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Abstract: The growing complexity of contemporary social challenges has increased the demand for innovative 
approaches capable of addressing societal problems in an adaptive and sustainable manner. Social innovation has 
emerged as a response by emphasizing social value creation, stakeholder collaboration, and the integration of 
diverse forms of knowledge. Nevertheless, the practical implementation of social innovation remains challenging 
due to uncertainty, context dependency, and heterogeneous stakeholder interests. 
This article adopts a process-oriented perspective on social innovation and examines practical approaches that 
support its effective design, implementation, and evaluation. Particular attention is devoted to community 
knowledge and social learning, the problem-oriented nature of social innovation, and the role of decision-support 
mechanisms in guiding action throughout the innovation process. By synthesizing relevant theoretical insights and 
methodological approaches, the study highlights how structured yet flexible tools can enhance the feasibility and 
sustainability of social innovation initiatives. 
The analysis suggests that social innovation should be understood as an iterative process rather than a single 
intervention, in which continuous learning, stakeholder engagement, and systematic reassessment are essential. 
The article contributes to the literature by outlining key practical considerations for decision support in complex 
social contexts and offers guidance for researchers and practitioners seeking to develop context-sensitive and 
sustainable social innovation initiatives. 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The increasing complexity of social, economic, and environmental challenges has drawn 
growing attention to innovative approaches capable of addressing societal problems in a 
comprehensive and sustainable manner. Traditional policy instruments and market-based 
solutions often prove insufficient when confronted with challenges characterized by 
uncertainty, multi-actor involvement, and conflicting interests. In response to these limitations, 
social innovation has emerged as a framework that emphasizes social value creation, 
collaboration among stakeholders, and the integration of diverse forms of knowledge into 
problem-solving processes (Mulgan, 2006; Murray et al., 2010). 
 
Social innovation differs fundamentally from technological or purely economic innovation in 
that its primary objective is the satisfaction of social needs and the improvement of quality of 
life. It typically involves individuals, communities, civil society organizations, public 
institutions, and private-sector actors, whose cooperation is essential for the development and 
implementation of effective solutions (Nicholls et al., 2015). As a result, the success of social 
innovation initiatives is strongly influenced by the quality of interaction among stakeholders, 
the availability of relevant resources, and the capacity to translate ideas into context-sensitive 
practices. 
 
From an analytical perspective, social innovation should not be understood as a single event or 
isolated intervention, but rather as a dynamic and iterative process. This process-oriented 
interpretation highlights the importance of learning, adaptation, and continuous feedback, 
which are critical for managing uncertainty and achieving long-term social impact (Cajaiba-
Santana, 2014). Consequently, increasing attention has been directed toward identifying 
practical approaches, tools, and frameworks that can support social innovation throughout its 
various phases, from problem identification to implementation and long-term sustainability. 
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The present article contributes to this discussion by examining practical approaches to social 
innovation, with particular emphasis on knowledge creation, learning processes, problem 
orientation, and decision-support mechanisms. By adopting a process-oriented perspective, the 
chapter seeks to demonstrate how social innovation initiatives can be more effectively designed, 
implemented, and evaluated in complex social contexts. 
 
1. Literature Review 
 
The concept of social innovation has received increasing attention in recent decades as scholars 
and practitioners have sought to better understand how novel solutions can address complex 
societal challenges. Despite the growing volume of research, social innovation remains a 
concept characterized by conceptual diversity and interpretative plurality. Different disciplinary 
traditions—ranging from sociology and economics to public policy and management studies—
emphasize distinct aspects of social innovation, resulting in a wide array of definitions, 
typologies, and analytical frameworks. 
 
The existing literature reflects this diversity by approaching social innovation from multiple 
perspectives, including social value creation, structural and institutional change, community 
development, and the transformation of social practices. While this plurality has contributed to 
a richer understanding of the phenomenon, it has also led to fragmentation, particularly with 
regard to the practical implications of social innovation processes. As a result, there is no single, 
universally accepted framework that comprehensively explains how social innovation emerges, 
evolves, and can be effectively supported in practice. 
 
A recurring theme across the literature is the recognition that social innovation differs 
fundamentally from purely technological or market-driven innovation. Rather than focusing 
solely on efficiency or competitiveness, social innovation emphasizes societal needs, collective 
action, and long-term sustainability. This orientation has shifted scholarly attention toward 
process-related dimensions, such as stakeholder involvement, learning, governance, and 
decision-making under conditions of uncertainty. 
 
Given this context, a structured synthesis of the literature is required to clarify how social 
innovation can be interpreted and operationalized in practice. The present review therefore 
focuses on approaches that explicitly address the practice of social innovation, paying particular 
attention to process orientation, community knowledge, social learning, success factors, 
problem framing, and decision-support mechanisms. By organizing the literature around these 
interconnected dimensions, the review aims to provide a coherent foundation for understanding 
how social innovation initiatives can be designed, implemented, and sustained in complex 
social environments. 
 
The following section introduces and discusses key practical approaches to social innovation, 
highlighting their conceptual underpinnings and relevance for real-world application. 
 
Practical approaches to social innovation 
 
Practical approaches to social innovation are closely linked to the ways in which social 
problems are perceived, interpreted, and addressed by the actors involved. Social innovation 
initiatives typically respond to complex and ill-structured problems for which standardized 
solutions are not available. Consequently, practical approaches must be flexible, adaptive, and 
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capable of integrating heterogeneous knowledge bases and stakeholder perspectives (Rittel – 
Webber, 1973; Bason, 2010). 
 
A defining characteristic of social innovation is its reliance on cooperation and co-creation. 
Rather than being designed and implemented by a single actor, social innovation initiatives are 
shaped through interaction among multiple stakeholders who contribute distinct competencies, 
experiences, and resources. This collaborative dimension enhances the relevance, legitimacy, 
and acceptance of solutions, while simultaneously increasing the complexity of coordination 
and governance (Polese et al., 2018; Nicholls et al., 2015). Effective communication, trust-
building, and shared understanding therefore constitute essential elements of practical social 
innovation. 
 
Learning represents another core component of practical approaches to social innovation. 
Learning processes occur at both individual and collective levels and are embedded throughout 
the innovation lifecycle. Through experimentation, reflection, and feedback, stakeholders refine 
their understanding of the problem and adjust their actions accordingly. Such social learning 
processes contribute to the accumulation of community knowledge and support the continuous 
improvement and adaptation of solutions (Argyris – Schön, 1978; Omobhude – Chen, 2019). 
 
Practical social innovation is inherently context-dependent. Solutions that are effective in one 
social, cultural, or institutional setting may not be transferable without modification. As a result, 
practical approaches must account for local conditions, available resources, and existing 
institutional arrangements. This contextual sensitivity underscores the importance of 
stakeholder involvement and localized knowledge in the design and implementation of social 
innovation initiatives (Khavul – Bruton, 2012). 
 
Finally, the practical realization of social innovation requires decision-support mechanisms 
capable of guiding action under conditions of uncertainty and limited information. Given the 
presence of competing values and priorities, structured yet flexible decision-support tools can 
assist in the prioritization of actions, the allocation of resources, and the evaluation of potential 
impacts (Munda, 2008; Belton – Stewart, 2002). The integration of such tools into the social 
innovation process enhances transparency and supports more informed and inclusive decision-
making. 
 
In summary, practical approaches to social innovation are characterized by collaboration, 
learning, contextual awareness, and adaptive decision support. Together, these elements 
strengthen the capacity of social innovation initiatives to address complex societal challenges 
and to generate sustainable social value. 
 
Community knowledge and social learning 
 
Community knowledge and social learning constitute fundamental pillars of social innovation 
processes. Social innovation initiatives are typically embedded in specific social, cultural, and 
institutional contexts, where locally available knowledge plays a decisive role in identifying 
problems, shaping solutions, and ensuring acceptance among stakeholders. Community 
knowledge encompasses both explicit and tacit forms of knowledge derived from lived 
experience, local practices, and shared norms, which cannot be fully captured through 
formalized data alone. 
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Social learning refers to the collective process through which knowledge is created, shared, 
internalized, and applied by actors involved in social innovation. Unlike individual learning, 
social learning emerges through interaction, dialogue, and cooperation, enabling stakeholders 
to jointly interpret problems and co-develop solutions. This process contributes to the gradual 
alignment of perspectives, the reduction of uncertainty, and the strengthening of trust among 
participants. As a result, social learning supports not only knowledge accumulation but also the 
development of shared responsibility and commitment. 
 
The role of community knowledge becomes particularly significant in the early phases of the 
social innovation process, when social needs are identified and problem definitions are 
formulated. Stakeholders’ perceptions, experiences, and expectations influence which issues 
are considered relevant and which intervention pathways are regarded as legitimate. During 
implementation, social learning facilitates adaptation and continuous improvement by enabling 
feedback loops through which outcomes are evaluated and actions are adjusted accordingly. In 
later phases, such as maintenance and scaling, accumulated community knowledge supports 
institutionalization and long-term sustainability. 
 
From a theoretical perspective, social learning in social innovation can be interpreted as a 
cyclical process involving knowledge creation, knowledge sharing, and knowledge utilization. 
This interpretation is consistent with process-oriented learning models, according to which 
learning is not a linear activity but an iterative and cumulative phenomenon. Through repeated 
interaction, stakeholders transform individual experiences into collective knowledge, which in 
turn shapes future practices and decision-making (Argyris – Schön, 1978; Polese et al., 2018). 
 
Community knowledge and social learning are also closely linked to empowerment and 
capacity development. By actively involving stakeholders in learning processes, social 
innovation initiatives enhance participants’ ability to understand complex social problems, 
articulate their needs, and contribute to solution development. This participatory learning 
dimension strengthens local ownership and reduces dependency on external actors, thereby 
increasing the resilience and sustainability of innovation outcomes (Khavul – Bruton, 2012). 
 
However, the effective utilization of community knowledge requires appropriate mechanisms 
for communication and knowledge integration. Differences in power relations, institutional 
roles, and access to information may hinder inclusive learning processes. Consequently, 
deliberate facilitation, transparent communication, and supportive governance structures are 
essential to ensure that diverse forms of knowledge are recognized and integrated into decision-
making. Digital tools and community platforms may further enhance social learning by 
enabling broader participation and continuous interaction beyond physical boundaries 
(Misuraca – Pasi, 2019). 
 
In summary, community knowledge and social learning play a central role in shaping the 
effectiveness of social innovation initiatives across all phases of the process. By enabling 
collective sense-making, adaptive learning, and shared ownership, these mechanisms contribute 
significantly to the development of context-sensitive and sustainable social innovations. 
 
Key factors of social innovation 
 
The effectiveness and sustainability of social innovation initiatives are influenced by a broad 
and interrelated set of factors. These factors operate at different stages of the innovation process 
and vary in importance depending on the institutional context, stakeholder composition, and 



85 

available resources. Rather than functioning independently, success factors interact 
dynamically, shaping both the feasibility of implementation and the long-term societal impact 
of social innovation activities. 
 
Building on the literature, success factors of social innovation may be interpreted as enabling 
conditions that support the initiation, implementation, and maintenance of innovation 
processes. Their presence facilitates coordinated action, while their absence may significantly 
constrain or even prevent successful realization. Consequently, identifying and systematically 
assessing these factors represents a critical step in the planning and evaluation of social 
innovation initiatives. 
 
From a process-oriented perspective, success factors may be grouped into internal, external, 
and functional categories. Internal factors are primarily related to actors and relationships 
within the innovation process, such as cooperation, trust, experience, leadership, and social 
learning. These factors directly influence stakeholder engagement, coordination, and the ability 
to mobilize collective knowledge. External factors refer to the broader environment in which 
social innovation is embedded, including financial and non-financial resources, institutional 
conditions, infrastructure, and networks. Functional factors are linked to the operational 
characteristics of innovation activities, such as applied methods, sustainability, novelty, 
replicability, communication, and the alignment of expectations. 
 
Collaboration emerges in the literature as one of the most frequently emphasized internal 
success factors. The involvement of individuals, organizations, and communities enables the 
effective utilization of available resources, relationships, and knowledge, thereby enhancing 
collective problem-solving capacity (Polese et al., 2018). Closely related to collaboration is the 
role of culture, understood as the development of trust and commitment among participants 
with diverse backgrounds. A supportive cultural environment fosters long-term cooperation and 
reduces resistance to change, which is essential for sustaining social innovation initiatives over 
time. 
 
Experience gained from previous actions also plays a significant role, as it supports information 
retrieval, network utilization, and the avoidance of earlier mistakes. Leadership and the 
presence of an innovator capable of coordinating the process further contribute to maintaining 
momentum and aligning stakeholder efforts toward shared objectives. Social learning, as 
discussed in the previous section, reinforces these internal dynamics by enabling continuous 
knowledge creation and adaptation throughout the innovation process. 
 
External success factors primarily relate to the availability and accessibility of resources. 
Financial resources are often identified as one of the most critical enabling conditions, as they 
are required across all phases of social innovation. However, non-financial resources—such as 
human capital, technological capabilities, local knowledge, and institutional support—are 
equally important. Networks serve as a bridging mechanism between internal and external 
factors by facilitating knowledge exchange, partnership formation, and access to 
complementary resources, thereby supporting long-term sustainability (Kozma, 2018). 
 
Functional success factors determine how social innovation initiatives are operationalized. 
Sustainability represents a central functional criterion, as social innovation aimed solely at 
short-term outcomes is unlikely to generate lasting social benefits. Replicability and scalability 
are closely linked to sustainability, as they enable successful initiatives to be adapted and 
transferred to other contexts. At the same time, novelty remains an important driver of 
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innovation, particularly when existing practices fail to address emerging social needs. Applied 
methods and communication practices influence how effectively innovation activities are 
implemented and how expectations are managed among stakeholders. 
 
The relative importance of success factors is not static but changes over time and across 
stakeholder groups. Certain factors are critical during the initiation phase, such as leadership, 
collaboration, and access to initial resources, while others become more salient during 
implementation and maintenance, including sustainability, communication, and 
institutionalization. This temporal dimension underscores the necessity of continuous factor 
assessment rather than one-time evaluation. 
 
Overall, the identification and structured categorization of key success factors provide a 
conceptual foundation for decision support in social innovation. By clarifying which factors are 
critical at different stages and for different actors, this framework supports more informed 
prioritization, targeted capacity development, and adaptive management. Such an approach 
enhances the likelihood that social innovation initiatives will not only be successfully 
implemented but will also generate durable and socially embedded outcomes. 
 
Problem orientation of social innovation 
 
Social innovation initiatives are inherently problem-oriented, as they emerge in response to 
complex social challenges that are often persistent, multidimensional, and context-dependent. 
Unlike technical or well-defined problems, social problems are rarely characterized by clear 
boundaries, stable objectives, or unambiguous solution paths. Instead, they typically involve 
multiple stakeholders with divergent values, interests, and interpretations, which significantly 
complicates both problem definition and solution design. 
 
From a theoretical perspective, social innovation problems can be interpreted as ill-structured 
or wicked problems, for which no single optimal solution exists and where attempts at 
resolution frequently generate new challenges or unintended consequences (Rittel – Webber, 
1973). In such contexts, the problem itself evolves over time as stakeholders’ understanding 
deepens and external conditions change. Consequently, problem formulation is not a 
preliminary step that can be finalized before action begins, but rather an iterative process that 
continues throughout the innovation lifecycle. 
 
This problem-oriented nature implies that social innovation requires a fundamentally different 
approach to decision-making than traditional planning models. Rather than optimizing 
predefined objectives, actors must continuously interpret signals from the environment, 
reassess priorities, and adjust interventions accordingly. Community knowledge and social 
learning therefore play a critical role in shaping problem understanding, as they enable 
stakeholders to collectively explore the underlying causes of social challenges and to negotiate 
shared interpretations. 
 
Problem orientation also highlights the importance of framing and reframing within social 
innovation processes. How a problem is defined determines which solutions are considered 
legitimate and which actors are involved in the process. Narrow problem definitions may 
exclude relevant perspectives or overlook systemic interdependencies, while overly broad 
framings may hinder action by increasing complexity beyond manageable levels. Effective 
social innovation thus requires a balance between analytical clarity and openness to 
reinterpretation as new information emerges. 
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Furthermore, social innovation problems are typically embedded in institutional and structural 
contexts that constrain available solution pathways. Regulatory frameworks, organizational 
routines, and resource dependencies influence both the perceived feasibility and the actual 
implementation of innovation activities. As a result, problem-oriented social innovation must 
account not only for immediate social needs but also for the institutional conditions that shape 
action. This reinforces the need for adaptive strategies that combine incremental 
experimentation with long-term vision. 
 
The problem orientation of social innovation also has important implications for evaluation. 
Traditional performance indicators and outcome metrics are often insufficient for capturing 
progress in contexts characterized by ambiguity and evolving objectives. Instead, process-
oriented evaluation approaches—focusing on learning, stakeholder engagement, and capacity 
development—may provide more meaningful insights into the effectiveness of social 
innovation initiatives. Such approaches align with the understanding of social innovation as a 
dynamic and iterative process rather than a linear sequence of inputs and outputs. 
 
In summary, the problem-oriented nature of social innovation underscores the necessity of 
flexible, learning-based, and participatory approaches to innovation design and 
implementation. By recognizing social challenges as ill-structured problems, social innovation 
initiatives can better accommodate uncertainty, integrate diverse perspectives, and develop 
solutions that are responsive to changing social realities. This orientation provides a conceptual 
bridge between community knowledge, success factors, and the decision-support mechanisms 
discussed in the subsequent section. 
 
2. Decision Support in the Social Innovation Process 
 
Decision-making in social innovation processes is characterized by high levels of uncertainty, 
incomplete information, and the presence of multiple, often conflicting stakeholder objectives. 
Unlike conventional decision-making contexts, where goals and constraints can be clearly 
specified, social innovation typically operates in environments shaped by ill-structured 
problems, dynamic conditions, and value-laden trade-offs. Consequently, intuitive or ad hoc 
decision-making is rarely sufficient to support effective and sustainable innovation outcomes. 
 
Within this context, decision-support frameworks play a critical role in structuring complex 
choices and enhancing transparency throughout the social innovation process. Decision support 
does not aim to replace human judgment; rather, it provides systematic tools that assist actors 
in articulating preferences, comparing alternatives, and understanding the implications of 
different courses of action. By making underlying assumptions explicit, such frameworks 
contribute to more informed, inclusive, and accountable decision-making. 
 
The relevance of decision support is particularly pronounced when multiple stakeholders are 
involved. Differences in perspectives, priorities, and power positions may lead to divergent 
interpretations of both problems and solutions. Structured decision-support methods facilitate 
dialogue by providing a common analytical language through which preferences and 
evaluations can be expressed and compared. This is especially important in social innovation, 
where legitimacy and acceptance are closely tied to participatory processes and shared 
understanding. 
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Multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM) approaches are frequently applied in contexts where 
decisions must account for qualitative and quantitative criteria simultaneously. Social 
innovation initiatives typically involve criteria related to social impact, sustainability, 
feasibility, resource availability, and stakeholder commitment, which cannot be reduced to a 
single performance indicator. MCDM methods enable the integration of these heterogeneous 
criteria, allowing decision-makers to explore trade-offs and prioritize actions in a structured 
manner (Belton – Stewart, 2002; Munda, 2008). 
 
Among MCDM techniques, pairwise comparison-based methods—such as the Analytic 
Hierarchy Process (AHP)—are particularly well suited to social innovation contexts. These 
methods support the decomposition of complex decision problems into hierarchical structures, 
within which criteria and alternatives can be systematically compared. By translating subjective 
judgments into numerical representations, pairwise comparison approaches enable the explicit 
weighting of success factors and enhance the comparability of stakeholder preferences. At the 
same time, consistency measures provide feedback on the coherence of judgments, thereby 
strengthening the reliability of the decision-support process (Saaty, 1977). 
 
Decision support in social innovation should be understood as an iterative and adaptive activity 
rather than a one-time analytical exercise. As the innovation process progresses, new 
information becomes available, stakeholder priorities evolve, and external conditions change. 
Accordingly, decision-support tools should be applied repeatedly at key stages—such as 
problem definition, action selection, implementation review, and sustainability planning—in 
order to reflect these dynamics. This iterative use aligns with the process-oriented interpretation 
of social innovation emphasized throughout this article. 
 
Importantly, decision-support frameworks must remain sensitive to contextual and ethical 
considerations. Overly rigid or technocratic applications may undermine participation or 
marginalize certain stakeholder voices. Therefore, decision-support tools should be embedded 
within participatory governance structures that ensure inclusiveness, transparency, and 
reflexivity. When applied in this manner, decision support can strengthen collective learning, 
reduce conflict, and enhance the long-term viability of social innovation initiatives. 
 
In summary, effective decision support constitutes a key enabling mechanism within the social 
innovation process. By structuring complexity, integrating diverse criteria, and supporting 
participatory deliberation, decision-support methods contribute to more coherent and 
sustainable innovation outcomes. This perspective provides the methodological foundation for 
the evaluation and prioritization of success factors presented in the subsequent empirical 
analysis. 
 
3. Evaluation and Synthesis 
 
The preceding sections have demonstrated that social innovation is best understood as a 
dynamic, process-oriented phenomenon shaped by complex social problems, diverse 
stakeholder involvement, and evolving contextual conditions. Rather than representing a single 
intervention or isolated outcome, social innovation unfolds through iterative phases of problem 
interpretation, collective learning, decision-making, implementation, and adaptation. This 
process-oriented perspective provides a coherent framework for integrating the conceptual, 
practical, and methodological dimensions of social innovation. 
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A central contribution of this article lies in the structured synthesis of practical approaches to 
social innovation. By examining community knowledge and social learning, success factors, 
problem orientation, and decision-support mechanisms within a unified analytical framework, 
the article highlights the interdependencies among these elements. Community knowledge and 
social learning were shown to play a foundational role by enabling collective sense-making and 
adaptive capacity. Success factors, in turn, function as enabling conditions that shape the 
feasibility and sustainability of innovation initiatives across different phases of the process. The 
problem-oriented nature of social innovation underscores the need for flexible and iterative 
approaches, while decision-support frameworks provide practical tools for navigating 
complexity and uncertainty. 
 
The evaluation of social innovation processes must therefore extend beyond conventional 
output- or outcome-based assessment models. In contexts characterized by ill-structured 
problems and evolving objectives, learning-oriented and process-based evaluation approaches 
offer more meaningful insights. Such approaches allow for the assessment of stakeholder 
engagement, knowledge development, coordination mechanisms, and adaptive responses, 
which are critical determinants of long-term impact but are often overlooked by traditional 
evaluation frameworks. 
 
From a practical perspective, the findings of this article suggest several important implications 
for actors involved in social innovation. First, social innovation initiatives should explicitly 
incorporate mechanisms for continuous learning and reflection, ensuring that community 
knowledge is systematically captured and utilized throughout the process. Second, success 
factors should not be treated as static prerequisites, but rather as dynamic elements whose 
relative importance varies across phases and stakeholder groups. Periodic reassessment of these 
factors can support proactive intervention and reduce the risk of implementation failure. Third, 
decision-support tools—such as multi-criteria decision-making methods—should be embedded 
within participatory governance structures in order to enhance transparency, inclusiveness, and 
legitimacy. 
 
The article also highlights the importance of aligning decision-support approaches with the 
specific characteristics of social innovation contexts. While structured methods such as the 
Analytic Hierarchy Process can provide valuable guidance, their effectiveness depends on 
appropriate facilitation, stakeholder understanding, and contextual sensitivity. Decision support 
should therefore be viewed as an enabling instrument rather than a prescriptive solution, 
complementing experiential knowledge and deliberative processes rather than replacing them. 
 
Several limitations of the presented approach must be acknowledged. The conceptual synthesis 
is necessarily selective and reflects dominant themes in the literature, while the practical 
applicability of decision-support tools may vary across institutional and cultural contexts. 
Furthermore, social innovation processes are often influenced by power asymmetries and 
informal dynamics that are difficult to capture through structured analytical frameworks alone. 
These limitations point to the need for further empirical research that combines quantitative 
decision-support methods with qualitative, context-sensitive inquiry. 
 
Future research could build on the framework proposed in this article by examining its 
applicability in specific empirical settings, such as local development initiatives, public service 
innovation, or corporate social innovation projects. Longitudinal studies would be particularly 
valuable for exploring how success factors and decision priorities evolve over time. In addition, 
comparative analyses across stakeholder types and governance levels could further enhance 
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understanding of how social innovation processes can be effectively supported in different 
contexts. 
 
In conclusion, this article has argued that effective social innovation requires a holistic and 
process-oriented approach that integrates community knowledge, social learning, success factor 
assessment, problem orientation, and decision support. By synthesizing these elements within 
a coherent framework, the study contributes to the growing body of literature on social 
innovation and provides practical guidance for researchers and practitioners seeking to design, 
implement, and sustain social innovation initiatives capable of generating lasting social value. 
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