess, and Review. These four phases were further broken down into

seven sub-tasks.
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In the planning phase, goals are set. These goals are dependent on the organization’s needs and
should be based on the Theory of Value Creation. The necessary metrics to be used for assessing
how well goals are achieved are chosen, and how data will be collected and used, will also be
defined. (Social Impact Investment Taskforce, 2014, Measuring impact — Subject paper of the Im-
pact Measurement Working Group, 7-8).

In the “Do” stage, two main sub parts are included. The first sub-part is about determining how data
can be collected and stored in a timely and organized manner; determine what resources will be
needed to carry out this data collection, for example what technologies to use, what tools, methods,
and human resources are needed (Social Impact Investment Taskforce, 2014, Measuring impact
— Subject paper of the Impact Measurement Working Group, 8).

The second sub-part is to perform data validation to ensure sufficient data quality. It is important to
ensure that the collected data is complete. Where applicable, it is also good practice to cross-check
assumptions and calculations against known data sources (Social Impact Investment Taskforce,
2014, Measuring impact — Subject paper of the Impact Measurement Working Group, 8).

Under the “Assess” phase, this is where the importance of data analysis is visible. Here, data col-
lected in the “Do” phase is reviewed and analysed to draw out relevant insights that can aid in
decision-making. The insights can be valuable in understanding how current activities are perform-
ing against set impact goals. Assessment also helps in establishing a good understanding of how
farther or nearer we are to the goals, or if the goals have been reached or surpassed (Social Impact
Investment Taskforce, 2014, Measuring impact — Subject paper of the Impact Measurement Work-
ing Group, 8).

In the Review phase, a report of the data collected and analysed is shared. Here, progress, as
revealed in the assess phase, is shared with relevant stakeholders in a coherent and reliable way.
Sharing the data analysis results in a narrative way is vital in this phase. After all relevant insights
and progress report have been shared, stakeholders are expected to use that information in the
decision-making process. In this stage, it is also important to take note of stakeholders’ feedback
about the reported data. With this feedback, work can then be made to address the recommenda-
tions or concerns mentioned, as well as to make relevant changes to the ToVC (Theory of Value
Creation). (Social Impact Investment Taskforce, 2014, Measuring impact — Subject paper of the
Impact Measurement Working Group, 7-8).
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Table 3. The four phases of Impact Measurement and their respective guidelines. (Measuring Im-
pact. Subject paper of the Impact Measurement Working Group.)

PLAN Set goals Articulate the desired impact, by creating your
theory of Value Creation to form the basis for
strategic planning.

Develop Framework and se- | Determine metrics to use for assessing perfor-
lect Metrics mance.

DO Collect and store data Capture and store data in an organized and

timely manner.

Validate data Validate the data to ensure quality is sufficient.
ASSESS Analyze data Extract insights from the collected data.
REVIEW Report data Share findings and insights with stakeholders.

Make data-driven decisions | Take stakeholder’s feedback and recommen-
dations into account as required changes are

made to strengthen processes and outcomes.

7.3  Skopos Bridges impact+

The Skopos Impact Fund, a global private investment fund, together with the Bridges ventures, a
specialist fund manager, developed a six-step approach to measuring impact. These steps were
named as “Impact Management” which, although written with investors and investments on social
enterprises in mind, is still relevant and worth mentioning as a general impact measurement ap-

proach.

In their document, More than measurement — A Practitioner’s Journey to Impact Management, the
three steps presented are first, to define what success looks like, and second, to choose strategies
that will help achieve the definition of success adopted by stakeholders. The third step is to under-
stand whether adopted definition of success is met and then responding as necessary. These three
steps are further broken into six different parts: establish goals, then identify key indicators. Next is
to set targets and then select strategies, measure and finally, analyse the results.

(Skopos Impact Fund & Bridges Ventures LLP, 2016, 5-7).
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Establishing goals is about defining criteria for success. When establishing goals, these questions
should be considered by stakeholders: What outcomes are desired? Who should be affected by
these outcomes? What matters most to the persons being affected by the desired outcome? How
will it be known that the desired outcomes are being successfully met? Stakeholders then identify
performance indicators that can be used to measure how outcomes are being met (Skopos Impact
Fund & Bridges Ventures LLP, 2016, 5-7).

7.4  Kingson Smith’s Impact measurement toolkit

In the impact measurement toolkit developed by Kingston Smith organisation, which is designed to
help to aid the development of a custom impact measurement practices, five steps are presented.
Before embarking on an impact measurement journey, it is important to understand why measure-
ment is important. One of such reasons is that it helps an organisation “determine how it is per-
forming against its set vision, mission and objectives” (Kingston Smith, Impact measurement toolkit

for the charity sector, 4).

Another reason is that it helps the organisation understand which parts of their activities are working
well and which parts are not, so that key areas of improvement can be identified. |dentifying key
areas of improvement can help with determining how these activities can be improved and to work
out how resources can be used more effectively. (Kingston Smith, Impact measurement toolkit for
the charity sector, 4).

The first step towards impact measurement is to define what the motivation is, by defining why the
measurement exercise is important, what the risks are and what the benefits are. It is important to
determine the drivers of this measurement exercise. Are they external or internal? (Kingston Smith,

Impact measurement toolkit for the charity sector, 7).

The next step is to plan. This is where the decision is made on what to measure and how to meas-
ure it. Who will execute this measurement exercise, how data will be analysed, as well as how the
final product (analysis) should look like, will be decided during this step (Kingston Smith, Impact

measurement toolkit for the charity sector, 7).
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The third step is to execute the plan that has been defined. At this stage, the process is delivered
according to the agreed plan. During the entire execution process, constant monitoring and man-
agement is required to ensure that roadblocks are caught in time and the entire process goes as
planned (Kingston Smith, Impact measurement toolkit for the charity sector, 7).

After the “execute” step, the next step is to analyse. This is where all data collected are categorized
into outputs and outcomes, and analysis of the entire exercise is made to identify lessons learnt
from success or failures (Kingston Smith, Impact measurement toolkit for the charity sector, 7).

The fifth and final step in this approach is to review the report. This is where a thorough review of
the findings is made. Itis also important to review the implication of the findings to the organisation’s
work and decide how the review will be reported to relevant stakeholders. The report should also
include details on learnings that arise from the review (Kingston Smith, Impact measurement toolkit
for the charity sector, 7).
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Define motivations

Why are you embarking on a measurement exercise?
What are the drivers? Are they internal or external?
What are the risks? What are the benefits?

Plan

What will you measure and how will you measure it?
Who will execute the exercise and how will data be analysed?
What will the finished product look like?

Execute

Deliver the process according to the agreed plan.
Constantly monitor and manage execution.

Analysis
Categorise data collected into outputs and outcomes.

Assess quality of the exercise - are there lessons to be learnt from
successes or failures?

Review and report

What are the main findings?
What are the implications of these on your work?
How will you disseminate them to internal and external stakeholders?
How will you implement learnings that arise?
How will you define and report improvements that arise
as aresult?

FIGURE 3. Five Steps to Impact Measurement. (Kingston Smith, Impact measurement toolkit - For
the charity sector)
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8 SUMMARY OF DESCRIBED IMPACT MEASUREMENT APPROACHES

The diversity of steps mentioned in the Impact measurement approaches described in this thesis
underline the wide range of interpretation that can be given to some elements of the value chain
definition. For example, the impact measurement toolkit from Kingston Smith describes output as
“the problem and your solution” while in the Investment Impact Index’s guide, it is described as “the

direct result and outputs of an investment”.

Investment Impact Index (TM) Social Impact Investment Taskforce Skopos Bridges Impact+
MAP YOUR THEORY OF
CHANGE
Set goals Establish
PRIORTIZE WHAT PLAN DEFINE goals
YOU MEASURE Develop WHAT
Framework,set SUCCESS
metrics LOOKS LIKE |  |dentify
CHOOSE YOUR Indicators
LEVEL OF EVIDENCE
Collect and
SELECT YOUR store data
SOURCES AND DO
TOOLS Validate data Set targets
DECIDE HOW TO CHOOSE
COLLECT DATA STRATEGIES

Select

ASSESS Analyze data Strategies

Kingston Smith

| DEFINE MOTIVES |

Report data

|PLAN| | EXECUTE | CHECK IF Measure

SUCCESS
REVIEW OCCURS
| ANALYSIS | Make data- oce
driven decisions RESPOND Analyze
REVIEW AND
REPORT

FIGURE 4. Visual summary of the impact measurement approaches described.

Despite the noticed variation in the different approaches presented, there are aspects that are
somewhat similar but grouped slightly differently. For example, “mapping your theory of change”
under the Investment Impact Index’s approach, includes defining motives (Kingston Smith), setting
goals (Social Impact Investment Taskforce) or establishing the goals (Skopos Bridge Impact+).

Based on the approaches presented, a proposed impact measurement approach for Pelas-

tusarmeija, considering the programs carried out at the corps level is described next.
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The approach comprises five main steps or stages, with each stage having specific issues to con-
sider. The first stage called “Define your theory of change” forms the basis for the impact measure-
ment exercise. The objectives of the program or activity, as well as the goals are defined. It is also
important to consider what outcomes are desired from the program and decide on what the key
indicators for such outcomes will be. These key indicators will be useful later in designing the survey
questions. If there will be deliverables after the program is completed, they should be identified in
this phase.

The second stage will be to plan for impact. This is where decision about what to measure or
monitor will be made. It is also important to ask the following questions during this phase:
1. What analysis method will be used?
What will be the survey questions?
What data is needed or how will data be collected?
What metrics should be used?
How frequently will the measurement be done?

How will the results be reported?

N o ok~ wn

Who will be the responsible person for the impact measurement exercise?

The third stage will be to execute the impact measurement activity. This is where all the practical
aspects planned already, come together. Relevant data will be collected according to how it is
specified in the planning stage, validated, and processed so that it is ready for analysis.

In the fourth stage, the impact measurement data is analysed and reported. Here various statistical
techniques are used to perform basic exploratory analysis. Impact scoring can also be applied here,
to help generate an overall assessment of the impact measurement. The results are then presented
to relevant stakeholders. How the results are reported depends on what was defined in the planning
phase.

The fifth and final stage is where the previous four stages are assessed and a possible action plan
for further improvement is made. Based on this, the previous stages can be updated.
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THE STAGES

|

1. DEFINE YOUR
THEORY OF CHANGE

2. PLAN FOR IMPACT
MEASUREMENT

3. EXECUTE IMPACT

MEASUREMENT ACTIVITY

4. ANALYZE AND
REPORT RESULTS

—5. CONTINOUSLY DEVELO

KEY CONSIDERATIONS

- What is the objective of the program/activity?
- What are the goals

- What outcomes are desired?

- What are the key indicators?

- What are the deliverables, if any?

- What do you want to measure/monitor?

- What analysis method to use?

- What data is needed?

- What key metrics to use?

- How, when and frequency of data collection
- appoint responsible persons

- Collect the data

- perform data validation

- convert raw data into useable form
- perform data modeling, if needed

- assign score to each survey answer

- perform exploratory analysis if needed

- check results against metrics or benchmarks
- calculate overall impact score

- Map results to defined impact level

- Present findings to relevant stakeholders

- Analyse lesson learnt from previous activities.
- adjust theory of change as needed.
- adjust other steps, as needed.

FIGURE 5. Proposed impact measurement approach.
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Map metric scores to
their corresponding
questionnaire answers

Respondents answer
survey question

Calculate impact score for
selected indicators

Perform data validation

Calculate the average of
all individual impact scores

Clean the data

Add score from
Operational complexity
and target output

Perform exploratory analysis Rank the score based on
if needed the proposed rating scale
IMPACT MEASURMENT
USING QUANTITATIVE METHOD
If needed, TO MEASURE IF IMPACT WAS MADE
choose up to three questions AND BY HOW MUCH
that represent key indicators

FIGURE 6. Basic process workflow from collecting data to scoring and ranking measured impact.

Despite the well documented approaches used for measuring impact, the question of how to carry
out the actual measurement still lingers. Questions like what metrics to use, how to calculate or
evaluate the data, quantify the impact being measured and use that data to, for example, rate the
impact level as either none, low, medium or high, may arise. It is assumed that this issue exists
because different programs have different requirements and needs, making the use of a standard

method for every measurement almost impossible.

In the next section some possible solutions for measuring impact using quantitative method are
introduced, considering the programs offered at the corps at Pelastusarmeija. The hypothesis is
that by mapping metrics scores to the answers selected by survey respondents, it becomes possi-
ble to derive, quantify and rank the level of impact a program has had on the beneficiaries.
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9 IMPACT SCORING METHODS

9.1 Impact measurement using CVSS-adapted method

This measurement method is adapted from a method widely used in the cybersecurity industry.
This method is used for rating the severity of a security vulnerability by using specific Common
Vulnerability Scoring System (CVSS) metrics. Each vulnerability is scored according to set criteria
and the scoring is then used to generate an overall security assessment, including impact, of a
vulnerability on a system. Applying this concept to measuring the impact of a program on benefi-
ciaries makes it possible to have a summary or overall impact assessment of the program. It pro-
vides a means to assign a numerical score that reflects the level of impact being registered for a
program and allows that score to be translated into a qualitative representation, for example low
impact, medium impact, high impact and very high/excellent impact.

The process begins first with calculating the impact sub-score (ISS) using specific metric scoring
system, from which an impact score is subsequently derived. In the case of cybersecurity, the ex-
ploitability score is then calculated and added to the ISS score to determine a final score that fits
the CVSS rating. The equivalence of this in the impact measurement of Pelastusarmeija’s programs
can be the metrics from the activities and output steps of the Impact Value Chain described in page
12-13. In this thesis this CVSS metrics have been streamlined and adjusted to the impact meas-
urement needs of Pelastusarmeija’s programs and activities. The CVSS metrics chosen and
adapted for this thesis is one that is best suited for the 5-point Likert scale matrix or survey ques-
tions with 5 options to choose from. This will be described next.

9.1.1 Proposed impact measurement metrics adapted from the CVSS

As mentioned earlier, this metric is designed to be used with the survey questions based on the 5-
point Likert matrix or survey questions with 5 options to choose from. The minimum score will be 0
and the maximum score for the impact measurement part is 0,56. This metric is described in the
Table 4 below:

32



Table 4. An example survey’s 5-point Likert metrics

Score Description

0,00 1. Completely disagrees

0,11 2. Partly disagrees

0,22 3. Neither agrees nor disagrees/ | am not sure/ | don’t know
0,39 4. Somewhat/partly agrees.

0,56 5. Completely agrees.

The first step to deriving the impact score, is to compute the impact sub-score (ISS), using the
metrics chosen during the planning phase of the proposed impact measurement approach de-
scribed in page 30.

Assuming that three questions A, B, and C are identified as the impact indicators, and a respondent
selects options 3, 4 and 1 respectively. Using the metric values described above, these options are
then mapped to a corresponding score. Assuming A is assigned a metric score of 0,22, B a score
of 0,39 and C a score of 0,0. The impact score will be derived as follows, according to (Chapple M.

& Seidl D., Comptia Security Plus Study Guide, 8t edition, 2021, 192-193):

First calculate the impact sub-score (ISS) for all the impact indicators:

1SS=1-[(1-A)x (1-B)x (1-C)]

1SS =1-[(1-0,22) x (1-0,39) x (1 - 0,0)]

ISS=1-1[0,78x0,61 x 1]

ISS=1-0,48

ISS = 0,52

The impact score adapted from CVSS, can then be calculated as:

Impact score = ISS x 9,1
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Impact score = 0,52 x 9,1=4,7
This is the impact score for one respondent. The total impact score will be the mean of all respond-
ents’ impact score. For example, if a survey had 7 respondents and each had an impact score as

follows:

Table 5. Example impact score for each respondent

Example respondent Example impact score per respondent
Respondent 1 47
Respondent 2 8,4
Respondent 3 7,6
Respondent 4 9,5
Respondent 5 3,2
Respondent 6 2,8
Respondent 7 49

The impact score for all 7 respondents will be the mean of all the scores:

Impact score = (4,7 +8,4+76+55+32+28+49)/7=53

9.1.2 Performance measurement metrics for CVSS-adapted method

There may be programs or activities where the effectiveness of the processes or other specific
actions or tasks carried out in the activity need to be considered. These are the aspects that the
program’s beneficiaries usually do not have influence on during the program’s execution. For ex-
ample, the beneficiary can affect how long the support they get is beneficial to them, but they usu-
ally do not influence how the activity is executed. This means that those involved in the program’s
actual activities and tasks will typically be providing the scores for the performance measurement.

The first of such parameters relating to performance measurement is the “operational complexity”,

which is relevant in the “activities” step of the impact value chain described in page 12-13. This
takes into account whether the operational requirements for carrying out the program or activity is
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very complex, moderately complex, or not complex. Typically, the more complex the program is,

the more likely it is to affect the impact of the program.

Table 6. Example operational complexity metric (OC)

Score Description

0,10 The execution of the activities is not complex.

0,39 The execution of the activities is moderately complex.
0,56 The execution of the activities is very complex.

The second metric on performance measurement relates to the output step of the impact value

chain, which could be called the “target output metric”. This metric provides scoring for how the

program or activity’s target output is met. The target can be for example, the target number of meals

to serve.

Table 7: Example Target output metric

Score Description

0,10 No output target was needed or up to 30% of target was met.
0,20 31%-50% of target was met.

0,39 51%-79% of target was met

0,56 More than 80% of target was met.

Putting all these metrics together, supposing the performance measurement metric score, which is

made up of the operational complexity metric and the target output metric, are as follows:

Table 8. Example metric scores used for performance measurement

Metric Score Description
Operational complexity 0,10 The execution of the activities is not complex.
Target output 0,56 More than 80% of target output was met.
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The performance measurement score is then derived as follows:

4,7 x PerformanceMeasurementMetrics1 x PerformanceMeasurementMetrics2

Performance measurement score (PMS) = 4,7 x OperationalComplexity x TargetOuput

Performance measurement score (PMS) = 4,7 x 0,10 x 0,56 = 0,3

Performance measurement score (PMS) = 0,3

Now that we have the PMS score, the overall impact score of the program can finally be derived:

Overall impact score = Impact measurement + Performance measurement score.

Overall impact score =5,3+0,3=5,6

The above overall impact number can then be put on a scale of 1-10, to determine its corresponding
ranking. The scale is explained as follows:

1. Anoverall impact score of 0 is ranked as “no impact”.

An overall impact score from 0,1 to 3,9 is ranked as “low impact”.

An overall impact score from 4,0 to 6,9 is ranked as “medium impact”.
An overall impact score from 7 to 8,9 is ranked as “high impact’

ok W

An overall impact score from 9 to 10 is ranked as “very high or excellent impact”.

Table 9. Impact score rating.

Impact score scale Rating/ranking

0,0 No impact

01-39 Low impact

40-6,9 Medium impact

7,0-89 High impact

9,0-10,0 Very High /Excellent impact
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The example overall score of 5,6 will finally put the program’s impact score to “medium impact”. As
explained earlier, this overall score is based on the results from the survey data collected from
program beneficiaries, and the operational measurement data which is provided by those who per-
form the tasks needed for the program to run smoothly. The example metrics used, and their ex-

planations are summarized below:

Table 10. Example metrics for Pelastusarmeija’s social support impact measurement

Metric Data source Description

Support depth From survey data | How long the support helps the bene-
ficiary.

Support purpose From survey data | How well the support meets its pur-

pose of short-term support.

Support need From survey data | How well the support meets the need

of the beneficiary

Juswainseaw a109s joedu)

Operational complexity | From activities as- | This assesses the level of impact the
sessment tasks performed during the program’s
execution affected the outcome. It
comes from the activities part of the
value chain, and should be evaluated
by those doing the tasks for that pro-

gram.

Target output From output data | This comes from the statistics, for ex-

juswidinseaw 2109s dduewlioudd

ample, about the number of people

served.

|t should be noted that the impact metric scores have been derived with the following assumptions
in mind:
1. The main focus is the result is the questionnaire answers which made up 85% of the overall
impact score.

2. The operational complexity and output contribute 15% of the overall impact.
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These can be adjusted and the scoring recalibrated according to stakeholder’s needs. For example,
if stakeholders find that the impact metrics scores should be weighed at 70% and the performance

metrics weighted at 30% of the overall impact, the scoring will need to be recalibrated accordingly.

9.2 Impact score based on mean of all metric scores

This is an alternative method for providing a summary of an impact measurement and provide both
quantitative and qualitative values that give a summary of the impact of that activity or program.
This method uses a different five-metric scoring system, which can hypothetically be easier to use
when compared with the CVSS-adapted method described earlier. Three of the metrics are from
the survey, which represents the indicators identified during the impact measurement planning
phase. One metric is from the “activities” step of the impact value chain, and one metric from the
“‘output” step of the impact value chain (Figure 1). Each of these metrics is then assigned a range
of values from 0 — 10, depending on pre-defined conditions.

Using the Pelastusarmeija’s social support program as an example, the first metric can be the
“support depth” metric. This measures how much the support was helpful to the program’s benefi-
ciaries. If the support was helpful for a day, the score can be 0. If it was helpful for two days, the
score is 2. If the support helped the beneficiary for about a week, two weeks and more than two
weeks, the score will be 5, 8 and 10 respectively.

Table 11. Example Support depth metrics

Score Description

0 1. One day

2 2. Two days

5 3. About one week

8 4. About two weeks

10 5. More than two weeks

The next metric is suitable for the “support purpose” and “support need” metrics as described in
table 12. The “support purpose” measures to what extent the respondent agrees that support
helped them in the short term, and the “support need” measures to what extent the respondent
agrees that support meets their most urgent needs. If the respondent completely disagrees with
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the question asked, the score will be 0. When the respondent partly disagrees, the score will be 2.
If the respondent neither agrees or disagrees (or is not sure), the score will be 5. When the re-
spondent partly agrees, the score will be 8, and if the respondent completely agrees, the score is
10. This scoring system can be the same for all questions where the options are according to the
5-point Likert survey matrix.

Table 12. Example scoring for “Support purpose” and “Support need” metrics”

Score Description

0 1. Completely disagree

2 2. Somewhat/partly disagree

5 3. Neither agree nor disagree/l am not sure/l don’t know
8 4. Somewhat/partly agree

10 5. Completely agree

The metrics for Operational complexity is as follows: If the implementation of the program is not
complex, the score is 6. If the implementation of the activity is moderately complex, a score of 8 is
awarded. But if the score is very complex, the score of 9 is awarded. Operational complexity in the
context of program activities refers to how much effort goes into planning and executing the pro-
gram in such a way that it can have profound impact on the outcome for beneficiaries.

Table 13. Example scoring for the operational complexity metric.

Score Description

6 The operation of the activities is not complex.

8 The operation of the activities is moderately complex.
9 The operation of the activities is very complex.

For the Target output metrics, if no target output was defined/was not needed or up to 30% of the
target was met, as score of 6 is awarded. If 31-50% of target output was met, a score of 7 is
awarded. If 51-79% of the target was reached, a score of 8 is awarded. When more than 80% of
the target was reached, the score can be 9.
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Table 14. Example “Target output” metric

Score Description

6 Target was not defined, or up to 30% of target met
7 31-50% of target met

8 51%-79% of target met

9 More than 80% of target met

Assuming that three questions A, B, and C from the questionnaire are identified as the impact
indicators, and a respondent selects options 3, 4 and 1 respectively. Using the metric values de-
scribed for this second method, scores will be mapped as follows:

Table 15. Example of how parts of the impact data source are mapped to corresponding score

Data source Respondent’s choice Score
Survey question A 3 5
Survey question B 4 8
Survey question C 1 0
Operational complexity Not applicable 6
Target output Not applicable 8

The impact score will then be derived as:

Impact score for the respondent=(5+8+0+6 +8)/5=54.

This score of 5,4 will be the impact score for one respondent. The overall impact score will then be
the average of all respondent’s individual impact score. For example, if a survey had 7 respondents

and each had an impact score as follows:
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Table 16. Example impact score for each respondent

Example respondent Example impact score
Respondent 1 54
Respondent 2 8,4
Respondent 3 7,6
Respondent 4 9,5
Respondent 5 3,2
Respondent 6 2,8
Respondent 7 49

The overall impact score will be the mean of all respondents:

Overall impact score = (5,4 +84+76+55+32+28+49)/7=54

Based on the impact rating described in Table 9, the overall impact level will be “medium impact”.

9.3 Summarizing CVSS-adapted method and the mean of metric score method

Using test data and applying the metrics described in both methods described above, the results
suggest that either method could be used for providing a summary view of an entire impact meas-

urement exercise. However, there are pros and cons for each.

The CVSS-adapted method is derived from a method that has been in use in the cybersecurity
industry for a long time, and therefore could have had a track record of reliability. However, because
it involves using decimal numbers and a formula that may require careful implementation, it might
be more prone to errors when this method is used manually. One of the ways this can be countered,
is by ensuring thorough data validation, and automating parts of the calculation.

The method that uses the mean of all the metric scores appears to be simpler and straight-forward
to use, and the result can be quite as accurate as the CVSS-adapted method. One downside in
using the method is that it can be difficult to spot mistakes in the scoring, because part of the same
digits used to mark respondent’s choices (numbers 1-5), are also used in the scoring. Again, if this
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is done manually, thorough validation of the score values will be crucial in ensuring the scoring

have been applied correctly.

Table 17. Pros and cons of CVSS-adapted impact score and the mean of metric scores method.

Impact scoring method Pros Cons

e Impact score (adapted | e Trusted and used method | e May not meet the simplicity
from CVSS) in another industry. criterium for impact evalua-

e Provides quite accurate as- tion system.

sessment of the impact e Errors are more likely when
level. using this method manually,

o Clear separation between because of the use of only
the integers used when re- decimal numbers in the
spondents mark their scores.

choices in the question-
naire, and the decimal
numbers used in the scor-
ing.

e Impact score using the | e Easier and more straight- | e Deriving an appropriate score

mean of metric scores. forward to use. to measure metrics for opera-

e Provides quite accurate im- | tional complexity and target
pact assessment. output can be tricky.

e Can be suitable for most sizes
of programs or activities.

e Because the numbers are
similar to the initial values
chosen by respondent in the
survey, it can be more difficult
to spot wrongly entered num-
bers.

In the research part of this thesis, both methods will be used on the data collected from Pelas-
tusarmeija’s social support beneficiaries. The results will then be compared, before one of the

methods will be proposed.
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10 RESEARCH PREPARATION

The purpose of this research is to investigate and propose impact measurement approach for Pe-
lastusarmeija’s programs and activities, especially at the corps level, and also propose a way of
reporting it. The initial preparation was according to the proposed approach described in Figure 5
(page 30), using the social support program at Pelastusarmeija as a case study. The first stage
was to prepare an example theory of change, which also included setting the program’s objectives
and defining what kind of changes the program wants to have on the participants or beneficiaries.

In the second stage, plans for collecting data were made. First, permission from the management
was approved, and then what to be measured was decided. The analysis method was also defined,
and the quantitative analysis was chosen. During this planning phase, it was also important to
decide how the data will be collected. To ensure that there is little obstacle concerning the use of
technology, the traditional paper questionnaire method was chosen. This involved more preplan-
ning on how to get the questionnaires to respondents in one of the cities. However, this was the
best option because it was most convenient to the beneficiaries, and it also ensured that there were
no technological obstacles to participating in the research. The decision on where to select the
sample from was also chosen. It was decided that the sample will be from the Satakunta area,

focusing on Pori and Rauma.

After the above details were decided, questionnaire design was implemented. Ten questions were
formulated but only seven of them were necessary for this thesis research. Three of the questions
were formulated to collect data on key performance indicators, which was later used in calculating
the impact measurement score. Each of these questions had options 1-5 to choose from, while
others varied from 3-4 options. Having equal number of options especially on the questions relating
to key indicators was crucial, to allow for similar weighting of the responses. A copy of the ques-
tionnaires was then sent to relevant Pelastusarmeija stakeholders before it was distributed to re-
spondents. Answering the questions did not require entering personally identifiable information
(PII).

The target group were people who have or were going to receive the yearly Christmas support from
Pelastusarmeija, most of whom have received social support earlier. They were given the ques-

tionnaires in person upon their arrival and were encouraged to fill them and hand them over on the

43



same day. Altogether there were 114 respondents from Pori, and 36 respondents from Rauma,
marking a response rate of about 90%. Data from the questionnaire paper was extracted into excel
spreadsheet, after which data validation was performed, before carrying out data cleaning, analysis

and preliminary visualization with Python.

One very important step was to write a python script to test the impact scoring methods described
earlier and use that data to rank the measured impact to either none, low, average, high or very
high. This method, which may not have been previously used in this kind of study, involved adapting
the CVSS method for measuring and scoring impact of cybersecurity threat and creating a base
score. Hence a big part of the preparation was to write a python script that can run the process
automatically, to test the methods and check the accuracy of results. Different scenarios were cre-
ated from generated sample datasets which represent different possible options that can be chosen
by a survey respondent.

The respondents chose from a list of 5 options, where number 1 was the least, and number 5 was
the best. To apply the impact scoring method, these initial numbers representing the respondent’s
choices had to be mapped to a pre-defined metric score, as described in chapters 9.1 and 9.2.
After these numbers were assigned to the corresponding initial values marked in the questionnaire
by the respondent, the methods described in pages 33-36 were applied. Other relevant statistics
data like the data concerning the correlation between the different answers provided in the ques-
tionnaire, and the summary description of the data, were generated. The data further helped in
performing validation and checking for correlation as well as the p-values. The corresponding
questions for Q1 — Q7, are in the Appendices 1.

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Qs
Q6
Q7

FIGURE 7. Correlation data before CVSS score mapping.
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Qi Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7

Q1 1.0 0.2710126927411517 -0.41539699292020754  -0.025396140608907495 -0.0033442820663856575 -0.0774837021405642 0.00195416731300903
Q2  0.2710126927411517 1.0 -0.3651574481570892 -0.14261539581462454  0.030598385926270573 -0.023187441636654992 0.0028200436025597607
Q3 -0.41539699292020754 -0.3651574481570892 1.0 0.08189840180207696 -0.029345345357147445  0.006540377383994738  -0.045888899447218835
Q4  -0.025396140608907495  -0.14261539581462454 0.08189840180207696 1.0 -0.06578338952577192 0.1309117080600946 0.07471345607886803
Q5  -0.0033442820663856575 0.030598385926270573  -0.029345345357147445 -0.06578338952577192 1.0 0.34378952697433457 0.3787908737719959

Q6  -0.0774837021405642 -0.023187441636654992 0.006540377383994738  0.1309117080600946 0.34378952697433457 1.0 0.3948280910189368

Q7  0.00195416731300903 0.0028200436025597607 -0.045888899447218835 0.07471345607886803 0.3787908737719959 0.3948280910189368 1.0

FIGURE 8. Correlation data, after mapping score adapted from CVSS metrics.

10.1 RESEARCH GOALS

Pelastusarmeija has, for many years, been supporting people in different life situations, but current
data only measures the output of such programs. For this reason, the main goal of this research is
to propose an approach and a way to measure impact of the programs, using the social support
program organised in the Satakunta area as a case study. To meet this goal, the following ques-
tions are to be answered:

1. What tools can be used for performing impact measurement?
2. What ways can the measurement be reported?

Other questions to be answered based on the case study are:

1. How has Pelastusarmeija’s social support program been impacting the lives of people?
2. What level of impact is it making in the lives of the beneficiaries?
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11 THE PROPOSED IMPACT MEASUREMENT APPROACH

Using the social support activity or program at Pelastusarmeija as a case study, this section dis-

cusses the entire process of performing impact measurement, as proposed in FIGURE 5.

11.1 Defining the theory of change

The objective of the social support program at Pelastusarmeija is to give short-term support to
people who are in difficult life situation, so that beneficiaries have the means to support themselves

in a short-term, while they find a long-term solution to the challenges they face.

The desired outcome is that at 70% of beneficiaries are able to sustain themselves for about one

week, after receiving social support. To measure this outcome, the key indicators will be:

1. How long did the social support helped beneficiaries (depth of the program’s outcome).

2. How do the beneficiaries feel about the support? Was it enough for their most urgent
needs?

3. The expectations of the beneficiaries. Did the support help them in the short-term?

For this case study, there are no deliverables from beneficiaries. An impact measurement report

will be delivered to stakeholders, using Power BI’s reporting capabilities.

11.2 Plan for impact measurement

The following will be monitored:
1. How long the social support beneficiaries received lasted.
2. How beneficiaries feel about the support they received. That is, if it meets their most urgent
needs.
3. If beneficiaries felt the support met their needs in the short term.
4. Other data to help understand the demographics of the beneficiaries, for example their

family situation or age distribution.
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For the actual impact measurement, only three indicators (the first three mentioned above) will be
monitored.

To monitor the above-mentioned items, data will be collected from beneficiaries from two cities in
the Satakunta area of Finland through paper questionnaire distributed to the program beneficiaries.
Quantitative analysis methods will then be used to process and analyse the answers, and scoring
of questionnaire answers will be done using one of the methods described in sections 9,1 and 9,2.
For this case study, this monitoring is a one-time activity, to demonstrate the impact measurement
stages. Else, it should be an on-going process, where the frequency can be at least once a year.
The metrics to be used will be those described in pages 33-40.

11.3 Execute impact measurement activity

In executing the activity, the main tool to be used will be Python, together with relevant libraries like
Numpy, Pandas and Matplotlib, for processing preparing the data for visualization and reporting

tasks in Power BI.

11.4 Analyse and report results

The “RESULTS AND ANALYSIS” phase concentrates on this. Full report of the impact measure-
ment exercise will be presented as a static report or an interactive Power Bl app, to Pelastusarmeija

leadership to aid decision-making.

11.5 Continuously develop the stages

In this stage, lessons learnt from previous stages are analysed and the recommendations are used
to further develop and enhance the impact measurement process. The discussion part of this thesis
highlights some important recommendations which can be under this topic.
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12 RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

The first step was to perform a basic exploratory analysis on the collected data to understand key
aspects of the social support beneficiaries such as the demography. This understanding will help
relevant stakeholders understand the context on which the social support program’s impact is

based. The first task was to examine the sample size.
The sample size for this research was 150 from the Satakunta area. 114 or 76% was from Pori and
36 or 24% was from Rauma. This number, when combined, is considered enough to produce a

good quality result for this research.

Number of participants by city

36 (24%)

City
® Pori

Rauma

114 (76%)

FIGURE 9. Distribution of respondents per city where questionnaires were distributed.

The first questionnaire question, “What is your work-life situation?”, was designed to understand
the working situation of the social support beneficiaries. Understanding this can help with planning,
for example, when choosing appropriate items in a support package, that are most beneficial to
that age group. This in turn can improve the impact of the activity to that group, because the support
will be more targeted and relevant to the beneficiaries. The results show that the two biggest groups
of beneficiaries are the retired (60 respondents or 40% of total respondents) and the unemployed
(76 respondents or 50,67 % of total respondents). The number of respondents who are employed
were 4 (or 2,67% of total respondents), and students accounted for only 2 respondents (or 1,33%
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of total respondents). Others who did not belong to any of the earlier mentioned groups were 8, or
5,33% from the total survey respondents. This means that most of the beneficiaries of the social
support are either retired or unemployed people. This fits comfortably with the main target groups
for this program, the unemployed or the retired people with very low income.

Current work-life situation of beneficiaries
80

Number of responses
Iy D
o o

N
o

8
2 =
L] _

1. retired 2. student 3. unemployed 4. employed 5. other

Work-life situation of beneficiaries

2.(1,33%)

60 (40%)
1. retired

@2 student

® 3. unemployed

® 4. employed

76 (50,67%) ®5 other

8 (5,33%)
4 (2,67%)

FIGURE 10. Work-life situation of beneficiaries.

The next question in the questionnaire was, “What word best describes your living situation?”. Un-
derstanding this also helps to improve the quality of the support activity or program. For example,
when making decisions on what items to include in a support package, understanding this can help
in deciding what relevant items to include in the Christmas support package. It can also help when
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thinking about diversifying the types of support given during the Christmas support season by con-
sidering the needs of families with children. The results show that most of the beneficiaries, which
was 87 or 58% of the total respondents, live alone. The next biggest group in this category were
single-parent families, which was 27 or 18% of the total respondents. The next group are couples
living together, making up 19 or 12,67% of the total respondents. The last two groups, those living
separately but have joint custody of their children and others not classified, both made up 7 or
4,67% and 10 or 6,67% respectively. Awareness of this can again, enable the program managers
plan the use of resources better, especially in cases where living situation of beneficiaries is con-
sidered a key indicator of the impact of the program.

Living situation of beneficiaries

87

80

60

40

Number of responses

19

- :
mn

1. living alone 2. living with my 3.single 4. both parents 5. other
spouse custodian are custodians

20

Living situation of beneficiaries

10 (6,67%)
7 (4,67%)

27 (18%) ® 1. living alone

® 2. living with my spouse

@ 3. single custodian

® 4. both parents are custodia...
87 G8%) ®5. other

19 (12,67%)

FIGURE 11. Living situation of beneficiaries
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Question 3 was, “What is your age?”. The findings revealed that most of the beneficiaries were
between the ages of 30 and 69. People between 30-49 were 65 (or 43,33% of total respondents)
and people from ages 50-69 made up 62 (or 41,33% of the total respondents). Respondents who
are aged from 18-29 accounted for only 12 (or 8% of total respondents) and those who are 70 or
older, accounted for only 11 (or 7,33% of total respondents).

Age distribution of beneficiaries

12 (8%) 11 (7,33%)

Age group

®18-29 yrs old
©30-49 yrs old
®50-69 yrs old

62 (41,33%
¢ ) ®70 yrs old or more

65 (43,33%)

FIGURE 12: Age distribution of beneficiaries

Comparing this with the demography of Satakunta area confirms that most of Pelastusarmeija’s
social support beneficiaries do represent the most of Satakunta area’s age group. This under-
standing can be helpful when making future plans regarding how the programs or activities can be
developed for even greater impact, or in designing new programs to cater for the age groups cur-

rently being underserved.
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Age Males Females
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FIGURE 13. Age distribution of Satakunta population as of 31 December 2023.
(https://stat.fittup/suoluk/suoluk_vaesto_en.html)

12.1 Results from measuring the impact

The task of measuring the impact began with first identifying the questions from the questionnaire
that represent key indicators, as defined in the first stage of the impact measurement (Define your
theory of change. Those questions were:

1. Q5. The support | received helped me in a short-term.

2. Q6. For how long was the support beneficial?

3. Q7. The support | received met my urgent needs.

The first-indicator statement, “The support | received helped me in a short-term”, was meant to
measure how the beneficiary feels about the support they received, with respect to their short-term
needs. 74,67% of the respondents (or 112 people) strongly agreed that the support they received
has helped them in the short-term. Although this result was expected, it does verify that the goal of
the support, which is to help people on the short-term, as they navigate through difficult life situa-
tions, was being met. The number of those who somewhat agree was 26 (or 17,33%). Those who
were not sure and those who strongly disagreed were 8 (or 5,33%) and 2 (or 1,33%) respectively.
This again, shows that the program is making very strong impact. The results can also provide the
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basis for asking further questions to understand, for example, why did the few 6,66% feel that the
support did not help them in the short-term?

Q5. The support | get helps me in the short-term.
120
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1. strongly 2. somewhat 3.1 don't know 4. somewhat 5. strongly agree
disagree disagree agree

Q5. The support | get helps me in the short-term.

2 (1,33%)
8 (5,33%)

26 (17,33%)
® 1. strongly disagree
® 2. somewhat disagree
@3 | don't know
® 4. somewhat agree
®5. strongly agree

112 (74,67%)

FIGURE 14. Result for the question: The support | get helps me in a short term.

The next question which represented one of the key indicators defined during the planning stage
was Question 6, “For how long was the support beneficial?”. This question was to measure the
depth of the support being given, i.e. to what extent the support given helped the beneficiary. During
the impact measurement’s planning phase, the hypothesis was that for most of the beneficiaries,

the social support will be beneficial for at most one week. However, the result was unexpectedly
better.
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The number of respondents who found the support they received beneficial for one week was 56
(or 37,33% of total respondents). That number was 39 (or 26% of total respondents) for those who
found the support beneficial for two weeks, and 32 (or 21,33%) for those who found the support
helpful for more than two weeks. This shows that for more than half of the respondents (71 re-
spondents or 63,33% of total respondents), the support was beneficial for two weeks or more.
These results show that the social support provided to beneficiaries has had a high impact, consid-
ering the purpose for which the social support program exists. It also means that the current value
of the support handed to the beneficiaries is in most cases sufficient for at least one week, which
was more than the expected result. This understanding can help in reassessing the financial value
of the support being handed out, for even greater impact.

Q6. For how long was the support beneficial?
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FIGURE 15. Result for the question: How long has the support you received helped you?
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The last question in the questionnaire which measures the last of the key indicators of impact, as
defined in the plan was the statement, “The support | received was enough for my urgent needs”.
This was designed to measure what respondents felt about the support, with respect to their urgent
needs. Did it meet their most urgent needs? The result, as was expected, shows that 77 (or 51,33%
of total respondents) strongly agreed that the support they received was enough for their most
urgent needs. 58 (or 38,67% of total respondents) somewhat agreed, while 10 respondents (or
1,33% of total respondents) were not sure. The number of respondents who somewhat disagreed
and strongly disagreed stood at 3 (or 2% of respondents) and 2 (or 1,33% of respondents) respec-
tively. This question attempted to measure how respondents feel about the support they have re-
ceived. The result shows that the vast majority feel that the support was enough for their urgent
needs, which means that the purpose for the support offered to them was effectively met.

Q7. The support received is enough for my urgent needs.
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FIGURE 16. Result for the question: The support received is enough for my urgent needs.
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12.2 The impact report summary

As mentioned in the theory part of this thesis, there was a need to develop a means of putting all
the results of the impact measurement into one comprehensive report, using the scoring methods
described on pages 32-40. The two methods presented were:

1. Impact measurement by using impact score adapted from the CVSS method.

2. Impact measurement, using the mean of the metric scores rated from 0-10.

Both methods use the same metrics but the scoring of the metrics were different. When comparing
both methods described above, the line plot of the individual impact score for each respondent
shows that both methods produced very similar scores, across all respondents. However, some of
the scores were lower for the CVSS-adapted method when compared to the “mean of metric
scores” method. For example, when the CVSS-adapted score for a certain respondent was 0 (no
impact), that score was 2,3 (low impact) for the “mean of metric scores” method. While this may
not be a critical difference, it can be misleading data in cases where granular analysis at the re-
spondent level is needed. For example, it can be misleading to conclude that the program had low
impact of 2,3 (on a beneficiary) when in fact there was an impact score of 0, meaning that for that
particular respondent, the program did not impact them positively.

impact score per respondent, adapted CVSS method vs the mean of metric scores

Scale (0-10)

—— Mean of metric scores \
| — Impact score adapted from CVSS method

6 Zb 4b 6‘0 BIO 160 150 140
respondents

FIGURE 17. Line plot of the impact score per respondent, compared

The result of the above explained potential problem was also seen in how the rankings were
grouped. The “mean of metrics scores” method grouped the rankings to low impact for one re-

spondent, medium impact for 39 respondents, and high impact for 110 respondents. The CVSS-
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adapted method on the other hand, grouped them more broadly (presumably more accurately) into
no impact for one respondent, low impact for 4 respondents, medium impact for 30 respondents,
and high impact for 115 respondents.

impact ranking for mean of metric scores 1izrppact ranking for CVSS-adapted scores

100 -
100

80
80

60 60 4

Scale (0-10)

40 4 40 4

Scale (0-10)

20 4 20

ol
HIGH IMPACT MEDIUM LOW IMPACT HIGH IMPACT MEDIUM LOW IMPACT NO IMPACT
respondents respondents

Figure18. Comparing the categories for CVSS-adapted method and the mean method.

When it came to the overall impact score, both methods produced quite similar scores which sup-
ports the finding that the overall impact of the program was high. The CVSS method gave an overall
impact score of 7,6 while the “mean-of-metric-scores” method produced an overall impact score of
7,3. This meant the difference between both methods was at 0,3 points. Despite this difference,
both methods had similar overall impact score which was between 7,0 and 8,9. The final score

within this range is ranked as “high impact”. This result exceeded the target of at least 5,4 (medium
impact).

Overall Impact score and rating

® Mean of metric scores ® CVSS method ® Target
8

73

540

Scale (0-10)

Overall impact score

Figure 19. Comparing the overall impact score and ranking of both methods
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Based on these findings, the CVSS method is recommended. The method produced more con-
sistent results and provided a more balanced result of impact on
1. aper-respondent level, the grouping of respondents into the different ranking

2. providing a more reliable overall impact score.

This has helped to summarize the entire impact measurement exercise into a comprehensive over-
view by giving it a quantitative as well as qualitative value. This final overview showed that the
social support program in the Satakunta area is effective, and impact is high, with most of the
respondent reporting that the support benefitted them for at least one week, support met their most
urgent needs, and the support helped them in a short term. This high impact was more than the
medium impact expected.
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13 DISCUSSION AND SUGGESTION

This thesis was in two parts: a theory part and a research part. In the theory part key aspects,

terms, and concepts on the topic of “impact measurement” was presented.

The main questions that the research attempted to answer were:
1. What tools can be used for performing impact measurement?
2. What ways can the measurement be reported?

Other questions to be answered based on the case study were:

1. How has Pelastusarmeija’s social support program been impacting the lives of the benefi-
ciaries?

2. What level of impact is it making in the lives of the beneficiaries?

Four different approaches to impact measurement were also presented, and an impact measure-
ment process suitable for Pelastusarmeija’s programs or activities especially at the corps was pro-
posed.

The research was conducted by distributing a questionnaire to social support beneficiaries at two
locations in the Satakunta region. The research questions were answered by thoroughly analysing
the results of the survey. The questions were designed in accordance with the impact measurement
goals and key indicators defined during the impact measurement’s first stage (define your theory
of change).

Two methods for impact measurement which also provided a quantitative summary and overview
of the overall impact of a program on the beneficiaries were presented. Although both methods
produced identical score result, the method adapted from CVSS was the preferred option and was
recommended. This method was adopted from the Impact score formula widely used in the cyber-
security industry, and the scoring, as well as the formular, was streamlined and adapted to the

impact measurement need of Pelastusarmeija.
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The understanding after this research, was that CVSS method provided reliable and accurate im-
pact score estimates and impact ranking, which were useful in summarizing the impact of a pro-
gram into one quantitative impact score number. A qualitative value based on one of five rankings
(no impact, low impact, medium impact, high impact and very high impact) was also derived. The
results from the analysis placed the overall impact level of the social program at Pelastusarmeija
in the Satakunta region, to high impact. This meant that overall, most of the beneficiaries found the
support they received to have been helpful for at least one week, was beneficial in the short term,
and was enough for their most urgent needs.

The results of the analysis showed that the social support program made more impact on the re-
spondents than was expected. For other aspects of the analysis like respondent’s age group, living
situation and family situation, the analysis verified the hypothesis that the program served the right

target groups.

One of the new understandings gotten from this research was the importance of the questionnaire
design during the impact measurement planning phase. A good understanding of the four universal
steps of impact measurement and how each part can affect the overall impact of a program was

also very useful in understanding each metric score.

Because this is the first time such a measurement is done, there can be misunderstandings on how
the metrics were derived. Additionally, the metrics may not be suitable for all programs, even though
the underlying method may be suitable. This underlines the fact that how the method is used largely
depends on the kind of program whose impact is being measured and what metrics is being used.
A total of five metrics were designed and proposed in the case study presented in this thesis. This
is assumed to be the minimum needed to achieve a reasonably accurate estimate of a program’s

impact.

Using this scoring method together with other traditional analysis methods can provide a very
strong evidence and more rounded overview as to whether impact is made and to what extent. This
overall quantitative data of the impact situation can also be useful in future in developing predictive
models that can help for example, with assessing the minimum requirement for impact to be made

even before the program actually starts.
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An Excel-based template was also developed to help with reporting. It was made to be simple to
use for non-tech employees who need a simple tool suitable for small numbers of respondents.

This template will be delivered separately to Pelastusarmeija.

13.1 Further development

Going forward, there will be need to pay special attention the questionnaire design process, as it
plays a very important role in determining the quality of the data that will be received. There is also
the need to improve the key indicators’ metrics as more appropriate ones are identified and defined.

There may also be a need to develop ways to measure the situation of the beneficiaries before
they take part in the social support program, so that it can be compared with the measured impact
after they have participated in the program. This can help make the impact measurement result

even more accurate and beneficial.

Another area of development can be in finding more efficient ways to store and process the impact
measurement data. As the number of impact measurement exercise increases, so will the data that
needs to be processed and stored increase and storing it in CSV format may no longer be optimal.
At some point, other formats like parquet or delta lake may be considered. A more robust and
efficient way to store, automatically process and maintain the impact measurement data either in-
house or via cloud services, could be considered. Such solutions may include the use of technolo-

gies like Apache Airflow, Databricks and Apache Spark.
Finally, testing and adjustment of the “mean of metric score” method more rigorously to ascertain

that the results are as reliable as the CVSS-based method can be useful in the future. This can

provide a reliable alternative to the CVSS method, and may also be easier to use.
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QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN THE RESEARCH

APPENDIX 1

Thesis research questionnaire 2023, for social support impact measurement.

1. My life situation now is:

1) retired 2) student 3) unemployed 4) employed |5) other
2. What best describes your family situation?
1. Living alone | 2. Livingwithmy | 3. Single child 4. Both parents 5. other
spouse custodian have joint
custody

3. What is your age?

18-29 years | 2) 30-49 years \ 3) 50-69 years | 4) 70 years or more

4. How often have you received support?

This is my first time.

2) Oncein 1-2 years

3) Regularly every year

5. The support | received help me in the short term.

Completely
disagree

2) Somewhat
disagree

3) lam not
sure

4) Somewhat
agree

5) Completely agree

6. For how long was the received support helpful?

One day

2) Two days

3) One week

4) Two weeks

5) More than two
weeks

7. The support | received was enough for my most urgent needs.

Completely
disagree

2) Somewhat
disagree

3) lam not
sure

4) Somewhat
agree

5) Completely agree
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PROPOSED IMPACT MEASUREMENT APPROACH

1. DEFINE YOUR THEORY OF CHANGE

- What is the objective of the program/activity?

- What are the goals

- What outcomes are desired?

- What are the key indicators?

- What are the deliverables, if any?

2. PLAN FOR IMPACT MEASUREMENT

- What do you want to measure/monitor?
- What analysis method to use?

- What data is needed?

- What key metrics, base values to use?

- How, when and frequency of data collection

- appoint responsible persons

yes

theory of change
eeds adjustment?

yes

3. EXECUTE IMPACT MEASUREMENT
ACTIVITY

- Collect the data

- perform data validation

- convert raw data into useable form
- perform data modeling, if needed

5. CONTINOUSLY DEVELOP

- Analyse lesson learnt from previous activities.
- assess if theory of change should be adjusted.

4. ANALYZE AND REPORT RESULTS

- check results against key metrics/KPls

- calculate impact score

- Map results to defined impact level

- Present findings to relevant stakeholders
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