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“If I were given one hour to save the planet, I would spend 59 minutes defining the problem 
                                           and one minute resolving it”    (-Albert Einstein)

INTRODUCTION 
In recent years, in both research and practice, there has been a growing discussion around the relevance of evaluating the impact (Bals, 2023) of SMEs’ doing good activities (Cox et al., 2022). While relevant, SMEs in this context are poorly understood entities within the existing scholarship (Barnett et al.2020) and remain theoretically and empirically underdeveloped (Bals,2023; Cox et al.2022). The reason behind this, as pointed out by Munzo et al (2022:299) “most of what we know about it stems from contexts where  normative frameworks, mandatory schemes or market demands exist to motivate and regulate measurement. This is usually the case of mature social sectors, where legislation such as Affordable care (USA) or Social Value Act (UK) are constantly putting the entities such as – Social enterprise, Non-profits, Large organisation and Third sectors governance and accountability for the community under a microscope.” In this context, research has been primarily focused on understanding how, with what consequences, these enterprises deal with pressures from stakeholders to measure social value using formal measurement instruments on investment returns. 
This might not necessarily be the case within SMEs, where SMEs are at the early stage of measuring the impact of their activities (Pfajfar et al.2022) while comparing to their counterparts, which makes our already poor understanding of the phenomenon even more problematic for two reasons: firstly, traditional performance metrics often fail short in measuring the changes experienced (Beer & Micheli,2018; Beer et al.2022) of the beneficiaries of doing good activities, more focusing on the financial outcomes (Pfajfar et al.2022; Wood,2010). Secondly, despite advancements in tools for measuring or assessing the project outcomes of the ‘doing good’ activities, there is a lack of guidance and methodologies (Barnett et al.2020) for comprehensively studying social value within the SME context. 
This research aims to navigate this problem by identifying and justifying an appropriate research methodology for studying the integration of social value in the SME growth process.  To guide our inquiry, we pose the following review questions:
1.	What are the research methodologies currently utilised in social value studies within the management and entrepreneurship literature?
Existing academic contributions on methodology for studying the social value in management and entrepreneurship remain scant and heterogeneous; the majority of the existing academic research on this topic describes several different methods and tools adopted by Social enterprises (Rawhouser et al.2019), Nonprofit organisations (Pfajfar et al.2022), Large organisation (Pfajfar et al.2022) and Third sector organisation (Rosli et al.2018) to evaluate social impacts of the interventions or programmes implemented, instead of measuring the depth of changes experienced - lived experience by the beneficiaries or stakeholders (Beer & Micheli,2018; Beer et al.2022). However, some works can be considered starting points for guiding a deeper understanding of social value – in particular, measuring the changes experienced by the shareholders through the following research approach Ethnography (Beer & Micheli, 2018; Schlütter et al.2023), Action research (Bacq et al.2022), Case study  (Beer et al.2022; Hadjielias et al.2022; Rawhouser et al.2019), and RCT (Ebrahim & Rangan, 2014; Wry and Haugh, 2018; Rawhouser et al.2018). Finding a path in this methodological jungle can be hard. 
One such challenge is to support methodological integrity. Given different approaches, does not grant a researcher the freedom to select a design or method without validating rationale (Micheli & Mari,2014; Hrenyk and Salmon, 2024; Laasch et al., 2022). The inconsistency between the research question and the methodology, insufficient methodological knowledge, and the lack of attention to the philosophical foundations of a methodology (Hrenyk and Salmon, 2024) can be mentioned as some potential challenges faced by a researcher, in particular, a novice researcher  in the field. To overcome this challenge, the researcher must become familiar with the traditional approaches and pioneer research methods employed in the current landscape ( Saunders and Bezzina,2015; Van Burg et al.2022) and choose the most appropriate for the given research problem and research question.
The purpose of this paper, therefore, is to describe the relevant similarities and differences among research approaches for studying social value and to use these insights to provide a more clearly articulated path for future research using the appropriate methodologies. To accomplish this task, we undertake a three-step process to study the literature published in three sets of different literature from different disciplines – specifically, we focus on the methodology employed for studying the social value in different landscapes (Rawhouser et al.2019). The first set of literature focuses on social value in management and entrepreneurship literature (Schlütter et al.2023), the second set of literature is published industry social value reports (Ebrahim & Rangan,2014; Costa and Erica, 2014), and the third set of literature is in the international development domain (Wry & Haugh, 2018). Together, we identified 80 literary sources to explore the different research approaches used in studying social value. However, the critical examination of these literature reveals a lack of detailed discussion regarding the research methodologies employed in SV studies. This gap stems from a disproportionate emphasis on measurement methodologies (Rawhouser et al.2019; Costa and Erica, 2014; Beer & Micheli,2018), leaving broader research approaches underexplored. This oversight is particularly noteworthy given the prevailing lack of justification provided for qualitative studies (Bals, 2023; Wojcik et al., 2022 ), quantitative studies using  secondary data  (Rawhouser et al., 2019), and high preference for case study approaches (Beer et al., 2022), which may not always capture social value's full complexity and nuances.

II METHODOLOGY 
To delve deeper into the research approaches used in the SV studies, we seek to identify the characteristics of SV research. It is essential to identify the characteristics for which social value characteristics particularly fit well with which type of research approach (see Van Burg et al.2022). This makes a choice for a particular method appear to be based more on judgement for a clear and logical understanding of what works for the phenomenon and the theoretical aims involved.  Accordingly, this paper outlines 11 characteristics of SV research identified through the literature review in Phase I. Subsequently, in Phase II, these identified characteristics will be tested and validated through a qualitative content analysis providing a thick description. Lastly, in Phase III, these identified characteristics will be evaluated and compared across the different approaches used in the existing studies, mainly - Ethnography (Beer & Micheli, 2018; Schlütter et al.2023), Action research (Bacq et al.2022), Case study (Beer et al.2022; Hadjielias et al.2022; Rawhouser et al.2019), and RCT (Ebrahim & Rangan, 2014; Wry and Haugh, 2018; Rawhouser et al.2018) and selecting the best approach that fits our research. 
Phase I
Detailing the initial phase, we adopted a problematising review as a review approach for this phase I. This review method is chosen because of its unique principles of reflexivity, selective reading, problematising, and the less is more approach (Alvesson & Sandberg 2020). It explains the selection process for the literature review and the rationale behind focusing on a limited yet influential set of articles, aiming to challenge and articulate the taken-for-granted assumptions within the field of social value research.
We qualitatively synthesised the review material to address our review questions. This approach is more inclusive than, for example, meta-analysis and ‘capable of integrating different forms of evidence generated from different approaches such as qualitative studies (Bals, 2023; Wojcik et al., 2022), quantitative studies (Rawhouser et al., 2019), mixed method studies (Beer et al.2022). We adopted a ‘thematic synthesis’ to perform analysis (Thoman & Harden,2008; Mallet et al., 2019) because the studies reviewed are rigorously comparable, and many of them place emphasis on the context (Rawhouser et al.2019; Heitschold et al 2022). We therefore followed the data extraction (Google Form and Spreadsheet) method  of Tranfeild et al (2008) and Mallet et al (2020), which recorded not only bibliographical, methodological and empirical details but also those about the context. This information utilised the methodological context sensitive nature of many studies reviewed rather than risk homogenising these contexts. This literature matrix is invaluable when performing the review, particularly the heterogeneous nature of social value research – with different contexts and focuses. 
We sought not to describe the studies reviewed in phase I but to identify the analytical theme (hereafter ‘elements’) as they responded to our review question (Thoman & Harden,2008; Mallet et al., 2019, Galsbeek et al.2024). Our analysis, therefore, moved from identifying the first-order concepts within the reviewed articles, reflecting the meaning of the text analysed, to elements reflecting our interpretation as a part of the analytical process and then to overarching theoretical aggregate dimension - hereafter ‘characteristics’ (Gioia et al.2013). These elements and characteristics were identified through an iterative process (Mallet et al., 2019, Galsbeek et al.2024, Gioia et al.2013) a level of abstraction that allowed us to generate theoretical insights into the review question that are rigorously built upon the empirical and theoretical studies we were synthesising through our analysis (Thoman & Harden,2008; Mallet et al., 2019, Galsbeek et al.2024). This approach allowed us to acknowledge the importance of preserving the original article's meaning and context and to better understand our review question through an interpretative synthesis of the materials reviewed (Bronstein & Reihlen,2014; Mallet et al.2019). Following these steps, our analysis generated 11 characteristics of social value research from the insights gathered from the extant literature. 
Phase II 
To complement our phase I analysis, we focus on the practitioners literature. In this section, we complement and justify the identified 11 characteristics, aiming to bridge the theoretical insights with practical relevance in practice. Our conceptualisation serves a dual purpose: firstly, to profoundly justify the identified 11 characteristics of Social value research within the practitioners realm, and secondly, to leverage these characteristics as a criterion for choosing the right methodology to investigate social value adoption in facilitating SME growth. Specifically, to study – how to measure, collect, analyse and to report evidence on social value for SME growth. 
Integrating practitioner's reports from the Social Value UK database is crucial for connecting theoretical insights with tangible, practical applications. This synthesis is essential for affirming the conceptual robustness and practical relevance of the identified 11 characteristics during phase I. The guidance of our expert panel supervisors (Thani et al.2023) combined with the foundational work of Erica & Costa (2014) and Ebrahim and Rangan (2014) reinforces the credibility and applicability of our approach in this phase. We selected 11 reports from the SVUK database from 899 available reports by using two criteria: SVUK-assured and UK-based reports. To justify the identified 11 characteristics we employed deductive coding logic (Naeem et al.2023) accompanied with a qualitative content analysis (Boiral & Heras-Saizarbitoria, 2020; Elo et al., 2014; Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). This facilitated a systematic examination and comparison of data, allowing for the interpretation of social value research conceptualisation and operations in the practice domain. 
Phase III. 
In  Phase III, which is currently under progress, we are evaluating the most appropriate methodology for studying the adoption of social value in SMEs, guided by the 11 characteristics identified earlier. Our comparative analysis encompasses Ethnography (Beer & Micheli, 2018; Schlütter et al.2023), Action research (Bacq et al.2022), Case study (Beer et al.2022; Hadjielias et al.2022; Rawhouser et al.2019), and RCT (Ebrahim & Rangan, 2014; Wry and Haugh, 2018; Rawhouser et al.2018). This evaluation is pivotal to ensuring that the chosen research methodology not only aligns with the theoretical underpinnings of social value in SMEs but also resonates with practical implementations.

III DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
In conclusion, our study underscores the significance of a nuanced approach in demonstrating social value within SMEs, emphasising the need to capture, How organisational resources, practices, and processes impact stakeholders' experience (Beer & Micheli,2018) prompted by SMEs' investments in 'doing good' and 'doing well' (Bals 2023, Heucher et al.2024) activities and measuring the tangible impacts of these initiatives, we offer a more comprehensive understanding of social value creation. This approach allows a deeper insight into how SMEs can contribute to grand social challenges while pursuing  their economic objectives.  Our study thereby aims to  contribute to the SME growth and social value literature  by identifying  the most suitable research methodology and approach for exploring how the integration of social value can facilitate SME growth, highlighting the importance of a multifaceted perspective in understanding and measuring the contributions of SMEs' social value creation.
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