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This paper offers a detailed and systemic representation of the  process of organizational identification in social enterprises, and a better understanding of how individuals position themselves in these organisations. We highlight that identification in social enterprises is the result of the interplay between the multiple identities of the individuals who take part in coalitions defending different institutional logics. Identification will depend on whether or not it is easy for the individual to find a coalition that corresponds to him or her, and on whether or not the ideas of this coalition are dominant. The relative size of the various coalitions among the staff and the way they evolve will have a clear impact on what the dominant logic of the social enterprise will be. 
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1. [bookmark: _Toc501790630][bookmark: _Toc501800242][bookmark: _Toc501807442][bookmark: _Toc503939659][bookmark: _Toc504074704][bookmark: _Toc505174878][bookmark: _Toc505246519][bookmark: _Toc515206017][bookmark: _Toc520100412][bookmark: _Toc520100456]
1. [bookmark: _Toc520100457]Introduction

Social enterprises have recently emerged as a way to address multifaceted global issues such as poverty, global warming, education, or public health (Jay, 2013), and have gradually attracted more and more attention from the media, governments, investors, and academic scholars (Battilana and Lee, 2014; Mair et al., 2015). This organizational form seems to be particularly adapted to the increasing complexity of the environment in which organizations operate because it includes “elements prescribed by various logics and [is] therefore likely to project at least partial appropriateness to a wide set of institutional referents” (Pache and Santos, 2013: 973). 

[bookmark: _Hlk76368867]As such, social enterprises can be considered as being part of a long tradition of what is nowadays called “hybrid organizations” which include many cooperatives and organizations that are associated with the third sector. Indeed, third sector organizations are considered as such because they often deal with needs and provide goods or services that are somehow between pure private profit-driven sector, being delivered in a true commercial way, and public sector, dealing with social and common goods considerations. However, there is a major nuance that is included in the social enterprise term. In most third sector organizations, it is the social dimension that dominates, the economic break-even objective is more of a constraint to be met than a true objective, justifying therefore often the needs or at least the search for subsidies. On the contrary, in social enterprises, both aspects – economic and social – are really considered at the same level.

[bookmark: _Hlk76368911]Social enterprises are thus defined as organizations that “pursue a social mission while engaging in commercial activities that sustain their operations” (Battilana and Lee, 2014: 399; Mair and Marti, 2006; Santos, 2012). They are thus composed of “two or more types that would not normally be expected to go together” (Albert and Whetten, 1985: 270), of several institutional logics and/or several identities, and “do not fit neatly into established categories of organizational forms, sectors or institutional domains” (Mair et al., 2015: 714; Powell, 1987). Although adopting a hybrid organizational form may present some advantages, numerous scholars highlight the different challenges social enterprises have to face due to external and internal tensions, as they are “by nature arenas of contradiction” (Pache and Santos, 2013: 972). 

[bookmark: _Hlk76478743]One of these difficulties concerns the organizational identification of staff members with the hybrid organizational identity. Indeed, social enterprises have to deal with contradictory institutional logics that are embedded in the double identity they exhibit (Battilana and Dorado, 2010), which makes it difficult for staff members to recognize themselves in both organizational identities (Cheney, 1991). Moreover, social enterprises often include coalitions of staff members that defend different institutional logics (Pache and Santos, 2010; Pache and Santos, 2013; Battilana and Lee, 2014), which can lead to interpersonal conflicts (Glynn, 2000). Finally, employees of social enterprises, as individuals, often embrace multiple identities (Foreman and Whetten, 2002; Wry and York, 2017).

[bookmark: _Hlk57553481][bookmark: _Hlk57553652][bookmark: _Hlk76363503]In this paper, we underline the various components involved in the process of organizational identification in social enterprises and present a systemic and dynamic visualisation of this process. We show that identification in social enterprises is the result of the interplay between the multiple identities of the individuals who gather in coalitions defending different institutional logics. Identification will depend on whether or not it is easy for the individual to find a coalition that corresponds to him or her, and on whether or not the ideas of this coalition are dominant. The relative size of the various coalitions among the staff and the way they evolve will have a clear impact on what the dominant logic of the social enterprise will be.

[bookmark: _Hlk109830512]This research contributes to the broad literature on social enterprises that tends to neglect the field of human resource management and organizational behaviour. Furthermore, it also contributes to the more precise literature on the management of social enterprises and on organizational identification since our framework is, to our knowledge, one of the first to present a so detailed representation of the organizational identification process in social enterprises with a clear identification of the role coalitions play and of the levels of analysis that are involved in such process, summarizing the literature on the topic. It aims to highlight, through a clearer picture of where the stakes are, how individuals position themselves within the organization.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 is dedicated to the concept of organizational identification. In Section 3, we review a series of studies related to organizational identification in social enterprises and present a theoretical framework for understanding how organizational identification emerges in such organizations. Finally, Section 4 concludes and suggests some avenues for future research as well as managerial implications.

2. [bookmark: _Toc520100459]Organizational identification

Organizational identification is defined by Mael and Ashforth (1992: 104) as “the perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization, where the individual defines him- or herself in terms of the organization(s) in which he or she is a member”. According to Pratt (1998), organizational identification helps to answer the question “How do I perceive myself in relation to my organization?”  It is both a cognitive (Dutton et al., 1994) and emotional construct (Pratt, 2000).
[bookmark: _Hlk76326563]
[bookmark: _Hlk76325310][bookmark: _Hlk518919247]But how does organizational identification emerge and develop? Identification is a process that can be analysed from three perspectives. A first perspective, largely used when examining how identification emerges, is categorization, a central concept in the social identity theory developed by Tajfel (1974) and Tajfel and Turner (1985). This theory postulates that people classify themselves and others into social categories and demographic groups (by gender, race, age, religious affiliation, organizational membership, etc.) (Foreman and Whetten, 2002; Jones and Volpe, 2011), allowing them to “locate or define [themselves] in the social environment” (Ashforth and Mael, 1989: 21). Organizational identification thus appears as a subcategory of social identification (Ashforth and Mael, 1989; Foreman and Whetten, 2002), where the group is in this case defined as the organization. It can therefore be considered as the fruit of members’ “assessments of the fit between their categorizations of their organization and their self-categorization” (Foreman and Whetten, 2002: 619). The concept of identity has here an important role to play to understand the process of organizational identification since employees compare their identity to the one of their organization (Ashforth and Mael, 1989; Dutton et al., 1994). When defined by psychologists, personal identity refers to “a person's self-image - to one's beliefs about the sort of person one is and how one differs from others” (Olson, 2016) while organizational identity is defined by Albert and Whetten (1985) as the characteristics of an organization that are central, distinctive and enduring. The higher both identities match, the higher the tendency for individuals to identify with their organization. Identification thus corresponds to the congruence between their personal identity and organizational identity. Individuals can also compare “their perceptions of […] the organization’s current identity […] with what they would prefer the identity to be” (Foreman and Whetten, 2002: 619; Reger et al., 1994). Similarly, the higher the congruence between the two, the more likely people will be to identify with their organization. However, the social identity theory, which considers identification as a rigid state, is nowadays questioned by more and more scholars, who argue that organizational identification should be examined in a dynamic perspective (Pratt, 2000; Kreiner et al., 2006; Miscenko and Day, 2016; Brown, 2017; Sillince and Gollant, 2018). Indeed, the way individuals identify with an organization is far from being a static process: employees constantly re-evaluate their view of the organization where they work and the perception they have of the congruence between their personal identity and the one of their organization (Brown, 2017).  

[bookmark: _Hlk55909475][bookmark: _Hlk76479299]A second perspective relies on the attraction-selection-attrition (ASA) model put forward by Schneider in 1987. The concept of person-organization fit, developed based on the ASA model (DeConinck, 2015) and defined by Kristof (1996: 4-5) as  “the compatibility between people and organizations that occurs when: (a) at least one entity provides what the other needs, or (b) they share similar fundamental characteristics, or (c) both”, has proved to be a strong predictor of organizational identification (Dutton et al., 1994; Cable and DeRue, 2002; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Pratt (1998) even argues that value-based person-organization fit, a specific type of person-organization fit, namely “the individual’s perception of oneness with an organizational identity based on similarities in values” (Smale et al., 2015: 762; Chatman, 1989; Pratt, 1998), and organizational identification are conceptually similar (DeConinck, 2015). Such definition based on values leads to the concept of value-based identification, namely “the individual’s perception of oneness with an organizational identity based on similarities in values” (Smale et al., 2015: 762; Pratt, 1998). Although the ASA model was not designed specifically for understanding the organizational identification process (Pratt, 1998), it is still very useful because the attraction side of this model suggests that people are attracted to organizations they think exhibit the same personal characteristics, values, and beliefs as their own. This attraction process thus appears to be very closely related to the process of organizational identification (Hsieh et al., 2018). The ASA model also suggests that organizations tend to recruit individuals they think share the same values as their own, and that individuals who do not fit will tend to leave the organization (Schneider, 1987). Ultimately, the pool of employees in an organization should be relatively homogeneous and consist of those who have identified with the organization (Hsieh et al., 2018).
A third perspective puts the emphasis on beliefs and on the concept of “sensemaking”, developed by Weick (1995) and defined as “the process of rendering meaning from experience” (Glynn and Watkiss, 2020: 1332) to apprehend the process of organizational identification. It is based on identity construction, and requires to extract cues (Pratt, 1998). Pratt (1998: 180) explains, for example, that “given that identification is based on subjective beliefs, ascertaining whether or not one is “congruent” with an organization is likely to involve retrospective interpretations of one’s own values as well as those of the organization”.  In his study conducted in 2000, he shows that organizations have an important role to play in favouring organizational identification, namely through “sensebreaking” – destroying existing meaning – and “sensegiving” – (re)building meaning – practices.  
[bookmark: _Hlk76536568]
[bookmark: _Hlk94535925][bookmark: _Hlk76476971][bookmark: _Hlk78184753][bookmark: _Hlk109892484]Figure 1 illustrates the identification process in conventional organizations that we define here as non-hybrid ones. Individuals compare their own current identity with the current organizational identity which is influenced by the dominant institutional logic. When staff members consider that their own identity matches the organizational one, they will identify with the organization. Some individuals may also consider that the actual organizational identity does not correspond to their own. For individuals who do not value this matching, this will result in an absence of identification (also called neutral identification since employees neither identify nor disidentify with their organization) and for the ones who value it, this may either lead to neutral identification or even to disidentification. Based on the attraction-selection-attrition theory, we can consider that these members will probably resign or be dismissed. If they stay in the organization, it is reasonable to think that their involvement would be minimal. Nevertheless, the current organizational and individual identities are not the sole elements to consider when examining organizational identification. Individuals may indeed get involved in prospective or retrospective sensemaking processes and may thus also consider their past and potential future identities – and thus the values associated to such individual identities - and the past and potential organizational identities – and thus the values associated to such organizational identities - when assessing their relationship with the organization.

3. [bookmark: _Toc520100458]Organizational identification in a typical hybrid organization: social enterprises 
[bookmark: _Hlk57551456][bookmark: _Hlk55909317][bookmark: _Hlk55894282]
[bookmark: _Hlk57553356][bookmark: _Hlk57553123]Properly understanding organizational identification is a difficult task for any given organization, but particularly for hybrid organizations among which social enterprises. We focus in this paper on social enterprises, a “prime example of a hybrid organizational form” (Doherty et al., 2014: 218), hybrid organizations being defined as “organizations that span institutional boundaries (Smith 2010; Brandsen and Karré 2011; Jay 2013; Pache and Santos 2012) and operate in multiple functional domains (Ruef 2000)” (Doherty et al., 2014: 218). 

Sheperd et al. (2019) recently revised the conception of hybridity by suggesting a framework that takes into consideration both hybrid relativity – the degree to which social and economic logics are balanced – and hybrid intensity – the intensity with which social and economic logics are incorporated in the organization. Since we define in this paper social enterprises as business ventures that concentrate on the achievement of a social good along with business success where both social and economic logics dominate, we consider here that they are hybrid organizations with both high hybrid density and hybrid relativity.

[bookmark: _Hlk76370174] The framework developed by Sheperd et al. being relatively recent, the literature we build on in this paper also considers hybrid organizations combining economic and social logics without any consideration to the degree of hybrid intensity and relativity. Nevertheless, in line with our focus on organizations with high hybrid intensity and relativity, we refer to how staff members of social enterprises identify with a common hybrid organizational identity when talking about organizational identification. We thus adopt the holographic identity-based conception of hybridity: we consider that “the multiple identities of the organization [should] be shared by its members” (Battilana and Lee, 2014: 416). Indeed, as argued by Battilana and Lee (2014), who consider that frontline workers of social enterprises should contribute to both social and organizational objectives (e.g., microfinance loan officers, who have to act as both counsellors and debt collectors), we believe that it is in the interest of such organizations to favour the organizational identification of their staff members with the hybrid organizational identity. 

Conflicts and tensions within social enterprises that may influence the process of organizational identification
Social enterprises face institutional pluralism, as they have to deal with different institutional logics, namely  “the socially constructed, historical patterns of material practices, assumptions, values, beliefs, and rules by which individuals produce and reproduce their material subsistence, organize time and space, and provide meaning to their social reality”  (Thornton and Ocasio, 1999: 804), with the social and the commercial/market logics being the two best known. A social enterprise thus embraces “two seemingly incompatible value systems” (Foreman and Whetten, 2002) and should play with multiple sets of “rules of the game” (Kraatz and Block, 2008). 

Based on the institutional literature, we can affirm that, because of the different logics they have to deal with and the high importance they ascribe to both logics, social enterprises, by integrating these logics into their organizational identity, also exhibit incompatible organizational identities.  Since the aim is for staff members to identify with a common hybrid identity, as explained previously, the existence of two organizational identities may complexify the process of organizational identification of individuals. Indeed, numerous authors highlight the challenge that building a coherent organizational identity represents for the majority of social enterprises (Battilana and Dorado, 2010; Cornelissen et al., 2021), and the literature on hybrid organizations has particularly focused on how to manage the different identities at the organizational level (Hsieh et al., 2018).

[bookmark: _Hlk57552734]Individuals also hold “multiple identities” (Wry and York, 2017). Staff members of social enterprises tend to be more inclined to develop conflicting personal identities than employees of other types of organizations (Foreman and Whetten, 2002; Wry and York, 2017). As explained by Leong and Ward (2000: 764), “identity conflict occurs when a person encounters difficulties in reconciling different components of identity that prescribe behaviours which are incompatible to each other”. Besides having multiple and sometimes conflicting identities, members of social enterprises can also develop conflicting expectations towards their organization, as explained by Foreman and Whetten (2002). As an example, these authors show that members want “the local co-op to be more business oriented and yet [expect] co-ops as an organizational form to be more family focused” (Foreman and Whetten, 2002: 631).

[bookmark: _Hlk57552798]Furthermore, social enterprises are often composed of different coalitions among staff members, with each coalition adhering to and identifying with a specific institutional logic (Pache and Santos, 2010; Pache and Santos, 2013). Indeed, Brès et al. (2018) explain that hybrid organizations are made of “coalitions of powerful actors who hold conflicting objectives and do so without overarching authority”. As stated by Harmon et al. (2019),  when the organization holds multiple identities, political tensions appear because there is no possibility for all groups of staff members to be fully satisfied. Intergroup conflicts are thus more likely to emerge in social enterprises as the result of the “tensions stemming from differences in how groups fundamentally define themselves and from threats to those self-definitions” (Fiol et al., 2009: 32). 

Besides, in social enterprises, an alternative form of identification may appear: ambivalent identification. It occurs when individuals agree and identify with certain aspects of the organization but disagree and disidentify with other aspects (Dukerich et al., 1998; Elsbach, 1999; Ashforth, 2001; Kreiner and Ashforth, 2004; Schuh et al., 2016).  Indeed, according to Schuh et al. (2016: 2225), it is an “oversimplification to expect employees to have the same feelings toward various characteristics of their organization; by contrast, organizations often evoke contradictory responses in their members who may feel torn between conflicting impulses”. Studying how alumni of the Pennsylvania State University reacted to a scandal that the university experienced some years ago, Eury et al. (2018) put forward three different forms of ambivalent organizational identification: reconciled identification, when individuals display negative expressions about what happened but still identify with the organization; selective identification, when individuals display both negative and positive expressions about the organization, both in the present and for the future, thus identifying only with some elements of the organization; and conditional identification, when individuals display negative expressions in the present but can re-identify with the organization under some conditions. This study again emphasizes that, far from being a static process, identification with an organization is a process that may evolve over time (Eury et al., 2018; Bednar et al., 2020). This dynamic is based on two “moving parts”: the evolution of the organization’s internal balance (between the components of its identity) and the individuals’ evolution (as what attracts them may vary over time). Ultimately, this results in over-identification at times and over-disidentification or under-identification at some other times (Vadera and Pratt, 2013). Ambivalent identification may also result from the failure of the “sensebreaking” and “sensegiving” practices set up by organizations with the aim to facilitate organizational identification (Pratt, 2000). 

This shows the importance of favouring organizational identification with a common hybrid identity, because “when individual organizational members have identities that align disproportionately with either the business or charitable form, increased demands from the other can activate identity threat and raise latent differences into direct inter-personal conflict,” as explained by Battilana and Lee (2014: 411), based on Glynn (2000). 
[bookmark: _Hlk76370213][bookmark: _Hlk55899414][bookmark: _Hlk57551688][bookmark: _Hlk57553006]
Organizational identification in social enterprises
[bookmark: _Hlk76457508]As explained by Foreman and Whetten (2002: 619), “although the identity construct holds the possibility of spanning or integrating multiple levels of analysis, virtually no research has attempted to establish such multi-level linkages”. These authors thus conducted a study on multiple-identity organizations, where they joined the organizational and institutional levels of analysis. Based on them, we argue that multiple levels of analysis should be taken into consideration when examining organizational identification in social enterprises: the macro level, through institutional logics; the meso level, through organizational identities; and the micro level, through personal  and coalition identities. This shows the importance of micro-translation or “an understanding of how macrocategories get inside the heads of individuals” (Powell and Colyvas, 2008: 278) while also paying attention to the meso level, as preconized by Harmon et al. (2019). Identification is thus the result of the interplay between the multiple identities of individuals taking part in coalitions that adhere to two different institutional logics within a social enterprise (MacLean and Webber, 2015). It should also be noted that when talking about organizational identification in social enterprises, the literature mainly refer to value-based identification.

To facilitate organizational identification, social enterprises should first find a way to deal with the different logics they encompass. They often resort to  three types of strategies, as explained by Civera et al. (2020): compartmentalization (Pratt and Foreman, 2000), also called decoupling  (Meyer and Rowan, 1977; Elsbach and Sutton, 1992; Westphal and Zajac, 2001; Boxenbaum and Jonnson, 2008); integration through compromise; and integration through combination. Decoupling means “symbolically [endorsing] practices prescribed by one logic while actually implementing practices promoted by another logic, often one that is more aligned with organizational goals” (Pache and Santos, 2013: 974). This approach appears to be particularly interesting for organizations that experience a misalignment between a policy promoted by external actors and organizational practices promoted by staff members (Boxenbaum and Jonsson, 2008; Pache and Santos, 2013). Integration by compromising refers to the strategy adopted by social enterprises that “[ensure] the minimum standards alignment in one logic to be able to partially enact their dual nature” (Civera et al., 2020: 336). Finally, integration through combination of competing logics is the strategy that consists in merging the different identities into a new, distinct one (Pache and Santos, 2013).

[bookmark: _Hlk55899143][bookmark: _Hlk109891606]Of course, institutional logics will influence organizational identity. Pratt and Foreman (2000) developed a framework with the different management strategies that managers of organizations with multiple identities can adopt. These strategies are classified according to two dimensions: plurality and synergy. Plurality refers to the degree of multiplicity of identities that is beneficial to the organization. When considering plurality, one should ask “How much plurality of identities is best for the organization and its members?" (Pratt and Foreman, 2000: 24). By synergy, the authors mean “the degree of potential synergy between or among the identities” (Pratt and Foreman, 2000: 25).  If all identities are viewed as being critical to the organization, the organization should adopt high-plurality responses; otherwise, it should adopt low-plurality responses. If a high degree of interaction between the various identities is possible or desirable, then the organization should adopt high-synergy responses; otherwise, it should adopt low-synergy responses. As shown on Figure 2, at the meso level, social enterprises thus exhibit different identities, with Identity 1 reflecting the Social Logic, Identity 2 reflecting the Commercial Logic, and Identity 3 reflecting the combination of both social and commercial logics. When saying that an identity reflects a logic, we mean that the organizational culture favours values which can be associated with such logic (service, social justice, importance of human relationships, or integrity as examples of values associated with the social logic, and effectiveness, efficiency or success as examples of values associated with the commercial logic).

[bookmark: _Hlk111811564]The institutional logics, beyond their influence on the meso level of organizations, may also influence the micro level, namely individual employees,  since these logics, through the values they vehiculate, act as “cultural toolkits” for staff members (Pache and Santos, 2013: 994; Cortes Ferreira, 2017) and “shape individual interests and desires” (Powell and Colyvas, 2008) and their own individual values, confirming that a microfoundational approach (Harmon et al., 2019) is essential to grasp the organizational identification process in social enterprises. “Institutional logics not only direct what social actors want (interests) and how they are to proceed (guidelines for action) but also who or what they are (identity)” (Lok, 2010: 1308;  Friedland and Alford, 1991). The institutional logics employees will endorse and therefore the values they will favour may depend on the logics that organizational members have familiarized or identified with “throughout their lives due to previous experiences” (Cortes Ferreira, 2017: 51). However, although one could suppose that individuals exposed to a particular institutional logic during their socialization process will enact this logic in the organization where they work, Pache and Santos (2013) find that this view is not confirmed. Their study shows that employees in social enterprises who were originally exposed to a commercial logic will tend to exhibit, in priority, a behaviour that fits in with a social welfare in order to make up for their lack of  “historic” legitimacy on this matter.
[bookmark: _Hlk109891676]
[bookmark: _Hlk55892180][bookmark: _Hlk57551891][bookmark: _Hlk109831267][bookmark: _Hlk57553568]Our framework (Figure 2) also suggests that, at the micro level, employees may also, themselves, hold multiple identities – that may be characterized by different values – as explained by Wry and York (2017) and may gather into coalitions (Pache and Santos, 2010; Glynn, 2000).  Based on Heaney and Leifeld (2018), we define coalitions as agreements among several staff members who collaborate for defending a common opinion or position. An employee will join a coalition that defends the same institutional logic as the one which he/she adheres to, which constitutes another particularity of employees of social enterprises. What seems to be particularly important for such employees when joining a coalition is thus the value and emotional significance attached to that membership. Nevertheless, we can also imagine the case where an employee adheres to a coalition for more political reasons, such as his/her own interest, rather than because he/she really adheres to the logic this coalition defends . As shown on Figure 2, as an example, Individuals 1, 2, and 3 gather into Coalition 1 because they adhere to Logic 1, the same logic defended by Coalition 1. The same goes for Coalition 2 and Logic 2. While Coalition 1 only defends Logic 1 and Coalition 2 only defends Logic 2, Coalition 3 will defend both Logic 1 and Logic 2, and Coalition 4 will not defend any of the two logics. 

[bookmark: _Hlk109899368]Since the institutional logics are imprinted in the organizational identities, we can simply say that the individuals in Coalition 1 will only identify with organizational Identity 1 and the individuals in Coalition 2 will only identify with Identity 2. This is what ambivalent identification refers to. The individuals in Coalition 3, for their part, will identify with Identity 3, which corresponds to the combination of both organizational identities. These individuals thus fully identify with their organization. Since, for most employees of social enterprises, the decision to adhere to a coalition is mostly linked to the emotional significance they attach to it, we can infer that the identification process in social enterprises is much more affective than cognitive. Nevertheless, there are also some individuals in Coalition 4  who do not identify with any of the organizational identities and will thus exhibit a neutral identification. These may be individuals who are only motivated by extrinsic factors (Deci and Ryan, 1985), such as their salary or teleworking opportunities. We cannot really talk about real identification for employees who adhere to a coalition only for “political” reasons. However, we could argue that, in reality, employees with such a profile are not common in social enterprises (Godfroid, 2017). Indeed, Besley and Ghatak (2005) argue that mission-oriented organizations, such as social enterprises, should predominantly attract prosocially motivated agents, namely employees who “may care directly about the social payoff” (Besley and Ghatak, 2017:28).  

[bookmark: _Hlk109891722]Nevertheless, this appears to be too simplistic since we here considered that both organizational identities are on an equal basis but the  relative importance of the various coalitions will have a clear impact on what will be the dominant logic the social enterprise will adhere to. The dominant logic, in turn, affects the dominant organizational mission pursued, and the organizational values and identity adopted by the social enterprise. All this process refers to what we call the influencing process on Figure 2. We should also not forget that the identification process is, as it is also the case for conventional organizations, a constant re-evaluation process. So, based on a comparison process taking place simultaneously, the employee determines whether there is a match between his/her own identity and values and the new dominant organizational identity and values. If so, he/she will identify with it and will reinforce the coalition he/she adheres to; if not, he/she may decide to leave the organization. As an example, when the individual exhibits an identity that is clearly closer to the social logic and the organization has a more business oriented identity, he/she is more inclined to leave the organization. This comparison is then reassessed through retrospective and prospective sense-giving processes in which the individual engage. Finally, this comparison process by the individuals determines the way the coalitions will evolve and therefore the logic that the organization will adopt in priority. 
[bookmark: _Toc520100462]
4. Conclusion 
Social enterprises tend to face several challenges, among which harder organizational identification than more conventional organizations. Indeed, when an organization is focusing mainly on one dimension, the economic bottom line for profit-driven firms or the social results for many “third sector” organizations, hybridity becomes a characteristic that certainly plays a role in the identification process but, at the end of the day, everyone knows what the priority of the organization is and which is the bottom line that “truly” matters. In social enterprises, as we try to show in this paper, the situation is more complex at the duality of objectives is to receive the same attention. Therefore, identification is more diverse and more complex.

[bookmark: _Hlk109831619][bookmark: _Hlk109899297]As explained by Hsieh et al. (2018), there are still very few studies that examine the identification process in social enterprises. This paper therefore tries to establish a starting point that gives a good overview of what should be considered for a systemic, dynamic and multilevel analysis of the process of organizational identification in social enterprises. We show that identification will depend first on whether or not it is easy for the individual to find a coalition that corresponds to him or her in terms of values defended. We thus put forward the importance of the emotional dimension rather than the cognitive one in the identification process in social enterprises. Identification will also depend on whether or not the ideas of this coalition are dominant. The relative size of the various coalitions among the staff and the way they evolve will have a clear impact on what will be the dominant logic of the social enterprise. Our paper thus offers a specific contribution to the literature on the internal management of such organizations by offering a clear understanding of the role coalitions play and of the different levels of analysis that should be taken into account in the identification process.  



Limits and avenues for future research
[bookmark: _Hlk55914704][bookmark: _Hlk56152679][bookmark: _Hlk57551948][bookmark: _Hlk57553826]As the challenges experienced by social enterprises seem to attract the attention of more and more scholars, we suggest some avenues for future research on this topic. First, future research could examine how our framework can be complemented by a contingent perspective. Indeed, different market dynamics and cultural contexts could have different effects on the identification process. Comparisons could, of course, also be made with for-profit firms but also with other forms of hybrid organizations. As an hypothesis, one could assume that by being “truly double bottom-line”, giving the same importance to economic and social or societal objectives, social enterprises will have more difficulties to manage the demands of their various stakeholders than a more focused organization for which the main objective could be used as a benchmark to identify the stakeholder and/or the contextual elements that should receive the highest priority. But this needs to be confirmed as, to our knowledge, no research of the kind has so far been led.

[bookmark: _Hlk55909783] Second, while this is not highlighted in our framework, social enterprises may also have a more direct and active role to play to help their members identify with them. Indeed, studying organizational identification in social enterprises, Hsieh et al. (2018) show that  all the social enterprises they interviewed tend to base their criteria on the congruence between the organizational values and the candidates’ values. On the contrary, Moses and Sharma (2020) show that, although a community logic may help to retain talents in social enterprises, it does not help in attracting them. Instead, they recommend that social enterprises use human resource acquisition practices based on the market/commercial logic. Besharov and Smith (2014: 368) confirm that hiring and socialization practices may play a role in the identification process in social enterprises, namely by “influenc[ing] who is in an organization, the nature of the logics they carry, and therefore the compatibility of those logics.” Battilana and Dorado (2010) examine, in details, the best hiring and socializations processes for fostering the creation of a common identity – a pre-requisite for favouring organizational identification – by analysing the case of microfinance organizations that combine “developmental” and “banking” logics. For Battilana et al. (2015), it is the socialization process that appears to be particularly important. Even if socialization may also occur without the active intervention of organizations, for example through imitation or organizational learning (Smale et al., 2015), there are still socialization practices that can be set up by social enterprises.  More studies should be conducted on the hiring policies of social enterprises because there is no true consensus in the literature on the most adequate approach to adopt. This topic could be studied quantitatively on a large set of social enterprises to better understand the consequences of each type of recruitment policy on the socialization process. 

Third, we considered in our framework that coalitions clearly exhibit the logic(s) it defends. This may ease the decision of newly recruited employees to decide the coalitions they will gather in. Nevertheless, we can also imagine a situation where such employees do not so easily know which logic is defended by which coalition.

Managerial implications
We could suggest a series of practices and approaches that social enterprises can take to favour organizational identification from a practical point of view, based on our literature review.

[bookmark: _Hlk76379416]Organizational identification may be facilitated in social enterprises that are able to develop strategies for adequately dealing with the different institutional logics they face. Indeed, as explained by Civera et al. (2020), without organizational strategies, the risk is that the social enterprise stops focusing on one of the logic in favour of the other one, leading to identity issues. The strength of organizational identity being recognized to be a factor favouring identification (Kreiner and Ashforth, 2004), not managing both logics adequately may limit such a process.

[bookmark: _Hlk56153362][bookmark: _Hlk57553403][bookmark: _Hlk78187111]For organizational members to identify with a common identity, we believe that the most adapted strategy is integration through combination. Indeed, since this strategy implies that some aspects of both commercial and social logics are reflected into the entity, it should allow almost all staff members (except those who simply disidentify with their organization) to recognise themselves in some components of the organisational identity. Furthermore, decoupling may not be appropriate since it assumes that all staff members endorse the same logic (Pache and Santos, 2013). Besides, one of the limit of integration through compromising is that it may engender “internal dissent from groups demanding strict adherence to  their espoused logic” (Pache and Santos, 2013: 975). 

Finally, organizations should also find their own best way to manage their multiple identities. Based on Pratt and Corley (2007) who explain the necessary conditions for high- and low-plurality responses to benefit staff members, we suggest that social enterprises should adopt low-plurality responses to foster organizational identification. Indeed as argued by these authors, when individuals have a large number of internalized identities, such as in social enterprises, organizations should prefer adopting low-plurality responses. Besides, we believe that it is in the interest of social enterprises to foster staff member’s organizational identification with a common organizational identity in order to ensure that employees do not favour some goals at the expense of others. Therefore, we think that they should also prefer adopting high-synergy responses in order to create a common organizational identity.

Since social enterprises need to play a more critical role to face the variety of constraints characterizing our societies in a world of globalization and contrasts, managing them in a way that respects their essence is crucial, and understanding them thus truly matters. Understanding how people identify with this type of  organization is therefore crucial as strong involvement of  employees is one of the key factors of success. With this paper, we hope to have contributed to this noble objective.
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[bookmark: _Hlk94535804]Figure 1. Organizational identification in non-hybrid organizations
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[bookmark: _Hlk94535381]Figure 2. Organizational identification in social enterprises [image: ]
image1.png
Macrolevel

Current
dominant logic I

imprinted in

Individual Organization
A m e — e m - — — — — -relrospective Sensemaking = = = = = = = = = — — — — — — o — o —
D ———— T L e ———E———
t-1 Past identity Past identity

~—
-

e

b
/
/

retrospective sensemaking

t Current identity
Current identity | oo Comparison — )
prospective sensemaking
. . Future identit
1 —_—  influence influen ce uture identity
+ Future identity

== — — — = = = — = = — — — —prospective sensemaking = = = = = = = = = ————— i ——— ——————— = — ——




image2.png
Micro level (il

St

Mesolevel

Mesolevel

dentiy 1

tdeniity 3

dentity2

Macro level

Social logic
Commercial
Togic




