YJIK 657:005.35:303.01:316.6; JEL classification: M14, M41, D46, L31
DO https://doi.org/10.36887/2415-8453-2026-1-83

IMaceko OJier, K.e.H., IOLIEHT, Pasko Oleh, PhD in Economics, Assoc. Prof., Department of
Kade/pa mosiTosiorii, YKkpaiHCbKUI KaTONMUIbKUI political science, Ukrainian Catholic University Department of
yHiBepcuTeT Kade/pa 0061iKy i onogaTKyBaHHs, CyMCbKUT accounting and taxation, Sumy National Agrarian University,
HalioOHaJIbHUH arpapHui yHiBepcuTeT https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6275-5885

THE FRAGMENTATION OF SOCIAL VALUE MEASUREMENT: A TYPOLOGY OF COMPETING LOGICS
SPATMEHTALIA NIAXOAIB 10 BUMIPIOBAHHA COLIAJIbHOI IIHHOCTI: TUITIOJIOTIA KOHKYPYIOUUX JIOTTK

[Mackko O., PparmeHTanis miJxoAiB 10 BUMiprOBaHHS Pasko O. The fragmentation of social value measurement: a
coLiaJIbHOI LIHHOCTI: TUII0JIOTi KOHKYPYIHOYHUX JIOTiK typology of competing logics. Ukrainian Journal of Applied
Ykpaincobkutl scypHaa npukaadHoi eKoHOMIKU ma mexHiKu. Economics and Technology.
2026. Tom 11. N2 1. C. 436 - 440. 2026. Volume 11. Ne 1, pp. 436 - 440.

Social value has become a central construct in corporate responsibility, social accounting, and impact evaluation, yet its measurement remains
conceptually fragmented and methodologically inconsistent. This study aims to systematize existing approaches to social value measurement and to
explain the underlying sources of fragmentation in the field. The research employs a structured descriptive review methodology, synthesizing peer-
reviewed literature from social accounting, CSR, ESG reporting, and social impact measurement domains. Using thematic coding, measurement
approaches are classified according to their underlying logic of value construction rather than technical form. This enables the identification of distinct
paradigms and avoids conflating methods that rely on different conceptual assumptions. The analysis identifies four dominant approaches:
monetization-based, indicator-based, stakeholder-perception-based, and narrative/qualitative. The findings demonstrate that these approaches do
not measure the same phenomenon through different techniques but construct fundamentally different objects of evaluation. This explains persistent
limitations in comparability, the proliferation of measurement frameworks, and the weak cumulative development of theory. The study further shows
that each approach involves structural trade-offs between comparability and contextual validity, standardization and interpretive depth, and
managerial usefulness and democratic accountability. The scientific novelty lies in reframing fragmentation as a structural condition rooted in
epistemological divergence rather than a temporary methodological limitation. The article contributes by developing a typological framework that
clarifies what each approach assumes, captures, and excludes, thereby advancing conceptual coherence in the field. The practical significance of the
study is that it provides a basis for selecting measurement approaches aligned with specific evaluation purposes and stakeholder contexts. The results
support a shift from instrument proliferation toward integrative and reflexive measurement architectures that ensure transparency of assumptions
and improve the credibility of social value assessment in organizational and policy decision-making.

Keywords: social value; social value measurement; social accounting; impact evaluation; stakeholder theory; ESG reporting; typology; CSR;
accountability; value pluralism.

CoyianvHa YiHHICMb cmasa KA1408010 kamezopieio y cdhepi kopnopamugHoi eidnogidasnbHocmi, coyiansHo20 064iKy ma oyiHKu 8naugy, 00HaK
ii euMipr08aHHS 3aAUWAEMbBCS KOHYenmya/abHO GpasmMeHmo8aHuM i Memodoa02iuHo HeodHopidHuUM. Memoi cmammi € cucmemamu3sayis
nioxodie do eumiposaHHs coyianbHoi YyiHHOCMI ma eusie/eHHs1 2AUGUHHUX npu4uH dpazmeHmayii 8idnogioHo2o docaidHuybk020 noas. Y
docaidxceHHi suKopucmaHo memod cmpykmypo8aHo20 ONUC08020 024150y HAYK080i simepamypu 3 coyianbHo20 064iKy, KopnopamugsHoi
coyianvHoi 8idnosidansHocmi, ESG-38imHocmi ma oyiHku coyianbHozo enausy. Ha ocHogi memamu4Ho20 K00y8aHHs nidxodu 00 8UMIpHOBAHHS
KAacu@ikosaHo 3a /N02IKOH KOHCMPYIOBAHHS YIHHOCMI, a HE 3a MeXHIYHUMU [HCmpyMeHmamu, ujo 003804U10 8UOKPeMUMU KOHYenmya/abHO
8I0MiHHI Memodos0ziuHi napaduemu. Y pezysbmami idenmugikosaHo yomupu domMiHaHMHI nidxodu: moHemu3sayitiHutl, iHdukamopHuti, nioxid
Ha ocHo8i cnpuliHamms cmetikxondepie ma HapamusHo-sikicHull. [Tokazaxo, wo yi nidxodu He € a1bMepHAMU8HUMU MEXHIKAMU BUMIPHOBAHHS
00HOo20 s.8UWa, a opmyoms pi3Hi 06'ckmu oyiHleaHHS. lle nosicHle Hu3bKull piseHb nopisHweaHocmi pe3y/bmamis, MHOMUHHICMb
Memoou4HUX [HcmpymeHmie ma o6mexceHull KymyasimusHull po3sumok meopii. Takox ecmaHos/eHo, wo KodxceH hidxid neped6auae
CcmMpyKmypHi KoMnpomicu Mix nopi8HO8AHICMI0 Ma KOHMeKCmMya/bHOKW 8anidHicmio, cmaHdapmu3sayiero ma iHmepnpemamugHo0 2AU6UHOI0,
ynpasjiHcbkolo doyinbHicmio ma demokpamuyHor nidsgimuicmro. Haykoea Hosu3Ha no/sizae y nepeocmucaeHHi @dpazmenmayii sk
cmpyKmypHoi xapakmepucmuku, 3yM08/€eHOi enicmemon02iYyHUMU PO36IHCHOCMAMU, d HE MUM4Aco80i Memodo102i4HOi HEAOCKOHAA0CMI.
3anponoHo8aHo Muno/a02ivHy pamky, Wo 00380/5€ 4iMKO SU3HAYUMU NPUNYUEHHS, 0OMENCeHHS Mma aHAAIMUYHI MOMCAUBOCMI KOHCHO20
nioxody. IIpakmuy4Ha 3Hayywicms 00CAIOHCEHHS NOASA2AE Y MOHCAUBOCMI BUKOPUCMAHHS OMPUMAHUX pe3ysbmamis 0451 subopy adekeamHux
nioxodie do suMipoeaHHs coyianbHoli YiHHOCcMI 3a/excHo 8i0 yinell OYyiHWBAHHS Mma KOHmekcmy npuliHamms piweHs. O6rpyHmMosaHo
doyinbHicmb nepexody 8i0 po3wupeHHsi [HcmpyMmeHmapio 00 cmeopeHHs IHmezpamueHux i pegiekcusHux modesell 8UMIPHOBAHHS, WO
3a6e3neyyrombs npo3opicme npunyweHs i nidsuwyroms sikicme ynpasaiHcbKux ma noAimu4HuXx piuieHs.

Kawuoesi cnosa: coyianbHa yiHHicms, 8UMIpHOBaHHs coyianbHoi yiHHOCmI; coyianbHull 06iK; oyiHka enausy; meopisi cmelikxondepis; ESG-
38imHicmb; munoJiozisi; KopnopamugHa coyiasnbHa 8idnogidasbHicme; nid3gimuicms; naA0PALi3M YiHHOCMI.

Introduction

The demand to demonstrate social value has moved from the margins of voluntary reporting to the center of
organizational accountability. Across corporate responsibility, ESG reporting, and social impact evaluation, organizations are
increasingly expected not only to claim societal contribution but also to provide measurable evidence of it. Yet this demand has
not produced conceptual consolidation. Instead, social value measurement has developed through heterogeneous approaches
that differ in their assumptions about what value is, where it resides, and how it can be assessed. Social value is therefore
widely invoked but remains conceptually unstable and methodologically fragmented.

This fragmentation has practical and theoretical consequences. It weakens comparability across studies and
organizations, constrains the development of cumulative knowledge, and introduces ambiguity into evaluation processes as
social value claims gain institutional significance. Monetization models, indicator systems, stakeholder-based assessments, and
qualitative narratives each capture only selected dimensions of value while excluding others. Their coexistence reflects not
only methodological diversity but deeper differences in the conceptualization of value.

Despite extensive research, the literature remains insufficiently integrated at the conceptual level. Prior classifications
have focused mainly on tools and techniques, treating differences as procedural rather than ontological. As a result, the field is
often framed as lacking better instruments, while the more fundamental problem - the absence of a shared understanding of
what is being measured - remains underexplored.

This article addresses that gap by developing a typology of social value measurement approaches based on their
underlying logics of value construction. It argues that these approaches do not measure the same phenomenon differently; they
construct different objects of evaluation. The study makes two contributions.

First, it systematizes fragmented literature into an analytical framework, This is an Open Access article
clarifying the strengths and limitations of dominant approaches. Second, it ™ distributed under the terms of
reframes fragmentation as a structural condition rooted in epistemological the Creative Commons CC-BY 4.
divergence rather than a temporary methodological weakness. © Pasko Oleh, 2026
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The remainder of the article presents the methodological approach, develops the typology across four dominant
measurement logics, and discusses implications for comparability, theory development, and measurement design.

Formulation of the article's objectives

This study uses a structured descriptive review to systematize approaches to measuring social value. Consistent with
the article’s typological objective, the analysis prioritizes conceptual coherence over exhaustive coverage.

The literature corpus was constructed using three criteria: (1) explicit engagement with social value or closely related
constructs; (2) the presence of a defined measurement or assessment approach; and (3) publication in peer-reviewed journals
in accounting, CSR, or social enterprise research. These criteria ensure analytical relevance and a sufficient degree of
methodological comparability across sources.

The review applies thematic coding to classify approaches by their underlying logic of value construction rather than
by technical form. Specifically, it differentiates methods according to how they define, locate, and operationalize social value.
This makes it possible to identify distinct methodological paradigms and avoids conflating approaches that appear
instrumentally similar but rest on different conceptual assumptions.

Presentation of the main research material

Monetization-based approaches represent the most formalized strand of social value measurement. They rest on the
assumption that social outcomes can be expressed in monetary terms, making them commensurable with economic value and
therefore legible within accounting and managerial decision-making (Emerson, 2003; Retolaza et al., 2016). Their ontology is
objectivist: social value is treated as a measurable attribute of organizational activity, in principle capable of aggregation.

The most widely recognized framework in this paradigm is Social Return on Investment (SROI). Formalized by
Nicholls et al. (2012), SROI expresses value as a ratio between monetized outcomes and invested resources. It follows a theory-
of-change logic linking inputs, outputs, outcomes, and impact, and relies on market prices or proxy estimates to monetize non-
market effects (Nicholls et al., 2012). Beyond technique, SROI functions as a legitimating device by translating social impact
into terms intelligible to funders, managers, and policymakers (Nicholls, 2009; Dillard & Brown, 2024).

The Integrated Social Value (ISV) model extends this logic by incorporating stakeholder identification into the
monetization process. It combines stakeholder mapping, value-variable identification, monetization, and consolidation into a
single monetary output (Retolaza et al., 2016). In this respect, ISV preserves the commensurability sought by monetization
while introducing an interpretive stage before quantification (Ayuso et al.,, 2020; Retolaza & San-Jose, 2021).

The main advantages of monetization are comparability, compatibility with dominant decision logics, and
communicability to financially oriented audiences (Emerson, 2003; Maas & Liket, 2011). However, these strengths are matched
by structural limitations. Proxy-based monetization inevitably depends on judgment, and its apparent precision can conceal
rather than resolve subjectivity (Nicholls, 2009; Dillard & Brown, 2024). More fundamentally, monetization imposes market
logic on phenomena that may be socially significant precisely because they resist equivalence, such as dignity, recognition, or
empowerment (Cooper et al., 2019; Nicholls, 2009). The issue is therefore not whether monetization can be performed, but
what kinds of value become visible and credible once monetary commensurability is imposed.

These limitations do not invalidate monetization, but they define its boundaries. SROI and ISV are most defensible
where assumptions are made explicit, stakeholder engagement is substantive, and outputs are treated as structured judgments
rather than exact representations of social reality (Ayuso et al., 2020; Dillard & Brown, 2024; Retolaza et al., 2016).

Indicator-based approaches conceptualize social value as a multidimensional construct captured through
standardized metrics rather than a single monetary aggregate. Their epistemological premise is empiricist: value can be
decomposed into observable dimensions and measured against predefined criteria (Maas & Liket, 2011; Bouchard &
Rousseliére, 2022). Core instruments include ESG systems, GRI standards, social balance sheets, and sector-specific scorecards.
Unlike monetization-based models, these approaches preserve multidimensionality and generate profiles rather than single
ratios (De Villiers et al., 2022; Bebbington & Unerman, 2020).

The GRI Standards are the most institutionalized expression of this paradigm. They provide a globally recognized
reporting architecture across social, environmental, and governance domains and support large-scale comparison of
organizational performance (De Villiers et al., 2022; Global Reporting Initiative, 2021). Their evolution toward double
materiality further expands reporting from financial relevance to societal impact, aligning indicator-based approaches with
emerging regulatory expectations (Bebbington & Unerman, 2020; Perera-Aldama, 2023).

ESG systems share a similar technical structure but operate under a more explicitly investor-oriented logic. They
aggregate indicators into scores intended to inform capital allocation, thereby prioritizing financial materiality over social value
as such (De Villiers et al.,, 2022; Perera-Aldama, 2023). In this sense, ESG often captures the financial implications of social
issues more effectively than socially experienced value itself. Recent reviews also show that ESG frameworks continue to
expand rapidly, yet this expansion does not necessarily resolve conceptual ambiguity about what exactly is being measured
(Nguyen et al.,, 2025; Yadav et al,, 2025).

A different variant appears in social balance sheets within the social and solidarity economy. Here, indicators are
derived from normative commitments such as democratic governance, equity, and sustainability rather than from market or
regulatory priorities. This bottom-up model contrasts with the top-down standardization of GRI and ESG and shows that
indicator systems differ not only in content but also in the source of normative authority (Bouchard & Rousseliere, 2022; OECD,
2021; Guzman-Pérez et al., 2024).

The principal advantage of indicator-based approaches lies in scalability and institutional compatibility.
Standardization facilitates benchmarking, aggregation, compliance, and widespread organizational adoption (Maas & Liket,
2011; De Villiers et al.,, 2022). Yet their limitations are systematic. Measurability bias privileges what can be codified and
reported, excluding relational or context-dependent values. Indicator selection reflects institutional power, and composite
scores may obscure internal variation and compensation effects across dimensions (Nicholls, 2009; De Villiers et al., 2022;
Perera-Aldama, 2023). The central issue is therefore not the number of indicators, but the governance of their selection.

Stakeholder-perception-based approaches locate social value not in outputs themselves but in how stakeholders
interpret them. Grounded in stakeholder theory, they assume that value is plural, contextual, and dependent on the normative
and experiential frames of different groups (Parmar et al,, 2010; Freeman et al., 2010). On this view, value identification must
precede quantification and must be grounded in participation rather than imposed through universal metrics (Retolaza et al,,
2016; Ayuso et al., 2020).

The ISV model partly operationalizes this logic by beginning with stakeholder mapping and value-variable
identification before monetary translation occurs (Retolaza & San-Jose, 2021). This process can reveal dimensions such as
trust, belonging, or recognition that remain invisible in output-based systems (Ayuso et al., 2020). Its significance lies less in
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the final monetary output than in the prior epistemic step: value is first defined through stakeholder engagement rather than
assumed by evaluators.

Methodologically, these approaches rely on qualitative and mixed methods, including interviews, workshops, surveys,
and other participatory designs (Maas & Liket, 2011; Retolaza & San-Jose, 2021). Their principal strength is ecological validity:
they capture value as lived and experienced rather than externally inferred, making them especially suited to relational and
context-specific dimensions of social value (Nicholls, 2009; Cooper et al., 2019). They can also improve organizational learning
by revealing unmet needs, unintended effects, and discrepancies between institutional claims and stakeholder experience.

Their limitations are equally clear. Context-specificity constrains comparability across cases, while stakeholder selection
introduces bias because inclusion and weighting reflect underlying power relations (Parmar et al., 2010; Freeman et al., 2010).
Participatory approaches are also difficult to scale and may be used strategically to manage rather than disclose value narratives.
For that reason, stakeholder engagement is not automatically democratic; its credibility depends on how participation is structured
and whose voices are made consequential within the evaluative process (Retolaza & San-Jose, 2021; Retolaza et al., 2016).

These constraints suggest that stakeholder-perception approaches are most effective as an epistemic foundation
rather than a complete measurement architecture. Without stakeholder-grounded value identification, later quantification
risks measuring organizational assumptions rather than socially experienced value (Ayuso et al., 2020; Retolaza et al.,, 2016;
Dillard & Brown, 2024).

Narrative and qualitative approaches reject the premise that social value is an objective property of outputs. Instead,
they treat it as a relational and politically situated construct produced through discourse, institutional arrangements, and
power (Gray et al., 1996; Gray et al., 1997). The central question, therefore, shifts from how much value is produced to for
whom, under what conditions, and whose interests are represented or excluded.

Within critical social and environmental accounting, narrative social accounting framed value not as a calculable
output but as a negotiated representation of an organization’s social contract (Gray et al., 1997). This orientation was later
developed in dialogic accounting, which explicitly rejects monologic aggregation in favor of multiple, potentially conflicting
accounts of value (Brown & Dillard, 2013). On this view, social value is irreducibly plural and cannot be reduced to a single
metric without epistemic loss.

Empirically, this paradigm includes shadow reports, counter-accounts, and community narratives that expose exclusions
embedded in dominant organizational disclosures (Cooper et al., 2005; Thomson & Bebbington, 2005). Its analytical strength lies
in capturing dimensions that standardized systems routinely suppress: power asymmetries, unintended consequences, systemic
effects, and values such as dignity, recognition, and exclusion (Gray et al,, 1996; Cooper et al., 2019). In this respect, narrative
approaches constitute the strongest corrective to the reductionism of monetized and indicator-based models.

Their weakness is institutional rather than conceptual. Because they resist standardization and aggregation, they are
difficult to integrate into governance settings that depend on comparable metrics and routinized decisions. This creates a
persistent tension between democratic responsiveness and managerial usability (Brown & Dillard, 2013; Thomson &
Bebbington, 2005). Attempts to make qualitative accounts more decision-useful often risk subordinating their dialogic function
to instrumental rationality.

Recent work responds to this tension by developing reflexive designs that retain interpretive depth while introducing
some methodological structure. In such approaches, evaluation shifts from conventional reliability toward democratic
responsiveness: the extent to which accounts enable contestation, revision, and the inclusion of marginalized perspectives
(Brown & Dillard, 2013). Narrative approaches should therefore be understood not as a residual category for what cannot be
quantified, but as a distinct epistemological paradigm with its own criteria of validity.

The paper shows that social value measurement is not a unified technical field but a contested methodological domain
structured by incompatible conceptions of value, its location, and its knowability. The typology demonstrates that
monetization-based, indicator-based, stakeholder-perception-based, and narrative approaches are not alternative tools
applied to a common object; they construct different objects of measurement. Fragmentation is therefore structural rather than
transitional, rooted in divergent epistemological and ontological premises.

This has three implications. First, weak comparability across studies reflects paradigm-level incompatibility rather
than methodological insufficiency. Monetization achieves commensurability through financial proxies but imposes market
equivalence on non-market experiences (Nicholls et al, 2012; Retolaza et al., 2016). Indicator-based systems enable
benchmarking by reducing value to standardized metrics (De Villiers et al., 2022). Stakeholder approaches recover contextual
validity but limit cross-case comparability (Freeman, 1984; Retolaza et al.,, 2016). Narrative approaches capture contested and
dialogic value, yet resist aggregation (Gray et al., 1997). Methodological plurality thus reflects competing logics of valuation
rather than incomplete convergence.

Second, debates on improving measurement are often mis-specified. The core problem is not technical sophistication
but conceptual non-alignment over what counts as value. Refining instruments without addressing whether value is objective,
indicator-visible, stakeholder-defined, or discursively constructed merely reproduces fragmentation. The field has expanded
instrumentally faster than it has matured conceptually, which helps explain both the proliferation of frameworks and the weak
development of cumulative theory.

Third, no single approach is universally adequate. Monetization supports decisions requiring commensurable outputs
but fails to capture dignity, recognition, or empowerment. Indicator-based models facilitate regulation and comparison but
privilege measurable dimensions. Stakeholder approaches identify experienced value but are resource-intensive and
vulnerable to selection bias. Narrative approaches reveal power and exclusion but lack the standardization required for routine
policy use. The central issue, therefore, is not method selection alone, but alignment between method, evaluative purpose, and
underlying assumptions. Taken together, the findings support a shift from method proliferation to integrative conceptual
architecture. Progress depends less on developing additional tools than on frameworks that relate distinct measurement logics
without collapsing their differences. Such integration must remain reflexive by making explicit what each approach includes,
excludes, and privileges. In this sense, the typology functions not only as a classificatory device but as an argument for epistemic
transparency as a precondition for methodological advancement.

Table 1 synthesizes the four approaches and reinforces the article’s central claim that fragmentation is conceptual
rather than technical. It also clarifies the core trade-off across approaches: greater standardization improves comparability
and decision-usefulness, whereas more interpretive models better capture context, experience, and complexity.

Figure 1 maps these approaches along quantification and standardization dimensions, confirming that social value
measurement is structured by trade-offs rather than convergence. Quantification increases comparability at the cost of
contextual sensitivity, while interpretive approaches capture meaning but limit scalability. This reinforces the conclusion that
the field is inherently plural and can not be reduced to a single measurement logic.
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Table 1. Comparison of Social Value Measurement Approaches

Approach |Whatis “value”? How it is measured Output Strength Weakness
Monetization| Value = money |Financial proxies, SROI, ISV € / ratio Comparit;leef,u?easmn- Oversimplifies reality
Indicators | Value = metrics ESG, GRI, scorecards Indicators / scores|Standardized, scalable| Misses what can't be measured
Stakeholder Value = Interviews, surveys, co- Mixed (qual + Reﬂect_s real Hard to compare
perception creation quant) experience
Narrative | Value = meaning Stories, dialogue, counter- Text / cases Captures complexity Not usable for decisions
accounts & power
Source: prepared by the author.
Conclusions and prosl_)ects § | Narrative / qualitative approaches Stakeholder-perception approaches
for further exploration ® | Definition: Explains value through stories, Definition: Captures perceived value from
This article argues that social & descriptions, stakeholders.
value measurement is not a unified & | Strength:Rich context. Strength: Inclusive insight.
technical field of substitutable tools, buta = | Limitation: Low comparability. Limitation: Subjectivity bias.
contested  methodological ~ domain
structured by competing conceptions of i :
d by p g pil = | Monetization-based approaches Indicator-based approaches
value, evidence, and accountability. By o P R s
developping a typology of four dominant & efinition: Assigns financial proxies to efinition: Uses metrics to tracl
h i7ation-based. indi = | outcomes. | performance.
approac e?l B monektliatllé)n- ased, Indi- € | Strength: Financial comparability. Strength: Trackable data.
cator-based, sta eno er-pf%rctleptlon- & | Limitation: Oversimplification risk. Limitation: Lacks depth.
based, and narrative/qualitative-the .
review shows that fragmentation reflects Standardization / Comparability Context / Subjectivity
eplstemOIOglcal and ontological Fig. 1. Mapping social value measurement approaches: a conceptual
divergence rather than temporary framework. Source: prepared by the author.

methodological immaturity. What often
appears as insufficient refinement is more fundamentally conceptual non-alignment.

The article makes two contributions. First, it systematizes a dispersed literature into a coherent framework clarifying what
each measurement logic assumes, captures, and excludes. Second, it shows that the core trade-offs in social value measurement are
not simply quantitative versus qualitative, but commensurability versus contextual validity, standardization versus democratic
responsiveness, and managerial usefulness versus interpretive depth. Comparability remains weak because the field does not
measure one common object in different ways; it measures differently constituted objects under the same label of social value.

The paper also carries implications for future research and practice. Progress is unlikely to come from further
instrument proliferation alone, but from integrative and reflexive architectures that relate distinct measurement logics without
collapsing their differences. Such architectures should specify their evaluative purpose, make underlying assumptions explicit,
and preserve value dimensions most vulnerable to erasure under standardized regimes, including dignity, belonging,
recognition, and power. No single approach can serve all organizational, regulatory, and societal purposes. Measurement
design should therefore begin with clarifying what kind of value is being assessed, for whom, and for what decision context.
Social value measurement becomes more credible when its partiality is acknowledged rather than concealed. The field will
mature not through false convergence, but through conceptual coherence across irreducibly plural forms of valuation.
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