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1. Introduction

In the continuity of stakeholder theory, much of the current literature on (corporate) governance and business ethics looks at how organizations involve their stakeholders at different decision-making levels ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Carroll 2004; Clarkson 1995; de Graaf & Herkströter 2007; Freeman & Reed 1983)
. According to Freeman (1984), stakeholders are ‘any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of an organization's purpose’ (148); typically: the owners, the managers, the workers, the volunteers, the financing bodies, the partners, the suppliers, the customers/beneficiaries, etc. A continuum of involvement can be highlighted, from the rather passive strategies (stakeholder information) to the more active ones (stakeholder representation). Among the latter, involvement or ‘cooptation’ of stakeholders in the governance structures such as the general assembly and the board of directors is increasingly presented as a strategy mirroring a long-term relationship between the organization and a particular stakeholder category Mitchell et al. 1997()
. 
Traditionally, the owners are the category of stakeholders that is co-opted in the governance structures. Indeed, the power of decision is part of the property rights Milgrom & Roberts 1992()
. It allows owners to ensure that the enterprise is run according to their own objectives. Thus, in for-profit enterprises, the investors are the owners and, as such, they have the right to decide. They exercise this right by their presence at the general assembly. But not all enterprises are investors-owned firms. In some enterprises, ownership is in the hand of other stakeholders, like in producer, consumer or worker cooperatives. Others, like nonprofit organizations, can even be seen as firms without owners (Hansmann 1996). 
This chapter raises the question of stakeholder involvement in social enterprises, which are ‘non-investor owned’ and can broadly be defined here as organizations pursuing social aims through their economic activity Defourny 2001(; Defourny & Nyssens 2006)
. In these organizations, the configuration of stakeholder involvement contrasts with that of for-profit businesses in at least two ways. First, social enterprises are more likely than other types of organizations to be set up through a process of collective entrepreneurship which often involves a diversity of actors who each have a ‘stake’ in the pursuit of one or several organizational missions Defourny & Nyssens 2006ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA 


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Haugh 2007; Petrella 2003)
. Second, social enterprises seem to have a stronger tendency to give a voice to the actors with whom they interact –i.e., to involve their beneficiaries, supporters, funders or partners within their governance structures ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Campi et al. 2006; Huybrechts 2010; Münkner 2004; Rijpens 2010)
. They usually use legal forms that allow and encourage economic democracy by recognizing stakeholders other than investors the right to participate formally in the governance bodies. 
While, as suggested by Campi et al. (2006; 2012), the presence of multiple stakeholders observed in a number of social enterprises may be linked with the diverse goals pursued by these organizations, such presence –or absence– may be due to many factors which have no direct links with organizational goals. As suggested in this chapter, the organizational need for resources (in a broad sense) and the drive to conform to external expectations may be two key factors. In any case, the diversified patterns of stakeholder involvement in social enterprises confirm the need for a more comprehensive account of stakeholder involvement in these organizations. 
Although several attempts have been made to theorize stakeholder involvement in social enterprise governance, it is still a much under-researched topic. We believe that this research gap is due not only to the infancy stage in which social enterprise research is located, but also to a lack of connection and integration of this research within the broader study of organizations. Indeed, while new theoretical developments centered on the specific features of social enterprise are needed, these developments cannot be made independently from the knowledge built for more than a century regarding how organizations are structured and operate. 
This chapter aims to examine stakeholder involvement in social enterprise governance using two types of theoretical lenses each embodying a rich research tradition in organization theory. The first lens refers to strategy and examines organizations (in this case governance structures) in terms of their dependency on a set of resources. The second lens uses legitimacy arguments to explain organizational governance as a social construct located in a broader setting of social relationships. The first two sections will present each of these views and examine their contributions to understanding stakeholder involvement in the governance structures of social enterprises. Then, a comparative case study on work integration social enterprises will serve to illustrate how both research avenues can be combined so as to better grasp social enterprise governance as a complex and multi-dimensional practice.
2. A resource dependence view of stakeholder involvement

In this first view, organizations involve stakeholders in their governance structures because, in a context of uncertainty, this is a strategic way to secure access to critical resources on which they depend for their survival ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA 
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(Campi et al. 2006; Campi et al. 2012; Middleton 1987; Miller-Millesen 2003)
.

Resource dependence theory

According to resource dependence theory Pfeffer & Salancik 1978()
, organizations are not self-sufficient: they do not control all the resources they need to survive. They need to interact with their environment in order to acquire various resources that are necessary for their survival: financial resources, physical resources, human resources, access to information and social legitimacy. 

This dependence on external resources is a source of power for organizations that hold those resources, that have access to those resources and/or that can regulate access to those resources. They have the power to demand certain actions from the organization that depends on the resources and the latter has to deal with those external demands: ‘organizations could not survive if they were not responsive to the demands from their environment’ (Pfeffer & Salancik 1978: 43). In this sense, dependence creates ‘control situations’. If A needs resources from B, A is dependent of B and, in return, B can express demands on A. To a certain extent, B controls A. 

The situation of dependence causes the need for a strategic response because the environment is inconstant. Indeed, changes in the environment can affect the position of the organization. Resources may become scarcer or access can be made more difficult. In such a context of uncertainty, dependency becomes an element of vulnerability. Resource dependence theory predicts that organizations will attempt to manage the constraints and uncertainty that result from the need to acquire resources from the environment Pfeffer & Salancik 1978()
. The strategic challenge is to operate choices and find the means to manage dependencies and to reduce external dependence towards the environment’s resources. The organization can negotiate its positions within the environmental constraints by using two broad sets of tactics.

First, the organization can avoid dependence by maintaining alternative resources Froelich 1999()
 or, more directly, by diversifying its effective resources. In fact, the vulnerability of an organization is positively related to the magnitude of a resource, its criticality and its concentration in the hands of another organization (Pfeffer & Salancik 1978). 
Second, the organization can try to develop inter-organizational coordination mechanisms. These mechanisms can take many forms that may be grouped in two types. Several mechanisms can be considered as ‘coalition strategies’: organizations can formalize inter-organizational links to facilitate coordination of resource control. This may take the form of joint ventures but, more modestly, it may simply be achieved through the establishment of a federation or a platform of common interests in which organizations will share critical information and will try to secure collectively their access to certain resources . 

Other mechanisms of inter-organizational links may be gathered under the banner of ‘co-optation strategies’. Cooptation occurs by ‘appointing significant external representatives to positions in the organization" (Pfeffer & Salancik 1978: 163). To manage external dependencies, organizations can invite representatives of external groups or constituencies to participate on the board of directors (Middleton 1987) or to join in advisory panels. Organizations expect to gain support from those coopted "through providing at least the appearance of participating in organizational decisions" (Pfeffer & Salancik 1978: 163). 
In addition to the (financial) support they can offer to the organization, these representatives are also good information channels. "The organization is in a position to obtain information from important interest groups and at the same time present information and persuade representatives to its own position" (Pfeffer & Salancik 1978: 164).  

According to resource dependence theorists, stakeholder involvement, and more specifically stakeholder internalization in boards, can be understood as a boundary-spanning mechanism. ‘Board members [and by extension stakeholders involved in governance structure], through personal and/or professional contacts, are a benefit to the organization because they can access information and reduce uncertainty’ (Miller-Millesen 2003: 522). 

Resource-mix and social enterprise governance

Resource dependence theory provides a first ‘strategic’ explanation to the stakeholder involvement practices observed in social enterprise governance. This theory states that stakeholders will hold some power within organizations from the moment they play a critical role in ensuring organizational survival by reducing uncertainty, by managing important environmental dependencies and by mobilizing resources at the benefit of the organization ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA 
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(Cornforth 2004; Labie 2005; Pfeffer & Salancik 1978)
.
Therefore, stakeholder involvement in social enterprises has to be linked to their organizational need for resources. Due to space limitations, the analysis of social enterprise resources in this section will be focused on financial resources. As will be further described below, social enterprise resources are intrinsically linked with the social purpose of these organizations (Gardin, 2006; Laville & Nyssens, 2001). Social enterprises have been defined as economic organizations with an explicit social aim to benefit the community Defourny & Nyssens 2006()
. It is generally assumed that the social aim is either pursued through the result of their production (welfare services, community services, home care, housing for seniors, home of the early childhood, health care, education and training, environmental protection, waste recycling, cultural services, etc.), through their methods of production (work-integration, fair trade, ethical finance, green energy, etc.) or through the combination of these two dimensions Mertens 2010()
. In economic terms, ‘serving the community may be defined as explicitly enhancing collective externalities and equity issues’ (Laville & Nyssens 2001: 314). 

This has important implications for the funding of these organizations. Social enterprises are described as ‘multiple-resource organizations’ (Gardin 2006; Young 2007). As stated by Young (2007)
, unlike business and government, which rely primarily on one major source of revenue (respectively sales and tax revenues), social enterprises are distinctive in that they usually combine different types of operating resources and revenues (sales, government grants and contracts, individual gifts, institutional grants, investment income, volunteer resources and in-kind gifts)
. This resource hybridization result from the use of three principles of economic exchanges: market, redistribution and reciprocity ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA 
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(Gardin 2006; Laville & Nyssens 2001; Polanyi 1944)
. The two latter principles refer to the non-market dimension of the economy. 

Basically, the multitude of resources can be explained by the following reasoning.  The market logic refers to the law of supply and demand: producers sell goods or services to cover their costs and consumers agree to pay because the use of goods or services provides them some direct utility. The social enterprise activities result in benefits (or utility) that are recognized outside the market exchange mechanism. Therefore, other stakeholders than direct beneficiaries are likely to conduct cost-benefit analyses beyond the simple market analysis and those stakeholders become potential resource providers. As stated by Young (2007: 342), ‘a nonprofit organization’s [and by extension a social enterprise] income portfolio should reflect the mix of benefits its services confer on its potentially diverse set of income providers’.
Who are the potential resource providers of social enterprises? Adapting slightly Young’s typology, three categories of beneficiaries can be identified (Henry, 2010): the direct beneficiaries, the public beneficiaries and the indirect ones. 
The direct beneficiaries are individuals who receive private benefits from their consumption of a good or service that enhances their utility. This usually brings these individuals to pay fees, thus following a market logic to finance the production.  However, ‘individuals who may personally recognize such benefits may not be forthcoming with commensurate payments if they are not required to pay or cannot be excluded without substantial cost to the organization’ (Young 2007: 346). We refer to the production of quasi-collective goods or services that, despite the individual benefits it generates, should not be fully financed through market resources because access to these goods creates benefits beyond the direct beneficiaries of their consumption.
The public beneficiaries are the communities that collectively benefit from the output of social enterprises and recognize these public benefits. For this reason, communities (represented by governments) decide to encourage the production of this type of output and to promote access for all through a redistribution mechanism. They agree to fund organizations with public funding (grants) collected through taxation.
Finally, the indirect beneficiaries are individuals who benefit from others’ consumption or who share collective benefits that are not explicitly recognized at the level of the community. They usually accept to finance organizations through philanthropy (private gifts, volunteering) in a logic of reciprocity. Those indirect beneficiaries can also be consumers who accept to pay more because of the impact on other people (as is the case in fair trade) or workers or investors who accept to be less remunerated for their inputs for the same reasons.
Using the arguments of resource dependence theory, the logic of financing-mix applied to social enterprises opens the door to the presence of these resource providers in the governance structure. Such presence is theoretically facilitated in social enterprises thanks to their specific property configuration. Indeed, as previously mentioned, the organizational forms of social enterprises are characterized by an allocation of property rights to categories of stakeholders other than pure investors (i.e. other than shareholders).

By offering such a ‘governing’ position to key-resources providers, social enterprises secure their access to resources. Therefore, co-optation of key resources-providers is expected on social enterprise boards. According to Froelich (1999), the co-optation mechanism seems particularly necessary when the organization deals with nonmarket resource providers. The use of such resources brings an important issue of trust. Indeed, non-market resources are provided by collective or indirect beneficiaries who are in a situation of information asymmetry. Because they finance a production from which they do not directly benefit, it is more difficult for them to assess the organizational performance. Hence, they may have an interest in becoming themselves involved in decision-making or in seeing direct beneficiaries or workers involved as a trust signal. 
But cooptation is not the only available mechanism. Social enterprises can also reduce their dependence by diversifying their resources. The literature identifies the earned income strategy pursued by many social enterprises as a way to face possible reduction in public funding (Froelich 1999). Social enterprises can also join coalitions to gain stronger power with regard to critical resource providers. Finally, the literature in institutional work Lawrence & Suddaby 2006(; Lawrence et al. 2009)
 shows that the actors are not only able to manage the constraints of their environment: they can also carry out actions that transform the environment to their advantage. Securing access to resources can for example be done through the adoption of legal frameworks that guarantee public funding over a long period. In this case, the co-optation of government representatives may be less necessary in the short term.
3. A legitimacy-based view of stakeholder involvement

Despite the key contributions of resource dependence theory, it does not appear sufficient to capture the full scope and dynamics of social enterprise governance. Indeed, stakeholder involvement can be considered in many other ways than as a result of strategic calculation. As a significant part of organizational behavior, stakeholder involvement may result from unconscious and ‘irrational’ processes of legitimization and dominance. These processes may explain why in some cases stakeholders with little strategic interest are given primacy, or why potentially strategic stakeholders are ignored.
Institutional theory

Institutional theory seems particularly suited to explore the symbolic role of stakeholder involvement. Following seminal authors such as Meyer and Rowan (1977), DiMaggio and Powell (1983), and Zucker (1986), institutional authors see the organizational structure in a symbolic way, as reflecting the characteristics of its environment more than efficiency concerns. Structures and practices such as board composition ‘can become invested with socially shared meanings, and thus, in addition to their 'objective' functions, […] serve to communicate information about the organization to both internal and external audiences’ Tolbert & Zucker 1996: 171()
. In such sense, governance structures can be seen as responding to myths (‘rationalized and impersonal prescriptions that identify various social purposes as technical ones’ Meyer & Rowan 1991: 44()
) rather than strategic choice as they are ‘beyond the discretion of any individual participant or organization’ (44). 

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) suggest that these ‘myths’ or institutional pressures will lead organizations to model themselves upon established institutions in order to garner legitimacy – process which is referred to as ‘isomorphism’. Three types of isomorphic pressures are distinguished: coercive, mimetic and normative. Coercive isomorphism ‘results from both formal and informal pressures exerted on organizations upon which they are dependent and by cultural expectations in the society within which organizations function’ (67). The formal pressures may originate from the government, the legal environment or important stakeholders (e.g., funders or partners), who impose particular rules and structures. Mimetic processes refer to imitation among organizations. ‘When goals are ambiguous, or when the environment creates symbolic uncertainty, organizations may model themselves on other organizations’ that they perceive to be more legitimate and successful (69). Finally, normative pressures lead to adopting structures and practices based on norms and values promoted by institutional actors and spread in different ways (training programs, networks, hiring practices, etc.)
Parallel with later work integrating a strategic dimension within this symbolic view and gathered under the banner of ‘institutional entrepreneurship’ or ‘institutional work’ ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA 
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(e.g., Battilana & D'Aunno 2009; Lawrence & Suddaby 2006; Lawrence et al. 2009; Leca et al. 2008; Maguire et al. 2004)
 research efforts have been undertaken to better understand the role of legitimacy in the institutional framework. Early neo-institutionalists defined organizational legitimacy as ‘the adequacy of an organization as theory’ Meyer & Rowan 1977()
, referring to the cognitive dimension of legitimacy. For Scott 2000()
, organizational legitimacy is a ‘condition reflecting cultural alignment, normative support, or consonance with relevant rules or laws’. But one of the most commonly used definition is Suchman’s 1995()
 ‘generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions’ (574). 

Authors commonly distinguish among different types of legitimacies based on the avenues through which compliance occurs. Aldrich & Fiol 1994()
 oppose cognitive legitimacy (linked to the ‘taken-for-grantedness’ of the legitimated subject) and sociopolitical legitimacy (induced by the compliance with laws and norms). Suchman 1995()
 and Scott 2000()
 break up the latter into  two categories and suggest a broadly similar typology consisting of three levels of legitimacies: pragmatic or regulative legitimacy (compliance induced by a regulatory entity and/or motivated by perceived benefits), moral or normative legitimacy (compliance with norms and values) and cognitive legitimacy (compliance with deeply-established reference frameworks). Pragmatic legitimacy is the main reason why organizations conform to coercive pressures such as regulation or public funding. Moral legitimacy explains why organizations respond to normative prescriptions from their environment. And cognitive legitimacy is a driver for mimetic isomorphism as organizations will tend to follow the same taken-for-granted paths as powerful institutional actors in their field. As a result, as highlighted by several authors Nicholls & Cho 2006(e.g., ; Scott 2008)
 and summarized in the following table, each type of legitimacy feeds a particular avenue of conformity. Indeed, if institutional pressures have an effect on organizations, it is precisely because the quest for legitimacy brings the latter to conform, consciously or not, to the expectations of the legitimizing institutions.
Table 1: Linking isomorphic pressures and legitimacies

	Isomorphic pressure
	Driver
	Legitimacy

	Coercive
	Regulation, funding, pressure from powerful actor
	Pragmatic – not conforming would exclude organization from perceived benefits

	Normative
	Norms, values, preferences
	Moral – not conforming would be seen as wrong

	Mimetic
	Taken-for-grantedness
	Cognitive – not conforming would be unthinkable


Institutional theory and social enterprise governance

How can such theoretical reasoning apply to social enterprise governance and particularly stakeholder involvement practices? The general proposition here is that involving particular stakeholders will enhance organizational legitimacy. This can be achieved along two avenues. Social enterprises may conform to pressures from the stakeholders themselves and involve them to garner legitimacy in their eyes. Or social enterprises may involve stakeholders in such way that it provides them with legitimacy from other stakeholders. 
Pragmatic legitimacy depends on the extent to which social enterprises and/or their stakeholders perceive an interest in the organizational practice, in this case stakeholder involvement in the organizational governance. From the social enterprise standpoint, involving stakeholders may be guided by pragmatic reasons, typically to obtain and secure resources such as funding, membership in a network, expertise, etc. This brings us close to the rationale of resource dependence theory, with the nuance that these resources must be perceived by the social enterprise and not necessarily be tangible. From the stakeholder standpoint, involvement in the governance structures may similarly be guided by the benefits that they perceive from it (e.g. access to information, relationships, etc.). In both cases, stakeholder involvement may be more or less ‘strategic’ depending on the power relationship between the social enterprise and the stakeholder. Taking into account possible power imbalances through an institutional analysis enables going beyond the view of a strategic and rational calculus over resources. For instance, presence on the board may be imposed by resource-rich legitimizing stakeholders such as public authorities or funding organizations and leave social enterprises no choice as their survival is at stake. This thus appears much more as a coercive constraint than as a proactive strategy.

Moral legitimacy will be pursued when social enterprises include stakeholders whose position and values may feed the normative profile of the social enterprise. Typically, the inclusion of ‘beneficiaries’ enters into this category; for instance, when a work integration social enterprise (WISE) seeks to involve its workers or when a Fair Trade social enterprise invites producer representatives on its Board, moral legitimization is a key driver. Involving volunteers or representatives from partners within the civil society may also obey to such a quest. Social enterprises may do this because they think it is ‘the right thing to do’. But they may also do it intentionally or not to be perceived as ‘good’ organizations by other stakeholders.
Finally, social enterprises may also involve stakeholders because of mimetic processes. Trends  towards involving certain stakeholders may be diffused through imitation processes for reasons that are not pragmatic or moral, but simply because ‘it has to be done in that way’. While these practices may be initially motivated by normative reasons (it was ‘the right thing to do’), after a while they may become part of the organizational identity to such a point that ‘it would be unthinkable not to do so’. For instance, the growing trend to have financial or commercial experts sitting on the Board may become practised to such extent that it becomes part of its identity as social enterprise, as does for example the involvement of workers in the context of ‘self-managed’ social enterprises. More generally, the fact of seeing social enterprises as necessarily ‘multi-stakeholder’ may be a strong cognitive driver for involving stakeholders. The social enterprise will thus be associated with its governance practice as part of its organizational identity regardless of whether it is good or not (moral legitimacy) or whether the organization or the stakeholders perceive a benefit from that practice (pragmatic legitimacy). 
This shows that stakeholder involvement, as most organizational practices, may not only be seen simultaneously through different legitimacy lenses, but also be apprehended through both resource and legitimacy-based perspectives, as will be shown in the following section.
4. Comparison and illustration: the case of WISEs

The assumptions and logics guiding each of the previously presented approaches are at least partly distinct: while in resource dependence theory organizational actors are rather rational and have access to information (regarding which resources they need, where they are located and how to secure them), in institutional theory they are much more constrained by their environment and less conscious of why and how to behave in the way they do. Yet, these two theoretical approaches may be complementary in general and more particularly for the study of social enterprise governance. It is suggested here that practices of stakeholder involvement in social enterprises can usefully be examined through using both approaches in a complementary way. For instance, examining the legitimacy of a social enterprise is important to understand what stakeholders will bring their resources and why; and this exchange of resources as well as the power relationships that it entails are instrumental to understanding the organization’s legitimization processes.
For most stakeholder involvement practices, multiple resources and types of legitimacies can be identified. For example, workers in any type of organization bring their workforce; but several authors suggest that in social enterprises workers may also bring other resources such as motivation to accomplish the social mission, acceptance of reduced wages compared with similar jobs in for-profit businesses or in the public sector, etc. Bacchiega & Borzaga 2001


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Chaves & Sajardo-Moreno 2004)
. When these workers are involved on the board, they will also bring information about the content and challenges of their work, which may be very useful for the management; and their stronger knowledge and sensibility to the organizational challenges thanks to involvement on the Board may in turn increase their commitment and have spill-over effects on the other workers. This may then affect legitimacy: while worker’s involvement initially responds to moral legitimization, the resource exchange described before is likely to reinforce the driver for involvement through pragmatic legitimacy. And as the social enterprise becomes associated with worker’s involvement, its cognitive legitimacy is likely to be enhanced. Which, in turn, may foster adhesion and resources from stakeholders for whom workers’ involvement is central. Etc.
To give a concrete illustration of the interest of using both approaches, the case of WISEs will be explored. WISEs are characterized by a purpose of social and professional integration, through a productive activity, of people who are marginalized on the labour market Nyssens & Grégoire 2002()
. Of course, each type of social enterprise has its own stakeholder configuration depending on its mission, regional context, etc. – the illustration presented next is thus necessarily partial and must be completed with other cases of stakeholder involvement observed elsewhere 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(see for instance Huybrechts 2012; Mason 2009; Spear 2004)
.

Basically, as social enterprises, WISEs are non-investor owned firms. Therefore, it is expected to observe other types of stakeholders in their governance bodies. Empirical observation confirms this hypothesis but reveals that this practice does not conform to a single model. Social enterprises evolving in an emerging and not yet stabilized field, their organizational model is still unstable and not established. The issue of stakeholder involvement follows the same logic: the observation of social enterprises shows that these organizations deal with this practice in different ways regarding how and why to involve what stakeholders. 
Three cases studies are used here: EcoBis, SD4Earth and NewImpulse. Those case studies come from a broader research on Belgian WISEs (Rijpens forthcoming). Data were collected over a one and a half year period through three data collection techniques: in-depth semi-directed interviews with key organisational actors and with experts from the work integration sector, direct observation in the WISEs (through a participation in meetings, committees, board meetings, general assembly, etc.) and at various relevant events (trainings for WISEs managers, practitioner-oriented conferences, etc.), and a documentary analysis, including organizational documents (statutes, board minutes, activity reports, Internet website, etc.) as well as studies and legal documents related to WISEs. 

EcoBis

EcoBis is a young and small work integration social enterprise that was launched in 2007 in Wallonia (South Region of Belgium) by a single entrepreneur with the support of multiple stakeholders (public financing bodies, local authorities and private individuals). It offers job opportunities to disadvantaged people by undertaking activities in the sector of ecological renovation and insulation; at the end of 2010, it counted 8 full-time equivalent workers.
This organization presents a multi-stakeholder configuration reflecting its multi-dimensional purposes (social, economic and political goals) and the various benefits, direct, public and indirect, linked to the achievement of the social mission. Some important resource providers are involved through a formal co-optation on the board of directors. Indeed, some of them brought capital and/or financial resources to EcoBis. Some also bring other resources, in particular management and financial skills, knowledge of the target beneficiaries (disadvantaged workers), knowledge of the social enterprise field, etc. Some of the directors also have been added to the board because of their potential ability to attract large customers and to facilitate contracts or because they represent potential commercial partners.  Although resources dependence theory explains quite well the strategic choices for co-opting at the very beginning some potential resource providers, it does not explain why some of these stakeholders continue to be co-opted while they do not actually bring the expected resources. Their continuous presence can be explained by the fact that stakeholder involvement and particularly co-optation on the board brings also legitimacy as it is used here to gather people with a strong local anchorage and/or well-known people in the field. Such legitimacy is partially pragmatic: the territorial attachment helps to motivate local authorities and institutions to use the services of EcoBis to renovate their buildings, at least at the beginning, while a strong link with the social enterprise field provides easy access to public subsidies. But the legitimacy is also cognitive. Since WISE has become one of the preferred approach of local authorities in their employment policy, it seems unthinkable for a recent WISE established in this territory to develop without at least the symbolic support of local authorities.  
Finally, even if the regional law explicitly provides the possible involvement of workers in the WISEs governance bodies, the way EcoBis involves its workers simply consists of giving them regular information on the organization and its situation, in particular financial situation. In fact, while the law encourages for workers’ representation, the normative trend rather tends towards reflecting efficiency and professionalism on the board. This may explain why experts are involved rather than workers, together with the fact that the latter do not seem willing to request such implication. 

SD4Earth

SD4Earth is a group of four WISEs whose first entity was set up in 1949 in Wallonia (South Region of Belgium) on the initiative of a group of citizens and has been developed in the years 70-80. The group undertakes industrial activities in the sector of recycling of textile, paper and plastic. Today, it provides employment to more than 300 disadvantaged persons.
Like EcoBis, SD4Earth needs some critical resources to fulfil its missions: market and non-market financial resources, human resources, information, etc. But unlike EcoBis, SD4Earth has not coopted any of those external resource providers. In SD4Earth the first beneficiaries of the social mission, that are the workers, do have a voice in the strategic decisions of their organization through their implication in the general assembly. The entrepreneurial model is indeed based on the participatory management, which implies that the general assembly, exclusively composed of workers, makes the strategic decisions and defines the policies and directions of the whole group following the democratic principle ‘one person, one voice’. And the organization gives means to the workers to effectively play their role through regular, transparent and clear information about the situation of the organization.

Stakeholder involvement in SD4Earth clearly reflects the social purpose of work integration of the whole group; it is also a kind of safeguard to give priority to the general interest instead of favouring particular interests in the group. To quote the president and managing director: ‘The participatory model is the only way to be able to respect the general interest, otherwise it is always someone who makes a decision to the detriment of someone else; it is also to make sure everyone can find fulfilment and live with dignity.’
Resource dependence theory seems at first helpless to explain what we observe in this enterprise. SD4Earth practices meets a (moral) legitimacy vision of how should WISEs involve their stakeholders, in particular their first beneficiaries. This may have to do with the context of the creation of the WISE in the seventies. At that time, social movements were demanding more democracy, including in the economic sphere. Workers involvement refers to strong normative institutional influences arising at that time and that have become strongly legitimized references in SD4Earth. Today, this enterprise is precisely recognized for this involvement: it is one of the most often cited examples when talking about self-managed enterprises (cognitive legitimacy).
SD4Earth does not limit itself to seeking moral legitimacy by adopting a practice that would be internally and externally considered positively. The organization has worked a lot to have its model recognized and diffused through the creation of the legal framework of ‘company with a social purpose’. This has now become the legal form chosen by most Belgian WISEs, leading to an increase in workers’ involvement as this form imposes to the organization to give access to the capital to their workers after one year; the workers then become part of the general assembly and can have their word to say in the important decisions. 
The strong involvement of workers in SD4Earth provides significant cognitive and moral legitimacy that, over the years, has strongly facilitated access to resources: public procurement, subsidies, volunteering. From a normative standpoint, it is interesting to note that experts in social and professional integration encourage this type of practice because it promotes empowerment. Beneficiaries become actors of their own integration in a co-construction approach.
Finally, the co-optation of strategic resource providers seems less necessary than elsewhere in SD4Earth because this enterprise has developed a large-scale coalition strategy: active presence in many networks (often created by itself), significant activities of public awareness or lobbying.

NewImpulse

The third social enterprise presents an uncommon organizational model in the WISE sector. NewImpulse is a young and small WISE that was launched in 2008 in the Brussels Region and is active in the cleaning of technical components; at the end of 2011, it counted about eight full time equivalent workers. 
It has been created on the initiative of a few managers of a big private for-profit company (here refered to as the head office - ‘HO’) in a Corporate Social Responsibility approach. NewImpulse has an atypical model of governance that partly results from the dynamics of creation and from the integration of NewImpulse in its HO. Indeed, the governance model is characterized by a board of directors composed by the top management of the HO, and the day-to-day management having been delegated to some employees on hire with the HO but devoting time here and there for NewImpulse. And the close link between the HO and NewImpulse goes beyond the sole management given that HO also provides NewImpulse with most of its customers and constitutes a lifeline in case of financial problems.

Resource dependence theory is well suited to explain the observed situation. Financial resources, management skills, technical skills, facilities come from the head office (HO) through the board of directors or the operational staff; directors are besides in the board of NewImpulse because they have the power to make decisions for the head office and to undertake expenditure for it. The importance of the resources coming from the head office can explain the composition of the board of directors that gathers all the people able to engage the head office towards NewImpulse.

But institutional theory allows to conduct a deeper analysis. In a context in which social enterprises are driven towards efficiency and professionalism, having a board exclusively composed of people from the top management of a big for-profit company allows NewImpulse to garner legitimacy from market-oriented stakeholders. The organizational model is modelled on a for-profit model; it benefits from a strong entrepreneurial legitimacy with little doubt of its performance to reach its goals, at least the economic goals. Regarding the social aspects of the organizational purpose, it is interesting to note that NewImpulse will soon hire a consultant in the social enterprise, enjoying his skills as well as his legitimacy in the sector. It will also reinforce its ‘social’ legitimacy by voluntarily adopting the legal form of ‘company with a social purpose’, which, unlike in Wallonia, was not required in the Brussels area to get the accreditation (and public subsidies) as a WISE. Finally, it will conclude win-win partnerships with actors from the social sector in order to get missing skills. In fact, on the social side of the coin, Newimpulse has preferred strategies of alliances (or coalition) instead of formal co-optation to gather missing resources.

NewImpulse has also the will to demonstrate to other private for-profit companies that it is possible to work with these profiles of workers and to spread its organizational model. For this reason, the people involved in NewImpulse, being through a formal mandate, such as the directors, or through informal contacts, will help NewImpulse to do it. Indeed, some of the directors are very well introduced to various CSR initiatives and potential private for-profit companies that could be interested in launching this kind of social initiative. The partnerships with key people in the social enterprise field also play the same role and give them the legitimacy to diffuse the model in this sector. 
5. Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was to add theoretical depth to the analysis of stakeholder involvement in social enterprise governance. This was done through using two relevant theoretical approaches commonly used in organization studies: resource dependence theory and institutional theory. While distinct in their assumptions, the two approaches appeared as complementary lenses to examine stakeholder involvement practices based on the analysis of, respectively, resources and legitimacy. An illustration of the adequacy and the complementary nature of the resource and legitimacy-based approaches was provided through their application to three cases studies of Belgian WISEs. In each of these cases, stakeholder involvement practices were explained using arguments to either or both resource dependence and institutional theories. While each approach appeared dominant for a particular case, time period, or involved stakeholder, they rarely appeared sufficient to explain alone the situation and evolution of the governance of the social enterprises.
Nevertheless, the aim of this chapter was mainly theoretical and the cases served to illustrate the adequacy of using resource dependence and institutional theories, independently or combined, to examine social enterprise governance. More fine-grained analyses of how legitimacy and resource-seeking interact would require longitudinal studies specifically geared towards this aim. Deepening the case studies in emblematic social enterprises would enable to examine stakeholder involvement practices in a broader sense, i.e. not only through the formal governance structures but also through to more informal, day-to-day organizational practices where power games and interactions between different social groups within and around social enterprises would be more salient. Further studies would also be particularly welcome to identify a set of factors explaining how stakeholder involvement practices evolve and to what extent this may be connected with on resource-seeking strategies, on legitimizing patterns, or on other factors. This would enable to integrate stakeholder involvement practices into the construction of a life-cycle model of social enterprise governance Miller-Millesen 2003(; Rijpens 2010)
. 
While particularly adequate, the two approaches used here are not the only one that can bring insights into stakeholder involvement in social enterprise governance. Several disciplines provide approaches that ‘have something to say’ about governance in general and social enterprise governance in particular, for instance economics (transaction cost theory, agency theory, etc.), sociology (e.g. convention theory), organizational psychology, etc. This chapter thus only provides one among other steps to answer the call to a multi-paradigmatic study of social enterprise governance Cornforth 2004(; Mason 2009)
 and social entrepreneurship in general Dacin et al. 2010


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Huybrechts & Nicholls 2012)
.
A final contribution of this chapter is to go beyond a normative presentation of social enterprises as ‘good organizations that give a voice to their stakeholders’. While normative reasons for involving stakeholders may be found among organizational actors, this chapter has suggested that they do not fall out of the blue but rather respond to broader normative pressures in this sense. More broadly, as shown here, many other factors intervene beyond the normative orientations within the social enterprise, such as resource stabilization and pragmatic and cognitive legitimization. These factors should be taken into account when describing social enterprises as ‘stakeholder-involving’ or ‘multi-stakeholder’: if and when this is observed among social enterprises, it should not be depicted as ‘natural’ or ‘good’ but rather as reflecting both strategic and symbolic concerns linked to these organizations’ reliance on multiple resources and legitimacies. Although modestly, we thus believe that this chapter has contributed to giving more credit to social enterprise research and bringing it closer to both accurate empirical accounts and broader research streams within organization studies.
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�  	Young states this point for the case of nonprofit organizations. By extension, we use the argument for social enterprises.


� 	If we look at their capital resources (debt and equity), we can also identify conventional market resources and other resources which include a non-market dimension (donations and investment grants, debt provided by individuals or institutions sympathetic to the organization’s mission).








