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Executive Summary
This report examines the potential of the Social Return on Investment (SROI) framework to
facilitate the improved measurement and management of social investment (SI) in long-term care
(LTC) for older people. The paper builds on previous work within the SPRINT project, and provides
a foundation for the next stages of the project.
The acceptance of SI as a policy model for LTC is likely to require significant changes to decisionmaking. Fundamentally, this requires LTC policy to be informed by the measurement of broader
financial and social outcomes for an increased range of stakeholders.
Similarly, in accordance with previous SPRINT research, where there is discussion of investment,
there is an expectation of returns, and the associated requirement to optimise the use of
resources. It is therefore apparent that the measurement of such concerns alone is identified as
insufficient, rather it is the subsequent ability of decision makers to use the evidence to make
improvements that is critical.
Such innovation to policy thinking necessitates that means of measurement and management of
outcomes are commensurate. To that end, the SROI framework has been examined to appreciate
its capacity to provide meaningful contribution. Within the context of economic evaluation, SROI is
examined as a methodology that has potential to provide practical guidance to achieving the
ambitions of cost-benefit analysis (CBA).
As with CBA, the outcomes experienced by the range of material stakeholders are valued in
monetary terms. This position is supported by an acceptance of the subjective nature of value, and
facilitates the comparison of outcomes to costs of production. SROI is a framework of seven key
principles that provide guidance as to how to collect and make use of relevant and significant
social value information centred on essential impact questions. In contrast to CBA, SROI can be
employed at varying degrees of rigour/precision, proportional to the decision it is intended to
influence. Regardless of the level of precision required, the principles place the experience of
stakeholders as central to appreciating what has changed, or is likely to change, as a result of
activities.
The explicit involvement of stakeholders extends a central tenet of CBA; namely that value is
appreciated from the perspective of those affected. The involvement of stakeholders to assess the
material changes as a result of any activity has the capacity to extend the view of materiality,
enhancing the ability of those affected by activities to influence decisions.
Other principles demand transparency, and employ consistent mechanisms from financial
accounting to reduce the risk of over-claiming. As with financial accounting, there is an explicit
requirement for results to be verified. This principle is designed to increase the confidence that
results are complete and accurate.
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The principles of SROI are examined and identified to provide a synergy with the extended spatial
and temporal characteristics of SI in LTC. Therefore, there is greater potential to improve the
ability of policymakers to make more informed choices to optimise the use of limited resources.
However, importantly within the context of SPRINT, given the lack of access to primary data, there
is the need to adapt the principles of SROI to some extent. The direct engagement of service users
and other material stakeholders is not feasible. Therefore, in addition to extensive literature
reviews conducted within SPRINT, the involvement of external experts is crucial. Yet, ultimately,
and as will be further examined in subsequent work packages, the involvement of various
stakeholders at a national-level remains paramount to ensure that the principles of SROI are
applied to effectively reflect individual, societal, and legal characteristics of those affected by
policy choices.

Key messages


The principles of Social Return on Investment (SROI) provide practical guidance to enact the
intention of economic analysis in general and cost-benefit analysis in particular.



To appreciate how policy choices can improve the lives of those affected, there is the need to
consider outcomes from the perspective of those stakeholders.



SROI is not a method of measurement, rather it is a framework of principles that guides the
means by which relevant and significant issues should be measured.



The results of SROI can be presented to highlight multiple propositions of impacts.



The value of the SROI methodology is the subsequent use of user-led evidence to inform
decision-making.



Application of the principles to SPRINT is feasible, requiring the verification by expert
stakeholder input to compensate for the lack of primary research.



Subsequent application of the principles to social investment long-term care policy will
require an extension to current national measurement and management practices.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations
ASCOT

Adult Social Care Outcomes Toolkit

CBA

Cost-benefit analysis

ELSA

English Longitudinal Survey of Ageing

ICECAP

ICEpop CAPability measure for Adults

LTC

Long-term care

SHARE

Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe

SI

Social investment

SROI

Social return on investment

SVI

Social Value International

SVUK

Social Value UK

WP

Work package
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1

Introduction

This report introduces and examines the Social Return on Investment (SROI) framework as a
means to capture relevant costs and outcomes of social investment (SI) in long-term care (LTC).
The outline of the report as stated in the contract is as follows:
Methodology definition for conducting SROI assessments of long-term care schemes and
presentation of metrics used to evaluate social impact of investment in long-term care and
to assess Social Return on Investment.
The conceptual foundations of SI in LTC was set out in Lopes (2017), Greve (2017) and GhIbelli et
al. (2017), which outlined the imperative for a paradigmatic shift in how LTC is viewed. Such a
perspective accepts an increased range of individual and institutional actors, and associated costs
and benefits, which require consideration within policy choices – which themselves are framed by
significant demographic changes and fiscal pressures that influence the allocation of resources.
In addition, the variability of legal and cultural contexts of LTC, as highlighted in earlier SPRINT
reports, necessitates a consistent but flexible means of measuring relevant issues. Therefore, to
progress from theoretical debate to a position where practical changes can be realised requires
understanding and managing of the impacts of policy choices.
This report should be read in conjunction with other reports in SPRINT, and should be considered
as a document that links research across the SPRINT project. Grounded on the conceptual work
presented by Lopes (2017), and in response to the findings of Barbieri and Ghibelli (2018), Greve
et al. (2018) and Poškutė (2018), the principles and stages of SROI are introduced and examined to
facilitate their application within the remainder of the SPRINT project.
It is not the intention for this report to practically apply the SROI methodology. Instead, the report
examines how the SROI framework provides a useful contribution to the principles of economic
evaluation (and in particular that of cost-benefit analysis) and offers an approach for assessing
social impact by operationalising the ability to engage with stakeholders to gain useful insights.
However, in addition to presenting a theoretical basis, considerations of the approach, potential
risks, and mitigations for application to both illustrative examples in Richards et al., (2018), and
LTC policy are provided.
Owing to the purpose of this report, the report is not structured as a traditional academic paper.
The structure of the report initially reviews the identified key characteristics of SI in LTC. This
precedes a discussion of the principles and stages of SROI to effectively capture necessary
evidence. Subsequently, examination of how SROI will be applied to illustrative examples, and SI in
LTC policy is presented.

D4.2 SROI Framework Application Guide in LTC

6

Social Protection Investment in Long-Term Care
HORIZON 2020 - Grant Agreement No 649565

2

Aims and Objectives

The research question that frames this report is: How can the Social Return on Investment
framework contribute to measuring and managing the impacts of social investment in long-term
care?
This report aims to examine the purpose of impact measurement; and assess the capacity of the
principles and stages of Social Return on Investment to effectively measure and manage the costs
and outcomes of social investment in LTC.

3

Methods

This report builds on earlier SPRINT research. Elaborating in particular on the conceptual reports,
the reports provides a discussion of the SROI framework. This is intended to introduce the
methodology that will be applied in the next phase of the SPRINT project, through the use of
illustrative examples. Additionally, guidance for application to SI in LTC is also presented.
The structure of the report, including the key themes for discussion was shared amongst SPRINT
partners, refined and agreed. This created the frame to identify appropriate key search terms,
from which a rapid-review process was undertaken to identify additionally relevant academic
publications relating to the SROI approach. Figure 1 displays the search terms utilised, along with
filtration process to ensure relevance. In total, 113 potentially relevant peer-reviewed academic
articles were identified through this process. Subsequently, all articles were screened by their
abstract to identify any that were not relevant, with those remaining being reviewed and
consistent notes taken. Further, to reduce the risk of omitting key sources, search terms such as
Social Return on Investment, social care, and long-term care were also included as alert-requests,
so that relevant articles would be highlighted by email.
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Figure 1: Search teams

D4.2 SROI Framework Application Guide in LTC

8

Social Protection Investment in Long-Term Care
HORIZON 2020 - Grant Agreement No 649565

Further deskwork focused on existing means of measuring relevant concerns such as the wellbeing
of care recipients and their care providers. Based on the expert input of SPRINT partners, sources
involving use of ASCOT, ICECAP, SHARE and ELSA were also examined to provide a complement of
practical understanding to that of theoretical literature. Other influential bodies were also
examined for relevant information, and Figure 2 outlines the process followed for both the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and the World Health
Organization (WHO).

Figure 2: OECD and WHO searches

D4.2 SROI Framework Application Guide in LTC

9

Social Protection Investment in Long-Term Care
HORIZON 2020 - Grant Agreement No 649565

D4.2 SROI Framework Application Guide in LTC

10

Social Protection Investment in Long-Term Care
HORIZON 2020 - Grant Agreement No 649565

As with all elements of SPRINT, the production of reports is a collaborative process. Regular
involvement of many experts within the project provided means to assess the reliability and
credibility of work produced. Additionally, the quality control processes of SPRINT provide further
validity, with internal and external reviews critically examining the report, with appropriate
refinements incorporated.

4

Social Investment in Long-Term Care

It is not the intention of this report to repeat work previously delivered within SPRINT. However,
as highlighted in earlier SPRINT research, it is the broad ambition of this project to contribute a
means of measuring and managing social and economic impacts of various approaches to LTC for
frail older people. Therefore, to appreciate how to operationalise the requirements of a
paradigmatic shift in policy that views LTC as a vehicle for SI, it is essential to highlight the key
characteristics of SI. Subsequently, comparison to the principles and associated stages of the SROI
framework, and examination of their application to SPRINT, and SI in LTC is presented.

4.1 Characteristics of Social Investment in Long-Term Care
The definition of SI in LTC provided in Lopes (2017) encapsulates multiple issues, including the
fundamental notion that social and economic objectives can be simultaneously realised by
effectively designed policy. It involves a paradigm shift that views welfare expenditure not as a
cost, but as a means of investment. This is evident when considering how the three
complementary welfare functions of policy-practice relate to SI in LTC. As outlined by Hemerijck et
al. (2016), they address supporting “flows” of labour market participation, encouraging “stocks” of
individuals’ capacities to maintain independence, and guaranteeing “buffers” of wellbeing and
quality of life. Similarly, the need for integrated delivery of health and social care, and the focus on
active ageing were outlined in Ghibelli et al. (2017) and the findings from Poškutė (2018), where
concerns of health, participation, and security, are central to quality of life (WHO 2002). Further,
framed by concerns of economic return, social impacts, and risks, the criteria outlined in Greve et
al. (2018) articulate the dimensions of impact and indicate as to the range of outcomes for social
investors. The implications of such expectations for SI in LTC are that effective, efficient, and
sustainable solutions focus on longer-term impacts, whereby concerns of preparation for the
future replace the prominence of reparation. There is also a specific requirement to reflect on how
decisions affect the reconciliation of family and work life, particularly concerning traditional
inequalities that have been the consequence of both policy design and cultural norms.
The brief reflection on the characteristics of SI in LTC highlights that as indicated in Lopes (2017),
Greve (2017) and Ghibelli et al. (2017), and consistently in Barbieri and Ghibelli (2018), Greve et al.
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(2018) and Poškutė (2018), there is an explicit recognition of broader temporal and spatial
concerns than has traditionally been the focus of LTC policy. This aligns with the European
ambition for integration of health and social care, and within this acceptance of an increased
range of both institutional and individual actors, and associated costs and benefits.

4.2 Need for Economic Evaluation
Accepting the need for inclusion of broader concerns within LTC decision-making increases the
demand to measure relevant concerns. Within the context of SI in LTC these expectations are
framed by both significant demographic changes and fiscal pressures. Economic analysis generally,
and specifically with application of CBA as the most common means of evaluation, is designed to
provide decision-makers with information that supports their allocation of scarce resources. The
overarching principle of CBA is that comparison of costs and benefits reveals if there is a positive
net contribution of that being investigated.
To enact such analyses, CBA is guided by further principles that enable the comparison of costs
and benefits in a common unit of measurement. Therefore, given costs are largely expressed in
monetary values, money can appropriately represent the value of changes that occur as a result of
activities, including financial outcomes and effects on the utility/welfare of people. To appreciate
the value of material concerns, the principle of individualism means that changes to people are
valued from the perspective of those affected – with changes being the difference created in
comparison to the situation without the intervention/activities. Ideally, decisions are also guided
by the principle of Pareto efficiency whereby no-one is disadvantaged by decisions. However, in
practice Kaldor-Hicks criteria that justify decisions if those disadvantaged can at least in theory be
compensated are often employed.
While CBA is guided by principles that accept the need for stakeholder-led information, it is
difficult in practice to meet the demands to understand the value of activities. This point is
reinforced in Poškutė (2018), which highlights broad concerns of quality of life as essential to
appreciate people as individuals and not simply as service-users.
As indicated in by earlier SPRINT research, there is the expectation of returns when one talks of
investment (Söderström 2008, Hemerijck et al. 2016), while the reliance on purely financial
indicators of performance has long been been considered insufficient (see for example Stiglitz et
al., 2009). Accordingly, there is a well-developed body of literature and evidence regarding the
evaluation of associated costs and benefits of healthcare policy choices and interventions. As
highlighted by Knapp et al. (2017), healthcare analysis employs commonly used generic measures
such as quality-adjusted life years (QALYs) and disability-adjusted life years (DALYs). However,
although there are developments in some countries to develop standardised measurement of
outcomes, social care does not at present have such consistent measures, and can also be argued
to attend to a greater range of potentially relevant outcomes.
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Within the context of SI in LTC, previous SPRINT reports have indicated key areas requiring
inclusion within any measurement framework. These were further developed as essential criteria
identified within Greve et al. (2018), supported by Barbieri and Ghibelli (2018), which examined
substitution and labour-market effects of informal care. The criteria align with widespread
acceptance to focus measurement on outcomes of activities, rather than outputs (see for
example, Porter, 2016). Similarly, the adapted version of Knapp’s (1984) influential Production of
Welfare model identifies the chain of events from the necessary resource, and non-resource
inputs, to create outcomes of healthcare (Evans-Lacko and Knapp 2017).
It is apparent that both economic and non-economic outcomes require appropriate measurement
within SI in LTC. Framed by the dimensions of impact, these include labour market and
substitution effects, and impacts on people’s lives. Subsequently, in the next stages of the SPRINT
project, available empirical evidence will be utilised to provide a range of illustrative examples of
valued outcomes of SI in LTC.
Evidence of varying degrees of rigour exists regarding the effects of different forms of LTC. For
example, the replacement costs of informal care are regularly cited (e.g. Schneider et al. 2016), as
too are the effects of a lack of social care on delayed discharges from hospital (e.g. Gaughan et al.
2015). Similarly, impacts on individuals, including the psychological (e.g. Colombo et al. 2011) and
financial (e.g. Carers UK 2016) effects of providing intense care to a loved one are welldocumented. Awareness of the need to understand the impacts of LTC is evidenced by the
strategic objectives of institutions such as the WHO (2016) to improve measurement, monitoring,
and research into healthy ageing. Further, specific approaches to outcome measurement such as
ASCOT’s social care-related quality of life (SCRQoL) (Netten et al. 2002) demonstrate the
development of measurement tools for key issues relevant to social care.
The growing chorus of calls to improve the measurement of issues relevant to the paradigm of SI
in LTC is of clear significance to the European social model but it is essential that measurement
alone is recognised as insufficient. Accordingly, within the WHO (2016) Global Strategy and Action
Plan on Ageing and Health (2016–2020) and the OECD (2010) definitions of performance
measurement and monitoring, are expectations that measurement facilitates improvements.
Equally, developments in the private sector, such as those by PwC (2013) and KPMG (2015), mirror
such demands that measurement is viewed as the means to improved management of
performance.
Calls to prove and improve are common within evaluation/performance management fields.
Additional clarity is provided when the specific demands for SI in LTC are framed by the familiar
three E’s, effectiveness, efficiency and equity (for application within healthcare literature see for
example: Institute of Medicine 2001, Thomson et al. 2009, European Commission 2014). Such calls
strongly resonate with the definition of SI in LTC, which sees as crucial the need to ensure
equitable provision of care to those that require it, in a sustainable fashion, and with due regard
for the effects on people’s quality of life and wellbeing.
In accordance with the concept of active ageing (WHO 2002), all LTC decision makers (and by
extension, all LTC delivery organisations) should strive to ensure the greatest possible return for
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any investments made. Therefore, the imperative is not only to measure the costs and outcomes
of SI in LTC. Rather, it is the capacity to better manage these concerns that underpins their
measurement. The benchmarking of performance to expected results, and comparison to
alternative instruments of LTC, has potential to identify opportunities for improvements. Yet,
given the complex inter-connected nature of the issues involved, and the reality that trade-offs
are a natural consequence of policy choices, observing the Pareto principle is often unfeasible.
Therefore, the ability to optimise the results of activities should be the ambition of policy choice in
accordance with the Kaldor-Hicks principle. And fundamental to this focus is a need to appreciate
people’s preferences, with the resultant demand to effectively engage with those affected.
The next section of the report introduces the principles that underpin the SROI framework, and
the stages for delivering the approach. There follows a discussion examining the framework’s
capacity to address the goal of SPRINT – that of providing policymakers with an improved means
of measuring and managing SI in LTC. While providing a critical examination of the framework, it is
not the intention of this report to repeat comparative studies of SROI and other frameworks, or
methods (for such studies see for example Maughan 2012, Krlev et al. 2013 and Nicholls 2017).

5

Social Return on Investment (SROI)

There is a growing body of literature regarding SROI, from its origins in the voluntary sector, to
application in both public and private arenas. SROI employs “monetary units to describe outcomes
produced, resources consumed, and the relationship between outcomes and resources” (Yates
and Marra 2016; 5). Fundamental to this approach is a broad value-perspective that identifies
social value as “the value that stakeholders experience through changes to their lives” (Social
Value International 2015; 2). Although appearing uncontentious, this lens has the potential to
extend the means by which value is appreciated. The explicit intention of accounting for both
direct and indirect changes in people’s lives is to provide a voice to those affected by the
allocation of resources, so they are able to influence the decisions taken. Essentially, this approach
is framed by the mission “to reduce inequality and environmental degradation and improve
wellbeing by incorporating social, environmental and economic costs and benefits” (Nicholls et al.
2012; 8).
Both CBA and SROI are centered on the welfarist tradition that people and societies are rational
and seek to maximise their utility, with the consequence that evaluation must privilege that which
maximises the utility of investments (Costa 2017). And just as CBA measures more than financial
concerns, within SROI, the term “social” represents more than purely social elements of
performance. Essentially, when considering changes to the utility/wellbeing of people, both
measure variations via a process of monetization. However, while conventional analyses are often
considered as measures of economic wealth, or utility at a large-scale or societal level, SROI
explicitly attends to the wellbeing of those individuals affected by activities (ibid.). Therefore,
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while the SROI methodology can be conceptualized as a variant of CBA, with the original
foundations of the framework the result of perceived limitations of the traditional form of
economic evaluation (REDF 1996), it is also important to recognise the differences that create
potential advantages of SROI.
Additional to the influence of CBA, both financial accounting and sustainability reporting have
affected the evolution of the SROI principles and the means of delivery. As such, SROI as a means
of social accounting can be seen as having a broader scope to that of alternative economic or
financial accounting (Costa 2017).

5.1 Principles and Stages of Social Return on Investment
SROI is frequently labelled as a tool or technique for measuring social aspects of performance. But
rather than being a prescriptive tool, SROI is a framework of principles, with such approaches
recognised as helpful in the guidance of thought and the development of standards for behaviour
(United Nations 2016). Therefore, as a methodology, the principles facilitate the creation of a
value map intended to account for “for a more complete understanding of how people are
affected by the activities of an organization in order that resource allocation decisions can take
these effects into account” (Nicholls 2017; 1).
The principles as individual components are not unique to SROI, with many evident in other forms
of economic and impact evaluation both generally, and within social care. As will be further
discussed, these should be viewed as aiding decision makers with important evidence, and are
complementary, rather than in competition to those employed by CBA.
There are a few legislative developments that mandate inclusion of social value. For example,
Directive 2013/34/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 requires
disclosure of non-financial concerns for certain organisations (European Council 2013). Similarly,
given only two decades of development, it is readily acknowledged that the SROI framework
requires continued development. The seven principles of SROI (Table 1) are designed to provide a
foundation for consistency and credibility in the measurement of value that is created or
destroyed by activities (Social Value International 2015), albeit with the necessary flexibility to
adapt to different contexts (Nicholls 2017).
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Table 1: Principles of Social Return on Investment
Principle

Brief outline of principle

1. Involve stakeholders

Involving stakeholders to inform that which gets measured
and accounted for

2. Understand what changes

Articulation of how intended, unintended, positive and
negative changes are created and evaluation of these
through gathering of evidence

3. Value the things that matter

Identifying the relative importance of outcomes informed by
stakeholders’ preferences

4. Only include what is material

Determining what information and evidence should be
included and excluded in the account for stakeholders to
appreciate reasonable conclusions about the impact of
activities – this is based on a two-test screen that considers
both the relevance and significance of issues

5. Do not over-claim

Only accounting for the value that activities are responsible
for creating, mindful of issues of counterfactual, attribution,
and drop-off

6. Be transparent

Explanation and documentation of all decisions in order to
demonstrate accuracy and honesty of analyses

7. Verify the result

Independent assurance to provide confidence in the
judgements made

Adapted from SVI (2015)

A significant difference to CBA is the capacity of SROI to be implemented not only for public sector
decision-making, but also to meso- or micro-level decisions that require lower levels of rigour. Yet,
in all SROI analyses the application of the principles remains essential, albeit to a consistent and
sufficient level of rigour commensurate with the audience and purpose of the analysis (Nicholls
2017). In addition to the principles that frame SROI, it is also important to consider the six stages
that enable the methodology to be operationalised, as outlined in Table 2. The following
paragraphs examine each stage in detail.
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Table 2: Stages of SROI
Stage

Brief outline of stage

1. Establish scope and identify key
stakeholders

Highlighting the clear boundaries of what is being
investigated, who will be involved, and how

2. Mapping of outcomes

Identifying the relationship between inputs, through
outputs, to outcomes via the involvement of
stakeholders

Measuring the occurrence and extent to which outcomes
3. Evidence outcomes and give them
are experienced, and identifying their relative
a value
importance

4. Establish impact

Appreciating the proportion of outcomes that are caused
by the activities being investigated, taking account of
issues such as counterfactual evidence and attribution
levels

5. Calculate the SROI

Comparing the valued costs and outcomes of activities,
and conducting of sensitivity analysis to test the
reliability of results

6. Reporting, using, and embedding

Sharing results with stakeholders, verification of results,
and embedding of processes

Adapted from Nicholls et al. (2012)

5.1.1 Stage 1: Establish scope and identify key stakeholders
There are fundamental issues relating to the scope of analysis that need to be considered before
any impact analysis in order to inform the process:
 What is the audience and purpose of the assessment?
o What are the motivations for this analysis being undertaken, and for whom?
 What is the background of the organisation, project, or activity being assessed?
o What are the aims and objectives of the focus of the assessment?
 What are the required resources for the analysis?
o What are the necessary financial, time, and skill requirements, and who will conduct
the analysis?
 What is the range of activities that are being analysed, and what is the time-period that is
being considered?
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o Is the focus on all activities, or a defined element of activity, and what period of
investment is being examined?
 Is the analysis a forecast, evaluation, or a comparison of both?
o Does the analysis focus on post-hoc results, or is it an ex-ante assessment?
Some decisions regarding the scope of analysis taken at this stage may require re-visiting.
However, they remain important. They are fundamental to all forms of evaluation and assist the
initial consideration of those stakeholders that are to be included.
The influence of sustainability reporting mechanisms (see for example, AA1000 2008) is evident in
the extended emphasis on stakeholder engagement within SROI. While CBA and SROI both entail
the identification of relevant stakeholders, SROI explicitly requires their active involvement
(Rotheroe and Richards 2007) for the fulfilment of subsequent stages of analysis. SROI guidance
stresses that the recognition of individuals and groups of stakeholders can strengthen decisionmaking (Costa 2017). Although this is not an exclusive feature of SROI, the attention afforded to
stakeholder involvement intends to strengthen this potential.
Stakeholder engagement is acknowledged as important in a range of initiatives, and as with the
focus on social investment, it is recognised as essential for successful impact investing. This is
demonstrated in a forthcoming report from the World Economic Forum’s Action Group on the
Stakeholder Voice, which although identifying it as a challenge, highlights customer feedback as
‘gold dust for innovation’ (World Economic Forum forthcoming).
Further, regardless of the potentially iterative nature of analyses, guidance outlines the
importance of considering, before analysis, the potential breadth of stakeholders that can affect,
or are directly, or indirectly effected by activities. However, analysts need to be mindful to avoid
material decisions being made at this stage without sufficient evidence of impacts. Equally, there
is a requirement to avoid over-aggregating stakeholders. Doing so can ignore important segments
having different characteristics that have the capacity to affect the decisions made. However,
choices taken at this stage can be further refined at a later stage if data reveals significant
differences between stakeholders.

5.1.2 Stage 2: Mapping of outcomes
SROI and CBA both focus on measuring changes, be they in situation, capacity, or behaviour, and
the resultant impacts on wellbeing (Nicholls 2017). However, the extension and operationalisation
of stakeholder involvement has potential to expand relevant issues for SROI analyses. Although
adding potential complexity, increasing the opportunity for various stakeholders and their
experiences to identify relevant outcomes and shape the principle of materiality – outcomes
relevant to those affected - reduces the risk of incompleteness.
Embodying plurality of accountability (Coule 2013), SROI is best thought of as consequencefocused (as opposed to goal-oriented) and stakeholder-informed, (rather than stakeholder-led)
and this provides a wider frame by which to view concerns of materiality. Therefore, in addition to
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the views of stakeholders affected, those of policymakers, funders, and any relevant social norms
can also influence the analysis. Such a situation potentially creates additional demands on the
SROI analysis, requiring a mixed-methods approach that gathers the views of multiple
stakeholders as well as quantitative evidence of the outcomes of activities. This does not imply all
outcomes must be considered for analysis, but it does require that all professional judgements as
to the relevance of concerns are transparently stated.
Including additional stakeholders as “recognised authorities” (ibid.) is intended to reduce the
potential of material outcomes being omitted, and facilitates the construction of “chains of
change” for each actor through causal pathways of inputs, through outputs, to outcomes. This
approach provides a similar though simplified approach to that of Evans-Lacko and Knapp’s (2017)
adapted Production of Welfare model (Knapp 1984). Guidance on SROI acknowledges a practical
inability to identify what could be constituted the final outcomes of activities. Therefore, welldefined outcomes are identified as those that describe both a specific and reasonably sustainable
change recognised by those affected, which is also capable of improvement (SVUK 2016a).
In putting into practice data collection that is responsive to stakeholder inclusivity, quantitative
methods that can be dependent on pre-determined lists are unsuitable. Rather, the use of
qualitative open-questioning that is flexible to each situation is advocated as the most appropriate
means to appreciate relevant stakeholder issues. It is advised that questions such as ‘what has
changed as a result of your involvement?’, ‘what do you do differently?’, ‘how does that make you
feel?’, and ‘how long will the change last?’, are employed in a manner that seeks to avoid esoteric
language and provide the space for stakeholder reflections (Nicholls et al. 2012).
Illustrations of causal pathways of inputs, through outputs, to outcomes are not unique to SROI.
Methodologies such as Program Logic modelling and Theory of Change employ similar means to
appreciate transformation of resources into changes (Maughan 2012). Yet, both alternatives’
predominant focus on intended changes contrasts with SROI’s requirement to consider a broader
range of intended, unintended, positive and negative changes; and SROI goes beyond them with
its third stage, which requires outcomes to be evidenced and valued.

5.1.3 Stage 3: Evidence outcomes and give them a value
To progress from qualitative statements that reflect ‘native units’ (Yates and Marra 2016) of
outcomes requires a means to quantify how many stakeholders have experience of the change,
and its extent. This requirement can be met by developing indicators that appropriately allow for
the measurement of each outcome. The inclusion of indicators goes towards meeting the demand
to satisfy the level of rigour required for the audience and purpose the analysis intends to support.
Some outcomes are readily illustrated by objective measures, but others such as quality of life are
likely to need subjective indicators.
In many cases, stakeholders themselves are able to describe suitable indicators. In other situations
validated scales, or the views of others are the more appropriate measures. Indicators provide the
ability not just to show if a change has occurred, but allow for greater understanding of the extent
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of change. This along with identification of outcomes can provide further insight into possible
important segments of stakeholders.
The evidence regarding the extent of changes may be accessible via stakeholder feedback.
However, when the outcomes are known (for a prospective or retrospective assessment) it is also
possible to use data from other sources, including observations of the stakeholder, or from others
with knowledge/experience. Any analysis using the views of stakeholders needs to be mindful of
the potential bias if only the views of those who are most readily accessible, and/or reflect the
positive changes associated with activities are included. There are often additional challenges
associated with engaging with individuals who are no longer connected to the activity in question,
or those that experienced unknown, or negative changes, yet this is essential to ensure
completeness.
Both CBA and SROI fulfil the demand to appreciate the relative worth of changes by monetising
the relevant outcomes. This approach employs a common unit of measurement, namely currency,
to provide an indication of performance. Although CBA is often considered to assess a narrower
economic focus (Schober and Then 2015), like SROI it also monetises non-economic outcomes.
The means by which stakeholders’ verbatim statements of outcomes can be monetised, using
shadow prices such as stated or revealed preferences, and subjective wellbeing valuations, will be
examined thoroughly in Richards et al. (2018). While most of SROI’s elements stimulate little
resistance or controversy, the capacity to monetise non-economic outcomes attracts criticism (see
for example, Arvidson et al. 2013), despite the history within economic analysis of monetising
changes to people’s wellbeing.
Rather than adopting a positivist stance, the highlighted inclusion of potentially multiple
stakeholder voices is argued to place SROI in a unique position (Nicholls 2009). Distorting
theoretical distinctions between positivism and interpretivism (ibid.), extends the notion that
financial value can be real, potential or hypothetical, appreciating all non-financial transactions as
being of the latter form (Gargani 2017). Similarly, the inability to derive singular objective
representations of value is an often implicit, if not explicit, critique of SROI. However, awareness
of the inherent subjectivity of value as a psychological measure is crucial to all forms of costbenefit analysis (ibid). Within much criticism of monetisation is an acceptance of financial value as
externalised fact, which generates unattainable and unparalleled demands for rigour for social
conceptions of value.
Considering the iterative nature of analyses, the inclusion of multiple-perspectives, and the
subjective nature of value, SROI is closely associated with the principles of grounded theory
(Glaser and Strauss 1967). Nevertheless, the lack of recognised standardisation in the process of
valuing non-economic outcomes is a current limitation of SROI. However, there are developments
that illustrate the evolving nature of measuring and managing social value. These involve
organisations such as the UK Treasury, advocating valuations of “non-market goods” (Fujiwara and
Campbell 2011), and recent developments by the British Standards Institute (2016), and the Social
Capital Protocol (World Business Council for Sustainable Development 2017).
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The normative position of SROI has been identified as an area requiring further development
(Nicholls 2017). Clarity is however provided by the consistent philosophy that value should be
appreciated from the perspective of the particular stakeholders with experience of the change in
question. Such a position is again not divorced from that of CBA, and is guided by the belief that
including the voice of stakeholders often marginalised from decision-making processes, reveals a
more complete appreciation of the impacts of activities (Nicholls et al. 2012).
Acceptance of the subjectivity of value creates the further opportunity to identify where segments
of stakeholders exist based on particular characteristics (Gori et al. 2016). It is again the guidance
on the involvement of stakeholders that creates increased potential to provide information as to
the relevance and relative importance of outcomes.
Just as with the identification of outcomes, such a delineated appreciation of stakeholders can
reveal insight into how judgements of relative importance of changes differ between different
stakeholders. Subsequently, this can increase the potential to target initiatives to create greater
positive returns.
Such a stance aligns closely with consistent calls to create person-centred policies that
acknowledge the value-priorities of those affected (see for example, Wigzell 2017). While average
population levels do provide insight at national level, if policymakers are to improve the lives of
those people affected by their choices, it is essential that targeted initiatives focus on those for
whom most value can be created (European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and
Working Conditions 2010).
Subjectivity does not eliminate pressures for relevance and accuracy, but it intends to create the
intellectual space to appreciate the relative worth of changes that have often remained
unaccounted for. The employment of monetary value is not therefore to indicate the price of
outcomes, rather the intention is one of value-representation, using familiar and understood units
of measurement.

5.1.4 Stage 4: Establish impact
The fourth stage of SROI requires an appraisal of the proportion of the changes created that can
reasonably be identified as being the result of the activities being analysed. As with all form of
effective economic analysis, guided by the principle to not over-claim, common accounting
mechanisms identifying the likelihood of changes occurring regardless of an intervention
(deadweight/counterfactual), the contributions of others (attribution), displaced results elsewhere
(displacement), and appropriate drop-off and discount-rates, are employed to identify the impact
of changes.
Identifying issues of causality can be challenging, and it is essential that claims made accurately
reflect the contribution of that being assessed. As with most elements of SROI, there is the
potential to ask stakeholders for their views on these measures of impact. However, this may be
insufficient, and may require the use of existing evidence where available. Figure 1 illustrates the
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three phases of understanding the changes created – from initial outcomes, through value, to
ultimate conceptions of impacts.

Figure 1: Outcomes, value and impacts

Outcomes
The changes resulting from an
activity. The main types of
change from the perspective of
stakeholders are intended
(expected), unintended
(unexpected), positive and
negative

Value
The relative worth that
stakeholders’ attribute to
changes in their lives

Impacts
The proportion of value that is
the result of particular activities,
taking into account what would
have happened anyway, the
contribution of others, any
displaced outcomes elsewhere,
and the length of time the
outcomes last

Extending from the identification of relevant outcomes, the ability to effectively involve
stakeholders and include their perspective on the relative importance, is central to decisions
regarding materiality. Having previously considered issues by relevance, the second materiality
screen examines the scale of the change, and allows decision makers to employ judgement as to
what constitutes a significant change. Calculated by appreciating the quantity of stakeholders
affected, the extent and duration of changes, as well as causality measures, significance of
outcomes is revealed. Not designed to be arbitrary, the employment of judgments again demands
transparency, and creates the potential whereby some stakeholders’ outcomes that were
previously regarded as relevant, are not considered to be significant, and are excluded from the
analysis as immaterial.

5.1.5 Stage 5: Calculate the SROI
The explicit recognition of, and engagement with stakeholders, leading to the creation of chains of
change is the foundation for the construction of an impact map that illustrates all material costs
and outcomes of that which is being analysed. Subsequently, propositional statements of the
value created (or destroyed) can be presented for each material stakeholder, as well as
aggregated for all. As with CBA, SROI can present the pay-back period and net present value of
benefits in relation to the costs of their production. However, in addition to measures of
effectiveness, SROI, as with other assessments of return on investment, also provides indication of
efficiency via a ratio.
While there is no requirement to present a single expression of efficiency, there is an implicit
suggestion within much of the guidance and literature on SROI that values for multiple
stakeholders need to be aggregated. However, while financial accounting has the relative luxury of
being able to consistently apply the comparative decision rule of ‘more is better’ to appreciate the
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value of investment options, this is not true for social considerations (Gargani 2017). Similarly,
Poškutė (2018) identified that different stakeholder-perspectives have differing conceptions of
success. Aggregation of results therefore assumes a stance of uniformity of preferences and
motivations between multiple, and often competing stakeholders, and ignores important
additional considerations for social investors, namely, the types of value flows, from whom and to
whom they flow, and who has valued the outcomes (ibid.). Therefore, while much of the literature
from SVUK communicates a message of maximisation, it is more appropriate to appreciate the
need for optimisation of value (ibid.). Such a position accepts the potential for trade-offs between
stakeholders. Therefore, in addition to appropriately conducted sensitivity analysis, rather than
presenting a singular result of efficiency, illustrations of multiple propositional statements that
disaggregate by stakeholder, and/or type of value invested and created, potentially provides a
greater understanding of the impacts of SI in LTC. Subsequently, the propositional statements of
value have the potential to better inform social investors and decision makers of the effects of
policy choices. They also improve the means of assessing actual performance against expectations
in order to better target resources.

5.1.6 Stage 6: Reporting, using, and embedding
As with all forms of analysis, it is important that results are presented in a manner that is
meaningful for the audience and purpose it intends to serve. The principle of transparency guides
such disclosure, and given the inclusion of professional judgements, this is of greater significance
than in more standardised forms of economic assessment such as CBA.
The importance of external scrutiny to establish trust in the results of financial accounting is longestablished, and for many forms of organisation is a mandated requirement. Similarly, by
recognising the importance of judgements regarding the materiality of stakeholders’ costs and
benefits, SROI analyses explicitly require verification of results (SVUK 2016b). Yet, as with all the
principles, the level of precision should be proportional to the audience and purpose of the
analysis. As such, verification could range from feedback with material stakeholders, to
independent external audit.

5.2 Social Return on Investment: Summary
The previous reports of SPRINT have indicated the potential for the paradigm of SI to be applied to
LTC. This entails a requirement for a significantly increased focus on the associated costs and
benefits. This creates the need for a system of accounting for multiple potential outcomes, one
that provides meaningful assessment of the consequences of decisions, and not just the goals, to
strengthen decision-making at policy level for the optimization of resource allocation.
The SROI framework, based on seven principles, was identified as having much in common with
CBA, and essentially both approaches monetize costs and outcomes to appreciate the relative
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value of decisions. By virtue of a process informed by greater stakeholder involvement, SROI
extends the capacity of CBA and economic evaluations generally.
It is generally accepted that subjective measures of wellbeing improve the results of policy choices
(OECD 2016), and the SROI framework is designed to provide decision-makers with increased
ability to include such considerations in their choices. As with CBA, this is achieved through the
articulation of people-centered outcomes in a currency that creates a common cognition of value.
SROI’s increased ability to involve stakeholders to better appreciate the materiality of a broader
range of costs and outcomes for comparison has the potential to improve investors’ ability to plan,
manage, and assess (Costa 2017).
Irrespective of the situation being examined, there is a recognised convergence of principles and
approaches to the measurement and management of (non-economic) impacts. This convergence
has
centered
on
the
key
‘dimensions
of
impact’
(see
for
example
http://www.impactmanagementproject.com/). While some impact frameworks address fewer
than others, there are ten dimensions that can be effectively articulated as impact questions:
1. What problem are we trying to solve?
2. What is our solution to the problem?
3. Who experiences changes in their lives as a result of what we do?
4. What changes are experienced?
5. How can we measure the changes?
6. How much of each change has happened?
7. How much of each change is caused by our activities?
8. How long do we need to measure the changes for?
9. What is the relative importance of the different changes?
10. Which changes matter and are important enough for us to manage?

These impact questions can be considered to address one of the requirements for WP4, that of
highlighting fact-finding questions, specifically to appreciate the views of those stakeholders
experiencing material consequences of SI in LTC.
SROI is the only framework to ask comprehensive impact questions, and in doing so, provides the
capacity to measure the impacts of activities, and the subsequent ability to manage these. The
framework also explicitly recognizes important meta-questions: who answers the questions, and
what level of rigour is necessary for the audience and purpose of the assessment.
As with CBA, SROI alone is insufficient to make decisions. The stakeholder-informed approach has
potential to illustrate associated tensions/interests of different stakeholders. It is an articulation of
information that can improve the knowledge of decision-makers as to the impacts of their choices.
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The next section of this report outlines how the principles of SROI are to be applied to meet the
requirements of the SPRINT project, to add a degree of formality and standardization to a process
that governments have been implicitly conducting for decades (Yates and Marra 2016).

6

Application of the Principles of Social Return on Investment for
SPRINT and Social Investment in Long-Term Care

The national legal contexts for LTC have been identified in earlier SPRINT research, and while
these differ, there remains a consistent need to improve the ability to measure and manage the
impacts of policy choices. Similarly, Greve et al. (2018) and Poškutė (2018) highlighted that
European nations have varying LTC infrastructures, with the resultant focus of policy and
availability of evidence being significantly different between nations. However, to be meaningful,
measurement needs to allow intra-national comparability of LTC policy instruments and choices.
As previously highlighted, the seven principles of SROI need always to be applied to ensure the
effective capture of data, but the level of precision needs to be commensurate with the audience
and purpose of the assessments. Given the ambitions of SPRINT, significant levels of rigour are
required to appropriately influence LTC policy.
The next stage of the SPRINT project will explore how SROI can be operationalised in relation to
LTC. Subsequently, we will analyse existing data via illustrative examples. Founded on this, we will
then discuss the key aspects of an impact map suitable for application of SI in LTC for each nations’
policymakers, with appropriate guidance on the practical application of the principles and stages,
and how the information can be used to help create changes. Finally, we will provide the key
policy recommendations, including issues regarding the measurement and management of
material evidence for SI in LTC.
The use of illustrative examples will demonstrate the potential to strengthen decision-makers’
ability to include valued outcomes in decisions of resource allocation. However, while these will
illustrate the application of SROI principles, the main focus must remain on the ability of the SROI
framework to support future national LTC policy making. To this end a number of issues for
policymakers, potential risks, and associated mitigations are indicated below.
The application of SROI has been outlined as an iterative process, with latter elements influencing
and potentially refining earlier stages of the analysis. Therefore, this discussion does not address
each principle or stage separately, rather examining the issues in a logical manner based on the
realities of the situation being examined.
The principles of involving stakeholders to understand what changes as a consequence of LTC is
fundamental to subsequent elements of SROI analyses. However, the illustrative examples to be
presented are dependent on the use of existing academic and administrative evidence regarding
the costs and benefits of LTC. It is widely accepted that some material evidence is not currently
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collected. The detailed examination of available data in the next stage of the SPRINT project will
therefore support development of policy recommendations, while recognising these current
limitations regarding the ability to ensure material concerns are adequately accounted for.
However, the extensive conceptual work developed earlier in the SPRINT project, establishing the
definition of SI in LTC (Lopes 2017), the broad range of individual and institutional actors (Ghibelli
et al. 2017), and indicative costs and benefits (Greve 2017), provides a foundation for the
identification of material concerns for analysis. The subsequent construction of essential criteria,
engagement with national experts from multiple welfare traditions, and examination of
substitution effects of informal care by Barbieri and Ghibelli (2018), further refines the project
team’s ability to provide meaningful explanatory analysis in our further research.
Yet, while supported by the involvement of numerous experts, omitting stakeholders, particularly
those with direct experience of social care, from this process increases the risk of incompleteness,
and highlights the significance of the principle of materiality. Such risk can affect the ability of
policymakers to make optimal decisions. Given the significance of the decisions taken by
policymakers regarding LTC, there is a demand for appropriate levels of rigour. Certain analytical
frameworks provide rigour regarding issues such as counterfactual evidence, but the ability to
allow material stakeholders to freely identify their experiences is limited.
However, while the involvement of those stakeholders with direct experience of changes is
recommended for SROI analyses, their views are not the only drivers of materiality (SVUK 2015).
Therefore, although it remains likely that additional stakeholder engagement will need to be
conducted by national agencies, the use of currently available data that will underpin the
illustrative examples, demonstrates the potential for application of SROI beyond the project at
policy level.
When implementing SROI as a means to appraise SI in LTC, it remains essential that policymakers
of each nation consider those concerns that are relevant to the national context. This will likely
necessitate the mapping of stakeholders to include the views of those affected, in conjunction
with the objectives of governments, and associated societal norms. The ability to identify an
appropriate sample of stakeholders to whom issues are relevant, will as previously highlighted
initially require the use of qualitative methods, rather than quantitative measurement of predetermined options. This provides the foundation on which regular subsequent assessment of the
quantity of stakeholders that have experience of each change is possible (in a similar way to the
ASCOT process, for example).
Preliminary research with SPRINT partners has indicated that much evidence regarding the costs
of service delivery and experience of appropriate stakeholders is available through national
administrative data and pan-European datasets such as SHARE. There are however significant gaps
in outcome-specific data. Consequently, the principle to value the things that matter is restricted
by existing evidence, and an inability to elicit evidence of preferences directly from the
perspective of those affected. Therefore, given that the illustrative examples will be unlikely to
value all relevant outcomes appropriately owing to a lack of available evidence, materiality
decisions of significance cannot be fully addressed.
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Yet, in many instances, evidence relating to costs of delivery will assist in the understanding of
outcomes related to substitution effects associated with the relationships between formal and
informal LTC. However, the impacts that can be broadly classified as changes to the wellbeing of
people cannot be so readily compared to opportunity or replacement costs. As indicated, the
detailed discussion of alternative means of valuing wellbeing outcomes will be presented Richards
et al. (2018). However, as an indication of the potential, there is a growing evidence base for
employing shadow prices for various intangible outcomes. Approaches such as stated preference,
which ascertain people’s willingness to pay or willingness to accept changes to their wellbeing are
well-established. Further, subjective wellbeing valuations that identify the value of changes to a
person’s life-circumstances are gaining recognition in countries such as the UK and Hong Kong (see
for example, Fujiwara and Campbell 2011, and Trotter et al. 2014). These techniques will be
examined for application to the illustrative examples, with appropriate conversions where
necessary, as demonstration of the current capacity to value intangible outcomes.
Subsequently, in order to optimise LTC decision-making, the ability to identify the value that
different groups of stakeholders attribute to similar outcomes will be crucial for national
policymakers. Therefore, in accordance with the mapping of appropriate stakeholder segments,
there will be the need for adaptation of existing valuations and/or the identification of bespoke
preference weightings for relevant outcomes. Viewing changes in different people’s lives as having
equal utility risks the ‘Matthew Effect’ (Hemerijck et al. 2016), where policies will fail to deliver the
desired results owing to a lack of a nuanced understanding of stakeholder preference.
The principle that requires analyses do not over-claim is also somewhat compromised by the
availability of data. While issues of counterfactual evidence are to some extent addressed by
datasets such as SHARE and empirical evidence based on appropriately rigorous methodologies,
which provide statistically comparable samples, information on other concerns such as attribution
and displacement is not readily available. Although estimates for some concerns could be made
using the datasets, where data on the living arrangements and family circumstances of individuals
provide some indication as to levels of attribution, the reliability of such estimations would not
provide the rigour required. Likewise, when implementing the SROI framework, LTC policymakers
will have to engage with stakeholders and experts who can provide appropriate indications on
such concerns.
All included judgements can be further examined within each analysis by application of sensitivity
testing to assess the impact of any judgements incorporated. This process identifies those
elements that are particularly sensitive and have a significant impact on the results of analysis. The
next stage of our analysis will allow initial indications as to those issues that require particular
attention and further research.
Regardless of current evidence of costs and outcomes, and corresponding valuations within the
illustrative examples, it remains essential that beyond SPRINT, national policymakers consider
both elements of materiality. This necessitates engagement with stakeholders to ascertain
relevant concerns for analysis, and the subsequent assessment of the significance of changes
experienced. Each nation’s policymakers will then need to consider appropriate thresholds for
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inclusion or exclusion of costs and outcomes. Further, not only will decisions of what to include in
analyses be necessary, each nation will additionally be required to identify appropriate discount
rates. Such notions exemplify the flexibility required from a framework measuring the impacts of
SI in LTC, whereby consistency of principles does not restrict national context.
To ensure credibility, transparent explanation and documentation of all elements of analysis
remains paramount (Nicholls et al. 2012). Therefore, a thorough explanation will be provided that
outlines all the metrics and judgements employed in the illustrative examples. These can then be
assessed by SPRINT partners and external experts, with the intention of also addressing the
principle of verification.
Table 3 summarises the application of the principles of SROI to create illustrative examples for the
next stage of the SPRINT project, and Table 4 considers their application beyond the project for SI
in LTC.

Table 3: Application of SROI Principles in SPRINT for the illustrative examples
Principle

Application to SPRINT for
illustrative examples

Potential risk

Mitigation

Incomplete appreciation
of stakeholders, or overgeneralisation of
stakeholder groups

Engagement with national
expert stakeholders and
advisers to verify
materiality based on
relevance

Reliance on existing
literature and evidence,
Understand
again as a result of not
what changes
engaging directly with all
stakeholders

Incompleteness of
outcomes evidence or
failure to identify welldefined outcomes, and
gaps in evidence and data
availability

Engagement with national
expert stakeholders and
advisers and presentation
of recommendations to
strengthen evidence-base

Value the
things that
matter

Inability to identify
relative importance that
different stakeholders
place on changes resulting
from particular LTC
instruments or policies.
Missing opportunity to
identify important
segments of stakeholders
based on the relative
importance they place on

Conducting of sensitivity
analysis and presentation
of alternative options to
analyse

Involve
stakeholders

Direct engagement with
service users is not
feasible. Reliance on
secondary evidence.

Reliance on existing
evidence of valuation
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Principle

Application to SPRINT for
illustrative examples

Potential risk

Mitigation

changes to their lives.
Only include
what is
material

Restricted use of direct
stakeholder views;
reliance on expert
stakeholder input

Incorrectly including nonmaterial outcomes, or
excluding material
concerns, resulting in
inaccurate and/or
incomplete appreciation
of stakeholders, costs or
benefits

Systematic review of the
literature, complemented
by national expert
stakeholders and advisers
involvement

Do not overclaim

Direct engagement with
service users is not
feasible. Reliance on
secondary evidence.

Potential to over- or
under-claim impacts of
LTC owing to a lack of
available evidence

Triangulation from
empirical evidence,
national expert
stakeholders, and
advisers. Additional
sensitivity analysis to test
included judgements.

Be
transparent

Transparency displayed
during reports and
internal governance
processes

N/A

All considerations to be
explicitly stated in WP5
and shared with partners
and advisers

Verify the
result

No final independent
assurance of selected
analyses

Verification based on
potentially incomplete
analysis thereby
increasing all above risks

Regular engagement with
national expert
stakeholders and advisers
to assess materiality and
appropriate valuations
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Table 4: Application of SROI principles for SI in LTC
Principle

Application to SI in LTC

Reliance on existing
Involve
engagement with
stakeholders
stakeholders

Potential risk

Incomplete appreciation
of stakeholders, or overgeneralisation of
stakeholder groups

Mitigation

National policymakers to
facilitate necessary
engagement with
stakeholders to ensure
identification of stakeholder
characteristics for
segmentation

Understand
what
changes

Qualitative engagement
with stakeholders to
Limited appreciation of
Incompleteness of
identify range of relevant
what has changed, or may outcomes evidence or
costs and benefits – to
change, in the lives of
failure to identify wellprecede quantitative
those people affected
defined outcomes, and
assessment of the quantity
based on existing
gaps in evidence and data of stakeholders
evidence
availability
experiencing relevant
changes, and the extent to
which they are experienced

Value the
things that
matter

Inability to identify
relative importance that
different stakeholders
place on changes resulting
from particular LTC
instruments or policies.
Missing opportunity to
identify important
segments of stakeholders
based on the relative
importance they place on
changes to their lives.

Reliance on existing
techniques to value
relevant changes to
stakeholders
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Principle

Application to SI in LTC

Potential risk

Mitigation

Based on previous
principles, reliance on
Only include
existing stakeholder
what is
engagement and
material
evidence of the impacts
of SI in LTC

Based on previous
principles; having
appreciated relevant
Incorrectly including nonconcerns and assessed their
material outcomes, or
value, and the quantity of
excluding material
stakeholders experiencing
concerns, resulting in
each change, in conjunction
inaccurate and/or
with appropriate
incomplete appreciation
consideration of causality
of stakeholders, costs or
(counterfactual, attribution,
benefits
displacement, and dropoff), judgements as to their
materiality can be made

Do not over- Reliance on existing
claim
evidence

National level assessments
Potential to over, or
of counter-factual
under-claim impacts of SI
experience, attribution,
in LTC owing to a lack of
displacement, and drop-off
available evidence
effects are required

Be
transparent

Verify the
result

All judgements made, and
information included can
N/A
be transparently
displayed

All processes, decisions and
actions to be transparently
displayed by all national
policymakers

Verification based on
Results presented to LTC
potentially incomplete
policymakers and those in
analysis thereby
similar roles
increasing all above risks

Likely need to strengthen
and/or establish bodies that
are responsible for ensuring
the accuracy and credibility
of data collection and
analysis based on principles
of SROI – this will mitigate
all above risks
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7

Conclusions

This report has examined the SROI framework as a means to measure the costs and outcomes of
SI in LTC. Although a relatively recent form of assessment, SROI can be considered as a variant
form of CBA, the traditional form of economic evaluation assessing the impacts of policy choices.
Both approaches have in common the intention to represent the value of consequences that occur
as a result of particular activities in monetary terms. Yet, while there are commonalities, there are
also important differences between the approaches.
The central principle of CBA is comparison of monetised costs and benefits, whereby revelations
of net positive contributions provides information that can assist decision-makers in the allocation
of limited resources. Further to this agenda is the intention to value changes from the perspective
of those affected by resource allocation decisions. However, there are practical challenges to
effectively involving stakeholders to provide the necessary information.
SROI as a framework of seven principles can be considered to provide the practical means by
which to enact the overarching objective of economic analysis generally, and specifically that of
CBA. Principles centred on involving stakeholders to understand the value of impacts, highlight the
mechanisms and processes that can collect and make use of evidence to provide a voice to those
individuals affected by resource allocation.
The present report has highlighted how the use of illustrative examples of LTC will be analysed and
presented in the next stage of the SPRINT project in order to demonstrate the application of the
Principles of SROI. The inherent limitations on enacting the principles were highlighted, and
although creating potential risks, appropriate mitigations were outlined. A fundamental constraint
is the lack of involvement of those stakeholders directly affected by LTC, although the preceding
reports have provided a significant contribution as to relevant issues. This is further supported by
the involvement of SPRINT partners and external experts, who can provide professional
judgements where necessary.
The report has also examined the requirements for application of the principles within national
LTC policy making. Grounded by the explanatory analyses, potential risks and mitigations were
also outlined. While there are existing national and pan-European sources of data that will provide
useful contribution, the necessity for additional processes of stakeholder engagement, data
collection, valuation, and verification have been outlined.
In summary, the application of the SROI principles is consistent with previous SPRINT reports. Our
earlier work provided the conceptual frame by which to consider the emergent paradigm of SI in
LTC, while current reports have identified a general desire to capture evidence as to a range of
broad issues. While being identified as relevant, issues such as effects on quality of life were
acknowledged as currently under-served and potentially difficult to measure. This report
recognises the requirement to assess the success of LTC initiatives from a variety of perspectives,
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and the need to present a range of propositional statements of results. No form of economic
evaluation is sufficient alone for decision-making. However, SROI has been outlined in this report
as a means by which to more effectively address the requirements of economic analysis informed
by the involvement of those affected by decisions.
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