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Abstract
The purpose of this paper is to examine the procedure of social value formation in social enterprise companies (SECs). The proposal will be conducted based on these resource-based view forms: social achievement (public achievement), business model and social duty. The opening will review two literatures of social value creation: business and society; social entrepreneurship and establish a concept of SECs. And then the paper will create a study design including a set of data to study SECs, followed by a qualitative case-study approach and establish a quantitative investigation that implements those main keys above. This paper is expected to give a thorough comprehension of social value formation and the connection between achievement and social duty in social enterprise companies.
1. Background and context
The establishment of companies’ social value increasingly catches people’s eye. While the limited concentrate on profit maximization is interrogated, a self-regulating business model named Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) changed the direction to a mainstream business practice (Crowther and Rayman-Bacchus, 2017; Haerens and Zott, 2014) and put more and the pressure to companies to engage in this business model has risen over the last 30 years (Allouche, 2006; Grayson, 2004). Those pressure came from many NGOs, managers, academic learners, politicians and entrepreneurs; they asked companies to embrace more social responsibility, followed by creating more value for the society. Social value formation by companies has been examined from two main points of view. The first point is the society and business literature which focuses on the actions that bring social good, above the benefits of the company, ordered by law (Allouche, 2006). Besides the CSR research issue, XXX stated that social entrepreneurship appeared from the administration, considering entrepreneurial operation as an origin of social value formation (Estrin et al., 2013). Social enterprise or ‘enterprise operation that mainly benefits a social purpose’ has escalated in recent years (Pate and Wankel, 2016). 
So far, nevertheless, there aren’t too many researches about social value formation within companies. At the beginning, in the social enterprise publications, most experimental study is restricted to examining case area researches (e.g. Waldron et al., 2016;). Therefore, there is a truly demand for large scale trial research. Secondly, in many researches of CSR, people has focused primarily on big companies (Rauch and Hendrickson, 2004). Consequently, many experts realized the need to research CSR in a small and medium-sized Enterprise (SME) context. This paper aims to shorten the gaps by researching value formation in social enterprise companies, with the use of a large-scale survey. The research issue is “How do social enterprise companies establish social value?”.
This issue will be handled in this paper by 1st – conducting a Hypothetical framework for seizing value formation in SECs. Moreover, an empirical research on social enterprise companies in the North of Vietnam will be undertaken. Mainly, the paper will emphasize three resource-based view concepts (Andersén, 2010; Datta, 2007) to explain the procedure of social value formation: business model, social duty and social achievement. By using two explorative researches in SEC on these concepts, this paper is hoped to provide an overall view of this procedure. This could be accompanied by a deep investigation on the link between social duty and achievement in an assumption test. With this way, this paper will develop the understanding on how companies create social value and the link between social duty and economic efficiency within those firms. The structure of this paper is arranged as follows: 1st – literature review social enterprise, economic value formation and the business literature, 2nd – concept of social enterprise companies, 3rd – reviewing hypothetical framework to study the process of social value formation, 4th – research methodology and the last part will be anticipated contribution to this field. 
2. Literature review

Value formation is a concept in organization literature (O'Cass and Ngo, 2010) and its core purpose is to establish and maintain value (Halbesleben and Buckley, 2004; Ying and Touchette, 2007). Chang et al. (2011) described value as the distinction of profits acquired and costs sustained, which led to a bigger scale of interests than target customers have at the moment. In this situation, Chatain (2012) stated that a difference is required between ‘use quality’ and ‘economic quality’. ‘Use quality’ is personally evaluated by potential users, which can be an individual or an organization (O'Cass and Ngo, 2010). Potential customers can be actual ones in the future, they show willingness to purchase the value proposed, or the one who gain benefits from the value established by the company. ‘Economic quality’ (aka exchange quality) is the totality of exchange value proposed by consumers and can only be calculated at the point of purchase. Despite the fact that obtaining insight in the ‘economic quality’ of social enterprise companies is essential ‘value quality’ is also indispensable as well. This paper will examine the social values which are created by these companies for customers, organizations. Brickson (2005) mentioned in this circumstance to social value as ‘that which increases welfare for the world and its creatures’. Business as well as social enterprise literature have social worth formation in the core of its concern. The business publication has several research issues and connected concepts (Sims, 2003; Schreck, 2009) of which the most popular concept is enterprise social accountability. Despite the fact that there have been several of definitions in the literature, CSR mentions to the particular actions that companies conduct to go above their economic duties, handle ethical problems and perhaps adopt beneficent actions (Carroll, 1991). Nowadays, the academic arguments enveloping CSR focuses on two essential challenges, at least. First, there hasn’t been a mutual agreement on the fundamental hypothesis that CSR is a duty of companies above their fortune producing function (Luu, 2012).

The primary debate around CSR is about extending restricted funding on social problems will reduce the rival status of a company due to the cost increasing (Frooman and Murrell, 2003). Brickson (2005) claimed that this point of view has predominated at almost every universities and future managers’ mindsets for a very time. Moreover, the examination of CSR is solid in theory but it’s another story when it comes to experimental methods (McConaughy and Mishra, 1996). Experts learned about CRS from different Hypothetical sources like multilevel theory (Oswald, 1994), stakeholder theory (Crane and Ruebottom, 2010), institutional theory (Eggertsson, 2009), resource-based view (Andersén, 2010) or social movement theories (Klandermans and Staggenborg, 2002). Embodiment for this argument is the investigation by Marquis et al. (2007) on the link between enterprise achievement and CSR. Put differently, does the establishment of social value affect economic quality? Some researches suggested no connection at all (McConaughy and Mishra, 1996; Wodarski, 2006), some said yes (Andersén, 2010), some said no (McWilliams et al., 2006), which demonstrated a discrepancy in the outcomes.

As long as CSR appears in an enterprise context, social entrepreneurship starts from the non-for-profit industry (Berchicci et al., 2011; Defourny and Nyssens, 2010; Perlmutter and Adams, 1990). More particularly, social enterprise is considered as an answer to reduce the participation of government in the society and economy (Nam and Lee, 2008; Nicholls, 2007; Tan et al., 2005) and broadened swiftly to the private and public area (Berchicci et al., 2011). Despite the fact that Corporate Social Responsibility and the social enterprise have a mutual concern in social value formation, they are different in terms of essential hypothesis: Ultimate goal of socially responsible firms is profit (Crowther and Rayman-Bacchus, 2017), while social enterprises highlighted both economic and social value formation as an essential requirement to guarantee (finance) practicability (Schwienbacher and Larralde, 2010).

Thus far, there are many different ways to discuss about social entrepreneurship but there is still not one common explanation of what makes a social enterprise. Consequently, the social enterprise publication will focus on these primary aspects: location and degree of examination of social enterprise. With respect to the location of social enterprise, this argues the problem of which situations social enterprises takes place, indeed. Steyaert and Dey (2010) questioned the opinions which social enterprise is restricted to the not-for-profit area as well as to socially accountable activities of conventional business custom. They finished that social enterprise related to a method to solve social issues and foster social change (Brouard, 2007; Steyaert and Dey (2010); von zur Muehlen, 2001). The European point of view on social entrepreneurship (Doherty and Thompson, 2006) can be placed under this standpoint, mentioning to companies with a specific purpose to profit the community, commenced by people and the substantial benefit of capital funder is inside the boundaries.

The second debate addresses the degree of examination, area perhaps holding individual and interorganizational degrees of examination. In individual level, they define social enterprises as the concentration on the entrepreneur of the initiative (Steyaert and Dey, 2010), who is considerer as a person to influence a possibility and assemble supplies to utilize that. They define this as a process of value formation, containing opportunity acknowledge, approving a task to make social value, committing in an operation of ongoing innovation and alteration (Berchicci et al., 2011; Perlmutter and Adams, 1990).



3. Conceptual model

Primary goal of the paper is obtaining a comprehensive comprehension in the operation of social worth establishment by utilizing RBV. The fundamental debate of resource-based view is that interior, company- particular (important, unusual, unique) supplies and abilities drove to an edge (Datta, 2007; Lei et al., 1996; Upton and Petty, 2000), delivered the foundation of excellent company achievement (Allouche, 2006; Cepeda and Vera, 2007; Morris, 2010) and drives to value creation (Klein, 2007). From this point of view, Halbesleben and Buckley (2004) discussed that the RBV clarifies the procedure of worth establishment. Hypothetically, it interprets into understanding the way social duty grows into specific business models and future degrees of social achievement. 

3.1 Social achievement

Many public enterprise professors concerned about the inadequacy of study of the social achievement of companies (Mair and Marti, 2005; Margolis and Walsh, 2003). Furthermore, in public aspect, it is considered as a practical granted that most factors of public worth go above dimension and measurement (Tan et al., 2005). However, there are many acdemic points of view about the social achievement. A couple professors concentrated in the issue of not-for-profit organizations to evaluate their achievement (Cañeque, 2000; Rotheroe and Richards, 2007).

Cañeque (2000) referred enterprise social achievement as a formation of rules of public duty, deals with public reactions as well as guidelines, and apparent results because of their connection to the company’s community relationship. In accordance with this point of view, public results are split into three kinds: the social influence, the programs that a company execute CSR actions and the strategies to handle public problems. Experts are increasing questions for the old-fashioned division between economic and social value. Tan et al., (2005) stated that form a value formation point of view, non profit and for-profit companies have no differences at all. For-profit organizations have social influences and non profit ones generate economic value. Tan claimed that it is not ordinary that researchers pursue capability to follow economic or public achievement, however these factors of worth formation is the solution to optimize the profit.

3.2 Social duty

Four constructed will be suggested in the interest of seize the character of social duty in enterprise companies.

While Cole (2002) claimed that there is a little agreement about the objective and content and Sidhu (2003) stated that the link between achievements and mission statements hasn’t been evidenced by practical research, mission statements still play a vital role of companies’ strategies (Douglas, 1994; Halbesleben and Buckley, 2004). In particular, mission statements have always been seen as the core of every firm’s strategy creation exercise and vital element of designing systems in big firms (David and David, 2003). By supporting strategy development and enforcement, they can create excellent achievement (David and David, 2003; Sidhu, 2003). An efficient statement will outline the company’s basic and special aim (Halbesleben and Buckley, 2004). Preferably, this is in compliance with the values and anticipation of main stakeholders (Defourny and Nyssens, 2010). Rationally, declarations could be beneficial to examine the duty of SECs. For example, Papulova (2004) claimed that moral responsibilities are mirrored in how companies determine their missions. In particular, experts successfully assisting this theory: the extent of a company’s duty is extensive drives to the purchase of a public capability.

It is believed that rules and worths of SEC could offer precious understandings in the public duty of SEC. Experts defined ‘values’ as a common faith of a company members and identify with the culture popular inside (Wallace, 2004). A debate about studying SECs’ rules and values can be seen in an investigation by Shriver and Randhir (2006) where organizations’ social achievement is connected with CEOs’ values. Surrounding with the social economy situation, SCDI with Nguyen (2016) claimed the public economy comprises described as ‘including more worth to the public in the mission”, comply with some fundamental values such as decision-making empowerment, etc.

Moreover, the build of organizational identity make reference to the set of senses that tackles the question of ‘who are we?’ (Hudson et al., 2003; Luu, 2012). As a rule, experts determine organizational identity as a mutual understanding of members about their companies’ core, unique and persistent qualities (Finne, 1991; Luu, 2012). For example, Hudson et al. (2003) address organizational identity as a central ability assisting to competitive advantage. As stated by Luu (2012), the idea of organizational identity is completely located in the purpose of notifying how business connect to shareholders. Researchers are paying more attention to analyze corporate individuality as enterprise social achievement’s factor (Ravasi and Schultz, 2003). There were some implementations of organizational individuality that existed through some researches of Hudson et al., (2003) or Luu (2012). Ravasi and Schultz (2003) researched about organizational identification with regard to multiple and rival identities. They continued research of Hudson et al., (2003), they reviewed a specific kind of mixed-individuality enterprise, specifically which are represented according to two obviously inappropriate systems. Standard system highlights customs and signs, and consideration, like a functional system which is described by financial sense, optimization of profit like that of a business. This paper suggests the standard – functional value systems of social enterprise companies. Followed by these questions ‘does this type of numerous identities also occur in social enterprise companies?’ and ‘Is there regular defining organizational identity in SECs? Do SECs have a firm social identity?

Last but not least, evaluating Booth and Rowlinson (2006) point of view on what involves in enterprise social duty possibly give understanding in characters of SECs’ social duty. In order to assess the extent to which SECs go above the economic and legitimate duties, this paper will use Carroll et al. (1985) implementation of legitimate, moral and economical actions. It is believed that those approaches will deliver an overall illustration of SECs’ nature are and the way that enterprise and other social factor interact in organizations. Along with social mission, social enterprise company requires to be assisted with a credible business pattern, so as to accomplish the social value formation with a long-term view.

3.3 Business model

Besides the public duty, all social enterprise companies created a revenue pattern that shows how its service/product will come to consumers. For the purpose of being efficient, SEC needs a suitable business model (Lee, 2007). There have been a lot of definitions, e.g. Dulek (1993), Proietti (2008), Magretta (2002) or Venkatraman and Henderson (1998), etc. Nevertheless, these definitions only related to the origin and creation of value in the organization. Despite the fact of being used popularly, the concept of ‘business model’ is infrequently researched, apart from a couple of ground-breaking e-business research.

It is believed that a business model which is based on the RBV could be a good gadget to examine value formation and define it accordingly (Klein, 2007). This paper will follow Klein’s argument (a business model describes the content and construction of transactions in order to make value through the utilization if business opportunities) and suggest the structure of business model as a basic element to investigate the procedure of social worth formation in public enterprise companies. 

The tactical competence of a company is supported by the resources (Francis, 1997) and abilities (Barney, 2001) of the organization. They must push their resources to build competence and influence those competences in order to create and preserve worth for consumers and proprietors. Accordingly, abilities relate to the capability of harmonizing and implementing these supplies to execute tasks (Cepeda and Vera, 2007), Ramachandran and Gunta (2007) or Camilo Dávila (2010). Direct observations of abilities are not conceivable and is a familiar issue in the literature on the RBV of company. So, figuring out rational proxies for company abilities proved to be enormously challenging. There are some general concepts which are built from abilities but only a few experts have truly put the construct into operation. Many authors connected dynamic abilities with the swiftly altering and aggressive environment of companies. Subsequently, authors defined them as the company’s able of incorporating, building and redesigning internal as well as exterior capabilities to deliver swiftly altering environment (Moloney, 2003; Ramachandran and Gunta, 2007). Studying mechanisms play an important part in the shape of dynamic abilities (Graf et al., 2005). Papulova (2004) figured out that overall dynamic abilities that lead edge were different from those that lead public duty. Therefore, it is essential to have more research of critical abilities plus about SECs’ resulting in public capabilities plus ultimately social achievement.

The value chain refers to an examination tool for strategic organization (Zhang and Lado, 2001) and illustrates a chain of actions linking a firm’s demand and side supply side in order to include more value (Martin, 2008). Basically, a value chain of an organization includes distinct but connected sets of activities focused on designing, advancing, manufacturing and promoting products/services to consumers (Zhang and Lado, 2001). As a result, Yamawaki (2004) presented this approach to classify such activities: General management – R&D – Design – Production – Promoting – Supply – Customer service. Value chain examination is believed to contain four primary aspects:
1 – outlining the character of external environment
2 – identifying the value made by these actions (Balaton, 2001)
3 – determining the critical actions which are compulsory to distribute the products to consumers
4 – determining the core outcomes of the company.
Value chain examinations have given authors many implementations. It lets managers to comprehend their organizations’ pros and cons of through analysing the upline and downline (Bandarian, 2008). Essential questions can be asked concerning the value chain and SECs. Example, which are the most important activities in the value chain of SECs (Yamawaki, 2004)? How do these 4 main aspects of value chain examination (Balaton, 2001) resemble in SECs?


4. Research methodology

There are a lot of unsettled questions in this new are of public enterprise have been disclosed by the literature review. The ultimate question of the study is ‘How do public enterprise companies make value?’. As a consequence, part 1 and 2 of the study is going to expand the knowledge of the procedure of value formation in public enterprise companies. A theory testing study is going to be conducted in order to figure out the connection within social achievement, business model and social duty.
Question 1: How do public enterprise companies make value? (study X and Y)
· What is the character of SEC? What does the social duty of public enterprise companies look like?
+ Are those companies’ statements comprehensive? 
+ Do those companies clearly establish their statements?
+ Describe the statements of those companies  
+ What is the link between business and public purpose?
+ What are the standards and values of those companies?

· What does the business model look like? 
+ Describe the value chain of those companies
+ Describe the exterior market of those companies
+ How big are those companies’ capital?
+ What are the most significant actions in the value chain of those companies?

· Which level of execution can those SECs reach??
+ Describe the economic execution
+ Describe the public achievement
+ How do those companies evaluate their public achievement?
+ Which level do those companies meet their duty?

Question 2: What is the connection within social achievement, business model and social duty? (study Z)

The research will have two stages (figure 1): a theory and an explorative examination phase. The purpose of the first and second research will be to take an empirical insight into the procedure of SECs’ social value formation, by applying comprehensive case study examination and surveys management. Trialing theories on the way SECs’ social converts to a variety of levels of public and financial performance will be conducted in the third stage. 

	
	Explorative
	Theory testing

	Case study
	Study X
	

	Questionnaire
	Study Y
	Study Z


Figure 1. Studies of the paper

4.1 Qualitative research
4.1.1 Sample
There is a problem when conducting practical researches in public enterprise is sample structure portraying the population of attention – SECs – are non-accessible. For the purpose of solving this issue, researcher will review the investment portfolios of public capitalists in Vietnam to create a sample as an affair. In overall, SCDI (the Center for Supporting Community Development Initiatives) listed 10 public capitalists located in Hanoi, Vietnam. Through this list, the researcher will pick the capitalists with these norms: Placing their investments mainly in the country and running conventional banking actions without restrictions. The researcher will examine annual reports from the four public capitalists left in Hanoi and perform a round of interrogate with the capital chiefs for the sake of collecting data of their actions and the capitalist record’s. By using theoretical sampling, with each capitalist record, the researcher will choose one case that is believed to have the most possibility to better understand the procedure of social value formation. 

	Public capitalists
	SBI Ven Capital
	Warburg Pincus
	Credit Suisse
	SOSV

	New projects annually
	22
	7
	10.5
	6

	Companies in portfolio annually
	
	20
	13
	7

	Equity available for capital annually (K VND)
	
	32,000,00
	34,000,000
	88,000,000

	% of capital installed in projects annually
	
	65
	23
	26


Figure 2. Examination of public capitalists in Hanoi, Vietnam (from 2012 to 2014)

4.1.2 Collecting and examining data
The first stage of the essay will use a case-study structure. Applying case study is particularly relevant in terms of researching new topic fields (Nisbet and Watt, 1982). Data will be collected on the procedure of social value formation via non-exhaustive interviews. Carrying out interviews is considered as the most effective method of collecting fruitful and practical data (Nisbet and Watt, 1982). Additionally, non-exhaustive interviews could assist in creating new theory and be beneficial of exploring new research fields (Zikmund, 1997). A limited sample will be conducted with open-ended questions. The paper will follow the fundamentals of Low (2004) for interview records and data examinations. 

4.2. Survey
4.2.1 Sample
With the study Y and Z, a sample structure will be expanded; by doing so, the structure will consider my population of concern (SECs) as stated above and let the paper to test theory. Consequently, the researcher will establish a sample frame (figure 3):
1 – List of public entrepreneurs in Hanoi, obeyed by SCDI (N = 500)
2 – List of partnerships in Hanoi that have the Triple bottom line purpose at the core of function. (The list is obeyed by Vietnam Cooperative Alliance (VCA) (N = 50)
3 – The capital record of every public capitalists which invest in regional projects
In particular, phone screening will be conducted with every companies in the sample. After finalizing the ultimate sample, the researcher will have a personal meeting with managers from SCDI, VCA and other public capital companies, in order to ensure that I will have a comprehensive on public enterprise companies. 

	Public economy element
	Portfolio’s of public capitalists
	Partnerships

	Created by SCDI
	Listed by SCDI
	Created by VCA

	Full list: N = 500
	Full list: N = 100 (2012 – 2014)
	Full list: N = 50

	Phone screening
	
	

	Sample: N = 120
	Sample: N = 60
	Sample: N = 50

	Sample: N = 150 public enterprise companies
	


Figure 3. Sample frame

4.2.2 Collecting and examining data
A comprehensive survey will be conducted in this study, in order to acquire quantitative date on the procedure of public value formation. However, there will be obstacles in operationalizing the frames to explain that procedure. More specifically, social duty will be initiated by viewing company’s mission statement or the distinctiveness of SECs. Besides existed and approved actions, new elements will be conducted at the same time in the survey. In terms of new elements, various scale methods will be applied to deliver functional actions of theoretical form. It will diminish the complication of test theory and data as well as strengthen the trustworthiness and credibility of evaluation. The next study will review the connection among social duty/achievement and financial achievement of SECs in this paper’s sample. In order to creating this questionnaire, the researcher will take several focus groups with the purpose of establishing suitable survey elements. A pilot test will also be used to verify the exterior credibility of the survey elements. 

5. Anticipated contribution

There are two expected contributions of this paper, one is the contribution is for academic hypothesis. On the other hand, the research aspires the outcome knowledge on SECs and public value formation of companies. Accordingly, it is awaited to go forward proper public value formation and to help the community. 

5.1 Public contribution
In this century, the impact of social enterprises globally is unprecedented and the social business enterprisers have played a vital role on the economic pictures of every countries. There is an inevitable connection between them and the public. With the rapid change of the globe, this is the time for social enterprise to grow. The first issue is that social enterprises haven’t focused enough on public issues administration. Secondly, many researches show that there is a trend of decreasing influence to the public of worldwide governments and that creates a burden for social welfare. This paper is expected to further the real formation of social value for the public, by digging deeper into the understanding of SECs and the formation of public value by companies.

5.2 Academic hypothesis
Firstly, the study will particularly support the public enterprise literature. This study will provide a comprehensive view of SECs and a practical research on the procedure of public value formation. Secondly, this study will further the knowledge of public element of companies and consequently, it will advance the research on enterprise social duty. Last but not least, the study will contribute for critical administration science. The suggested academic model includes both points of view - advantage pursuing and opportunity pursuing in the purpose of examining the procedure of public value formation in social enterprise companies.
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