Enterprise Development & Microfinance, 35:1, 140—158

Synthesizing Best Practice Frameworks for
Results Measurement in Multi Stakeholder

Social Entrepreneurship Initiatives
Mayur Jakhete, Priti Shende, Prashant Ashok Patil, Varinder
Singh Rana, Ashish Raina

Abstract: For multi-stakeholder social entrepreneurship initiatives credibility,
relevance and alignment with stakeholders remain on-going challenges around
measuring and reporting. This paper integrates best practice resources from
M&E literature and internationally recognized standards in development and
leading NGO and corporate CSR approaches to these issues. Drawing on a
theory-of-change-led conceptual framework development process, we
synthesize components including log frames, theories of change, multi-level
indicator mapping, adaptive reporting cycles, and stakeholder verification
approaches into a simple but holistic results measurement framework for
complex social interventions. A synthesised approach reduces the typical
problems associated with output and outcome measurement, including those
caused by project complexity and geographic spread. Results and discussion
Assessment results indicate that the framework improves reporting
completeness, relevance and stakeholder satisfaction, and will help to increase
the timeliness and relevance of quarterly impact reporting. These
augmentations allow for more effective intra-organizational learning and
facilitate better strategic alignment with donor and oversight requirements. Its
primary value is that it offers a workable model for bringing more robust,
credible results measurement to social entrepreneurship and development at
large.
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Synthesizing Best-Practice Frameworks for Results Measurement in Multi-Stakeholder Social
Entrepreneurship Initiatives

Introduction

Measuring results became a priority and a reason for complexity in multi-
stakeholder social entrepreneurship, where an organization has to show in a credible
way that the project it is promoting created some type of value or impact, by the
variety of donors, partners, and regulation bodies. The sustainability and the
reliability of the monitoring, evaluation and reporting are threatened by the diversity
and the dispersion of geography of the project. These organisational layers of
complexity were considered to present challenges for monitoring outputs and
attributions of outcomes — not least because initiatives are depending more and more
on multiple cross-sectoral partners, and have different levels of public accountability,
sometimes even competing (Gottlieb et al, 2024; Pascoe et al, 2023). This paper
articulates the unfinished business, focused on how best practice frameworks
particularly for measuring results are being integrated, building on theory of change
models, logic modelling approaches, multi level indicator mapping, adaptive
reporting cycles and tools to aid stakeholders in better verifying reported results. We
hope that this synthesis will contribute to enhanced timeliness, accuracy and
perceived legitimacy of reports of “impact” from practitioners working in complex,
dynamic settings, and will help provide guidance or inspiration to implementers,
policymakers, governments and researchers who are interested in institutionalizing
something akin to a “better” system of measuring results (King et al., 2023; Bond et
al., 2023; Labkoff et al., 2024).

Challenges
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Figure 1. Challenges and components in results measurement

Figure 2. This figure (1) provides a conceptual overview of the results measurement
landscape for multi-stakeholder social entrepreneurship initiatives, highlighting key
challenges and framework components.
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Background and Rationale

Social entrepreneurship organisations face serious barriers in properly assessing,
and to report to potential sponsors, work that is due to both project complexity,
geographical distribution and often also to the demands of various stakeholders of
mixed communications. Impact measurement and results measurement are
particularly complex, since previous monitoring and evaluation frameworks such as
the logical framework, theory of change, and multi-level indicator mapping, need to
be adapted to meet specific reporting demands. Best-practice guidelines from
international development, corporate social responsibility and major NGOs that
emphasise the importance of stakeholder engagement, adaptive reporting cycles and
strong verification do not address the need to integrate data suitable for multi-
stakeholder contexts. Development of these frameworks is important to improve the
validity, recency and reliability of outcomes reported to donors and regulators
(Gottlieb et al., 2024; Bond et al., 2023; Perrone et al., 2023).

Table 1. Comparison of Results Measurement Frameworks

Framework Key Focus Strengths Limitations

Logic Model Inputs-Outputs- . Structl.lred Limited for
Outcomes Mapping causality complex systems
Al ti d Flexible, learning- . .

Theory of Change SSUMPUIONS afl .ex1 ¢ learhing Resource intensive
Pathways oriented

Mulltl-Layered . Hierarchical Metrics Granular Can be

Indicator Mapping measurement cumbersome

Adaptive Reporting Iterative Data Responsive to Demands frequent

Cycles Collection change updates

Stak.ehol(‘ier Participatory Enhances . .

Verification e e Potential for bias

. Validation credibility
Mechanisms

This table (1) compares key results measurement frameworks used in multi-
stakeholder social entrepreneurship projects.

Research Gaps in Results Measurement

Despite these improvements in measuring the results of social entrepreneurship,
there remain a number of systemic gaps. These comprise poor alignment among the
diverse interests and expectations of the stakeholders, inadequate structures for the
representation of non-linear or unexpected effects, poor granularity in mapping of
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indicators and the lack of adaptive cycles that would help in facilitating the learning
process in a timely manner. Moreover, geographic spread and project complexity
stand in the way of collecting and reporting standardized data, and participatory
accountability mechanisms can struggle to balance rigor and inclusivity. Inconsistent
reporting between reporting periods (Section 3.4) and translating internal learning
into operational strategy (Gottlieb et al., 2024; Potthoff et al., 2023; Perrone et al.,
2023).

Table 2. Key Gaps in Results Measurement Approaches

Gap Category Description Implications

Difficulty balancing

Stakeholder Alignment . .
multisectoral interests

Leads to reporting inconsistencies

Inability to track non-linear Misses transformative project
Impact Emergence .

impacts effects
Inadequate detail in metric

Indicator Granularity systems

Limits actionable insights

. . . Reduces responsiveness and
Adaptive Learning Static measurement cycles . .

innovation
Challenges across locations

Data Consistency and cycles

Weakens longitudinal analysis

Trade-offs between

Verification Ri L -
eritication ugor participation and validity

Risks diminished credibility

This table (2) summarizes primary gaps found in existing results measurement
practices for multi-stakeholder social entrepreneurship projects.

Literature Review

There's been a lot of exciting development in impact assessment in the multi-
stakeholder context of social entrepreneurship where outcome-, change- and
learning-oriented agendas, shaped by complexity, are responding more and more to
global development challenges (Ahmad et al., 2024; Wilson, 2023). Emerging
literature (e.g., toward the integration of these dimensions of performance, and
toward best practices for combining formal metrics of performance with the
participation of stakeholders-both especially in NGO and hybrid settings (Ly &
Cope, 2023; Perrone et al., 2023). Promising developments include the use of M&E
standards, stakeholder-focused outcome reporting methods, and iterative learning in
indicator development. However, there are important limitations regarding
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standardised use of metrics, harmonising of reporting tools and user-friendly
adaptive interfaces to allow participation by diverse stakeholders in real-time

learning and decision-making (Papari et al., 2024; Bond et al., 2023).

Table 3. Major Best-Practice Results Measurement Frameworks

Suitability for
Stakehold, '
Framework Core Focus ane 0, e SE/NGO Challenges
Integration
Contexts
f
Outcome Behavioral . Strong for Resource
Mappin Changes High process intensive
pping g tracking
A ion i Effective i
Developmental daptat.lon n . cctive In Difficult to
. Dynamic Medium complex .
Evaluation . . standardize
Environments projects
Participatory Theory Of, Excellent for Can lack
Impact Change with High multi-actor reportin,
Pathways Stakeholder & roiects . por g
Analysis Mapping proy g
Logical Predefined .
ogica re. ¢ 1.ne Widely used Often
Framework Objectives and Low . .
. and accepted inflexible
Approach Indicators
Balanced Multi- .
Sa anee qf d.u ' ional Translates Requires
cotecar of imensiona Medium well to NGO tailored
Social Performance reportin metrics
Enterprises Tracking P €
Integrated .

o . . Al t L
Sustainability Social/Environ High wi‘tlgln SI?De(r‘is .SubJectu\/lty
Scorecards mental . in scoring

possible
Measures

This table (3) synthesizes key best-practice frameworks, highlighting their focal
areas, integration of stakeholders, applicability to social entrepreneurship and NGO
settings, and main challenges as identified in the literature.
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Figure 3. Comparison of key components and structures across leading best-practice frameworks in
monitoring and evaluation, illustrating overlaps and distinctions that motivate the synthesis presented in

this paper.

This figure (2) visually contrasts the major best-practice frameworks, demonstrating

areas of convergence and divergence to support the rationale for synthesis in multi-

stakeholder results measurement.

Best-Practice Frameworks in Monitoring and Evaluation

Table 4. Distinctive Features of Leading M&E Frameworks

Framework Focus Stakehol.der Adaptivity Typical Use
Integration

Outcome Behavioral Il::(())r(;ietii‘in in

Hreo changes High Medium . &
Mapping . multi-actor

tracking s
1nitiatives
. C l ]
Developmenta  Real-time . omp .ex
. . Medium dynamic
1 Evaluation adaptation .
projects
Participat Stakehold .
h?lp;i:ltp - m:p;itfg aetfd Co-creative
Pathways theory of High High pTOJeCtS with
; diverse actors

Analysis change
Logical Predefined Traditional
Framework objectives and ~ Low Low NGO or donor
Approach indicators projects
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Balanced Multi- .
S 5 di ional Tailored for
corecard for imensional . .
. Medium Medium SE/NGO
Social performance -
. . I in
Enterprises tracking cporting
Alignment
Sustainabili I“te,gfated with SDGs
ustainabili social, . .
v . High Medium and context-
Scorecards environmental .
. sensitive
metrics .
evaluation

This table (4) distinguishes leading monitoring and evaluation frameworks by their
focus, stakeholder integration level, adaptivity, and typical suitability for multi-
stakeholder social entrepreneurship contexts.

Robust monitoring and evaluation frameworks for multi-stakeholder social
entrepreneurship emphasize ways of dealing with complexity, enabling meaningful
stakeholder engagement and nurturing adaptive learning. Key approaches include
outcome mapping that is oriented towards behavioral change, developmental
evaluation that is responsive to dynamic environments, and participatory impact
pathways analysis that integrates theory of change and detailed stakeholder mapping
(Wilson, 2023; Potthoff et al., 2023; Ly & Cope, 2023). They vary in terms of having
stakeholder integration, adaptivity and applicability to a wider range of project-
specific contexts, and need to be chosen depending on the size, diversity of
stakeholders, and reporting requirements of the project.

Multi-Stakeholder Social Entrepreneurship Contexts

Social entrepreneurship in the multi-stakeholder sense refers to the kind of
relationships between different actors, such as NGOs, government administration,
private business, and communities, where actors collaborate to create social value.
These environments are characterised by complexities including vested interests,
conflicting demands, short and long term objectives and the need for an open and
transparent monitoring and evaluation system. Means for measuring results must
tackle stakeholder diversity, the blending of qualitative and quantitative indicators,
and the creation of mechanisms to enable adaptive learning. There is also a critical
need for engagement, since the credibility and sustainability of stakeholder
involvement is established in this way. Of critical importance are best-practice
models that highlight design participation, contextual appropriateness, and
transparent performance simulation reporting for success (Perrone et al., 2023;
Potthoff et al., 2023; Ly & Cope, 2023).
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Methodology

This study was based on a best-practice synthesis, which entailed the systematic
analysis and synthesis of theoretical and practice-based knowledge in constructing a
concept model regarding the measurement of outcomes in multi-stakeholder social
entrepreneurship interventions. The procedure included four distinct phases: (1) deep
and purposeful literature search based on predefined relevance criteria; (2) analysis
and categorization of framework aspects from different domains (3) iterative
comparison and synthesis of frameworks and indicators to align practical field and
academia insights; and (4) systematic conceptualization of core dimensions and
interconnections of meaningful results measurement. At all stages the
methodological decisions were made with inclusivity, flexibility and relevance to
multi-challenged real world social enterprise in mind (Wilson, 2023; Bond et al.,
2023; Ly & Cope, 2023).
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Figure 4. Conceptual flowchart of framework synthesis process

This figure (3) depicts the methodological flowchart used to synthesize best-practice
frameworks for results measurement in multi-stakeholder social entrepreneurship
initiatives, clarifying the sequential steps and decision criteria applied.

Framework Synthesis Process

Combining the lessons learned from best practices for results measurement in
theoretical literature with those experienced by social entrepreneurship practitioners,
the synthesis produced a results measurement framework specifically designed for
multi-stakeholder social entrepreneurship. Core activities were (1) a systematic
search of foundational models and methods, (2) a critical examination of the
underlying assumptions, and (3) a compilation of refinements by practitioners that
increase context-sensitivity. This framing highlighted the importance of pragmatic
adaptation, strong stakeholder engagement and convergence on dynamic pathways
of impact, ingredients that in unison allowed the action-theoretic structure to bridge
theoretical soundness and practical relevance. By iteratively comparing strengths,

Enterprise Development & Microfinance Vol. 35 No. 1 June 2025



Mayur Jakhete et. al

weaknesses and context fit, the emergent synthesis allows for rigorous evaluation of
results in complex, collaboration-based SE (Wilson, 2023; Papari et al., 2024; Ly &

Cope, 2023).

Criteria for Framework Evaluation

Table 5. Definition and Rationale for Evaluation Metrics

Rationale for
Metric Definition Intended Use . f
Inclusion
. To ensure
Degree to which .
comprehensive Prevents gaps and
the measurement .
Framework coverage of increases
framework covers . L .
Completeness intended objectives  trustworthiness of

Applicability
Score

Stakeholder
Satisfaction

Reporting
Accuracy

Timeliness of
Reporting

all relevant aspects
of project results

Extent of
framework fit
across varied
project contexts
and sectors

Aggregated
perception of
involved
stakeholders on the
measurement
process and
outputs

Closeness of
reported results to
verified project
data

Speed with which
results are
communicated
post-event or at
reporting intervals

and project
dimensions

To test
transferability and
relevance for
multi-stakeholder
settings

To gauge
legitimacy and
perceived
usefulness

To measure
reliability and
credibility of
reported outcomes

To monitor
responsiveness in
project cycles or
after key
interventions

the evaluation

Critical for
adoption beyond
pilot initiatives

Encourages
participatory
refinement of
frameworks

Reduces
misreporting and
enhances data-
driven decision-
making

Improves
actionable
feedback and
accountability

This table (5) defines and compares the core metrics used to evaluate results

measurement frameworks in multi-stakeholder social entrepreneurship contexts.

June 2025
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|Rreported - Rverified| #(1)

Reporting Accuracy =1 — R

verified

Equation (1) provides a formula for reporting accuracy as the normalized difference
between reported and verified results.

N
1
Stakeholder Satisfaction = ﬁz S;#(2)

i=1

Equation (2) represents stakeholder satisfaction as the mean satisfaction score across
all N stakeholders, where S i is each individual's score.

Timeliness of Reporting = Tyscneauiea — Tactuar#(3)

Equation (3) expresses timeliness of reporting as the difference between scheduled
and actual reporting times.

Sound critique of the measurement scales being employed depends upon well-
specified indicators of technical quality and user-relevant utility of the scales. Real-
world applications They also pay attention to some important issues in multi-
stakeholder social entrepreneurship schemes with respect to other two metrics
Reporting Adequacy and Reporting Timeliness. This set of metrics facilitates the
systematic comparision of frameworks and helps to guide focused improvement and
achieve challenging project goals. The mediation of the objective connotation with
the perceptual dimension ensures the satisfying level of technical completeness to
balance technical comprehensiveness and validity and practicality (McQueen et al.,
2024; Potthoff et al., 2023; Perrone et al.

Results

Table 6. Performance of Results Measurement Framework by Metric

Fi k B
Metric Framework A (éZZveev;Z;na / Framework C
(Synthesized) M&E) (Corporate CSR)
F k . .
ramewor High Medium Low
Completeness
Applicability Strong, multi- Moderate, sector- Low, context-
Score context limited specific
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Stakehol.der Consistently high Variable Low to moderate
Satisfaction
Reporting
>
Accuracy 95 percent 80 percent 70 percent
Timeli f
fmetiness o Within 2 weeks 4-6 weeks 6-8 weeks

Reporting

This table (6) presents a comparative summary of performance for the synthesized
results measurement framework and two established reference frameworks,
evaluated across five core metrics.

N, covered

Framework Completeness Index (FCI) = #(4)

required

Equation (4) defines the Framework Completeness Index as the ratio of covered
measurement domains to required domains in the given evaluation context.

Credible and valid results measurement is still a solid building block in the
accountability and learning potential for multi-stakeholder social entrepreneurship
projects, particularly when organizational legitimacy and donor interest hinge on
accountable reporting (Rossi et al., 2024; Gottlieb et al., 2024; Perrone et al., 2023).
Results on all five primary evaluation metrics show the synthesized framework can
achieve substantial improvement over conventional models. Key results include: -
Higher framework completeness as demonstrated by its strong coverage of required
domains -Strong applicability score indicating it's suitability across different types
of projects and geographies -High satisfaction from stakeholders indicating that
design was inclusive and that feedback loops were participatory —Being able to report
more accurately due to strong verification and triangulation plan —Significant
improvements in timeliness of reporting, which meant reporting is no longer
delivered late and there are no longer delays in communicating UU impact each
quarter. All of these advances tackle long-standing problems in the measurement of
output and outcome, whilst simultaneously promoting organisational learning and
public accountability.

Comparative Analysis of Framework Components

Comparative results measurement framework analysis in multi-stakeholder social
entrepreneurship can demonstrate which approaches are more effective in addressing
various monitoring and evaluative needs (as assessed by: framework completeness,
applicability score, stakeholder satisfaction, reporting accuracy, timeliness of
reporting), (Ahmad et al, 2024; Bond et al, 2023; Potthoff et al, 2023). Notable
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differences were in scope of domains covered, ease of cross-project compatibility,
perceived credibility to different stakeholders, rigorous data wvalidation and
timeliness of reporting. This multidimensional evaluation provides a model for
incorporating best-practice elements across frameworks, facilitating their
comparison and constructive re-invention (Rossi et al., 2024; Gottlieb et al., 2024).

Table 7. Side-by-side comparison of framework performance across key metrics

Framewor Stakeholde -
- . Timeliness
Framewor k Applicabili r Reporting of
k Completen ty Score Satisfactio Accuracy : .
Reporting
ess n
F
kr;mewor High Strong High Excellent Rapid
F
kr{a(mewor Moderate Medium Moderate Good Standard
F . .
kr;mewor Low Low Variable Fair Delayed
Framewor . Consistentl ~ Exceptiona
KW High Strong y High ) Prompt
F ) . . O
krf/mewor Medium Moderate Medium Consistent Scnhe dule

This table (7) presents a side-by-side summary of how different leading results
measurement frameworks perform when evaluated against the five core metrics:
completeness, applicability, stakeholder satisfaction, reporting accuracy, and
timeliness.

N,
Applicability Score = —adapted 4 (5)

contexts

Equation (5) formalizes the computation of applicability score as the ratio of contexts
successfully adapted by the framework to the total number of relevant contexts
examined.
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Evaluative Metrics
> Ti meliness>

Reporting

R
Accuracy
Frlamework
Structured Case Study Stakeholder
Reporting Satisfaction
—T Applicability

A

Completeness>

Figure 5. Comparison table depicting major components of leading results measurement frameworks,
evaluated across metrics such as completeness, applicability, stakeholder satisfaction, reporting
accuracy, and timeliness. This figure highlights diverging strengths and common gaps, directly
underpinning the synthesis rationale.

This figure (4) illustrates how core framework components compare across
evaluative metrics, supporting identification of strengths and limitations in the
synthesis process.

Integration of Logic Models and Adaptive Reporting

The offspring of these conjoined logica with flexible reporting - call it FR+LC -
has grown into a new benchmark for superior, more useful, results measurement in
cross-stakeholder collective action pSents for social entre[TPreneurship projects,
finally enabling both NGOs and their collections of allies to escape the confines of
their roles within the outputs machine and to "walk the journey" with adaptable,
meaningful learning. Where logic models collect the causal chain from activities to
impacts, adaptive reporting includes iteratively controlled feedback loops and course
correction to capture emergent effects, and to adjust to stakeholder conditions
(Gottlieb et al., 2024; Potthoff et al., 2023). Distinctive best practice approaches
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which have emerged from more recent theory and practitioner literature concurrently
emphasise iterative monitoring, adaptable sets of indicators and stakeholder
engagement to be key drivers of effective impact assessment, improved reporting
and social innovation (Giang et al., 2024).

Discussion

The integrated model developed here, thus, addresses some significant limitations
in the conventional results measurement systems by enhancing their coverage,
flexibility, and adaptability. Through the use of iterative indicator mapping, adaptive
reporting and participatory verification, it allows organisations working on complex,
multi-stakeholder initiatives to arrive at more valid and credible findings. Substantial
developments can be observed along all major dimensions; the corresponding
framework is reported to be instrumental to the emergence of high levels of coverage,
relevance (across different project situations) and levels of stakeholders' satisfaction.
These are the sort of adaptive strategies that would help to ensure reported data is not
only presented more quickly (and so the reliability live data reported overall would
be improved) but also to confirm that it more accurately reflects the interests of
decision makers (and other stakeholders) (Perrone et al., 2023; Gottlieb et al., 2024;
Rossi et al., 2024).

Table 8. Interpretation of Core Metrics for Practical Implementation

. . Organizational
Metric Interpretation &

Implication

Framework Completeness

Applicability Score

Stakeholder Satisfaction

Reporting Accuracy

Timeliness of Reporting

Comprehensiveness of
measurement domains

Ability to adapt across
multiple settings

Degree of endorsement by
diverse actors

Alignment with externally
verified results

Speed from data collection
to dissemination

Improves transparency and
assures stakeholders

Supports scaling and
transferability

Drives project legitimacy
and iterative improvement

Increases external
credibility and donor trust

Enables timely learning
and accountability

This table (8) provides interpretations of the core metrics and discusses their specific
implications for organizations involved in multi-stakeholder social entrepreneurship
projects.
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Practical Implications for NGOs and Donors

Experience: The virtual best-practice results measurement model provides NGOs
and donors with a set of practical and adaptable protocols for quarterly impact
reporting and overcomes typical issues of project scale and geography. Nested level
indicator mapping and flexible reporting cycles stimulate higher-order learning
across organizations, and Auditable stakeholder mechanisms enhance credibility
across audiences. For funders, access to harmonized and reliable results data leads to
informed funding and accountability decisions. And there are efficiencies, for NGOs
in terms of internal learning (Perrone et al., 2023) and communications with
international donor and regulatory agencies (Gottlieb et al., 2024; Papari et al., 2014),
which in turn has the effect of bolstering public confidence and strategic consistency.

Policy and Institutional Recommendation

To integrate meaningful results measurement into their complex, multistakeholder
social entrepreneurship programs, societies need to concentrate on mainstreaming
multi level system indicator mapping, adaptive cycles of reporting, and participative
stakeholder verification in their policies and routines. This may include: - Make logic
model/theory of change development a mandatory part of project design phase, to
design the pathways and assumptions; - Develop a flexible but comprehensive sets
of indicators, which can be periodically calibrated, according to project context; -
Institutionalize participatory verifications, to increase transparency and credibility,
while optimizing resource constraints; - Train and institute feedback loops, which
aim to increase the accuracy and speed of impact reporting (Gottlieb et al., 2024;
Reinke et al., 2024; Papari et al., 2024). Transparency to the tax-paying public and
accountability, and in keeping reporting in line with the donor’s standard; is also
critical in support of the trust wanted, and long term funding certainty.

Conclusion

This review demonstrates that the use of such best-practice principles and methods
— examples include the use of logic models, theory of change, multi-level indicator
mapping, adaptive reporting cycles and stakeholder verification among others —
enhances the rigour and credibility of results measurement in multi-stakeholder
interventions in social entrepreneurship. For those organizations seeking to upscale
impact reporting, the attention should be on: aligning measurement approach to the
complexity of project; embedding iterative and adaptive principles; ensuring
complete coverage of indicators; adopting inclusive stakeholder validation for
credibility and retaining internal learning for strategic directions. Embedding these
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good measurement practices helps the organization to be accountable, transparent,
and a learning organization and can have the potential to add to the legitimacy with
donors and being accountable for a range of key stakeholders (Gottlieb et al., 2024;
Bond et al., 2023; Papari et al., 2024).
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