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This paper is focused on employee ownership. It examines the employee ownership role in value creation. Based on a sample of 163 French companies, our study measures the impact of employee share ownership on value creation for both shareholders and stakeholders. Only companies with a sustained employee ownership policy over a five-year period (from 2001 to 2005), as defined by the French Federation of Employee and Former Employee Shareholders (FAS), have been considered. The results indicate that employee share ownership has influence neither on shareholders' nor on stakeholders' value creation.

Introduction

Employee share ownership involves employees owning a proportion of their company's shares, which are often purchased or subscribed on preferential terms (discounted prices, additional contribution paid by the company), in connection with share offer operations that may be restricted to them (e.g. an employee share ownership plan or a corporate savings plan). Employee Ownership of their company's shares, either individually or collectively, has undergone a remarkable development in France 1 in recent decades, as in the United States 2 , encouraged by several successive changes in legislation. Only the law of the 30 th of December 2006 has simplified the process of awarding bonus shares within companies. This law promoted the development of employee participation and share ownership.

Employee share ownership has a specific position within the corporate governance debate. Defined as the network of relationships linking several parties in defining corporate strategy and determining company performance [START_REF] Caby | Création de valeur et gouvernance de l'entreprise[END_REF], governance raises a recurrent question related to power-sharing [START_REF] Thiveaud | De la gouvernance des grandes sociétés[END_REF]. It refers indeed to the degree of latitude enjoyed by the company's managers. This latitude depends on the power they wield, the decisions they make, and the control exercised over these decisions 3 .

A traditional view of governance, giving precedence to shareholders' interests in the strategic decision-making process, has long prevailed. Nevertheless, a more recent view has gradually emerged. This approach deals with stakeholder governance which takes into account the interests of all stakeholders; especially employees, creditors, customers and suppliers [START_REF] Bendixen | Corporate Identity, Ethics and Reputation in Supplier-Buyer Relationships[END_REF].

This shifting perspective has to be linked to a growing interest in corporate social responsibility and business ethics [START_REF] Fukukawa | Mapping the Interface between Corporate Identity, Ethics and Corporate Social Responsibility[END_REF]. In order to strengthen relationships with its stakeholders, firms have to pay attention to the different contributors needs. Naturally, they are numerous, diverse and all of them cannot represent a significant weight in terms of retribution [START_REF] Cyert | A Behavioral Theory of the Firm[END_REF]. One of the stakeholders that have been neglected in firm's governance appears to be employees. Due to economic crisis, global competition and the necessity to cope with shareholders' interests or customers' satisfaction, employees are exposed to greater pressure, than many other contributors, in spite of their deep intrinsic value. Hence, analysing value creation's repartition resulting from employee share ownership encompasses an ethical dimension [START_REF] Hummels | Organising Ethics: A Stakeholder debate[END_REF][START_REF] Stieb | Assessing Freeman's Stakeholder Theory[END_REF].

The aim of this research is to determine whether a sustained employee share ownership policy, as defined by the French Federation of Employee and Former Employee Shareholders (FAS) 4 , constitutes a factor in value creation. We therefore adopt, as theoretical references, shareholder governance and stakeholder governance. In fact, employee share ownership may represent a factor in value creation in favour of shareholders and stakeholders.

The sample adopted is based on 163 quoted French companies of which 28 have a significant employee share ownership (ESOP≥3% of total shares). According to us, this study is original for two reasons. First, it examines a managerial tool that still being misunderstood on an empirical level in spite of undergoing a significant development. It is especially the case in France. It will be particularly interesting to compare the results obtained on French companies with those related to Anglo-Saxon context. Second, our study enriches the debate on corporate governance since it focuses on value creation regarding both shareholder and stakeholder theory. In fact, this concept is still being studied only in a shareholder theory framework.

This paper offers an analysis of theoretical and empirical frameworks references in order to point out the role played by employee ownership within value creation (1). After defining methodology and variables adopted (2), it empirically examines and discusses hypotheses identified through theoretical analysis (3).

Theoretical background

The analysis paradigm of value creation is tending to evolve which lead to consider employee share ownership from a stakeholder governance perspective. However, the empirical literature on the effects of employee ownership policy produced contrasting results.

Employee share ownership and value creation paradigm upgrade

A detailed analysis of the influence of employee ownership on value creation requires differentiating first between shares owned by company's top managers and shares owned by employees. It seems important second to point out the governance upgrade, which is moving from a shareholder to a stakeholder perspective.

From the viewpoint of shareholder governance, only share ownership of top managers may be justified at a conceptual level by the agency theory focused on the divergence of interests and information asymmetry between the various actors involved in the company, particularly shareholders and managers. The agency costs resulting from this are supposed to be limited, notably through the managers' involvement in the company's share ownership and management. [START_REF] Holmström | Moral Hazard and Observability[END_REF] noted that company managers enjoy considerable latitude leading them to define an investment policy that might not maximise the firm's value, due to the asymmetry of information characterising their relationship with the shareholders. He suggested to use one or more measurements of organisational performance to appraise the non-observable actions of managers and to index a part of their remuneration on this performance. [START_REF] Jensen | Theory of the Firm: Managerial Behaviour, Agency Costs and Ownership Structure[END_REF] highlight a positive correlation between the ownership rights enjoyed by company managers, i.e. their participation in the share capital, and the company's value. More recently, [START_REF] Aubert | Is Employee Ownership so Senseless[END_REF] have found an analytical solution that shows that, under some assumptions, it is possible to find an optimal level of company stock distribution that ensures an optimal level of profit for the company.

Nevertheless, the transition from a single viewpoint of the firm to a pluralist conception emphasises the limits of this framework of analysis [START_REF] Larcker | How Important is Corporate Governance?[END_REF]. Without necessarily rejecting the principle of maximization of shareholder value [START_REF] Lazonick | Maximizing Shareholder Value: A New Ideology for Corporate Governance[END_REF][START_REF] Gugler | Corporate Governance and the Return on Investment[END_REF][START_REF] Denglos | Faut-il rejeter le principe de maximisation de la valeur actionnariale?[END_REF], raises the question of a heightened recognition of the predominant role played by specific human capital. In fact, the agency model focuses on shareholders/manager relationships by assigning a secondary importance to other stakeholders in the company, whereas current developments emphasise the diversity of interests involved within the framework of the stakeholder theory [START_REF] Freeman | Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach[END_REF][START_REF] Hill | Stakeholder-Agency Theory[END_REF][START_REF] Clarkson | A Stakeholder Framework for Analysing Corporate Social Performance[END_REF]. A growing number of authors are expressing a wish to achieve a balance between the interests of the firm's various stakeholders. It deals with actors incurring a risk regarding to the outcome of firm's activities [START_REF] Clarkson | A Stakeholder Framework for Analysing Corporate Social Performance[END_REF], either in a direct concern (employees, creditors, customers, suppliers, government) or a secondary concern (special interest groups and the media), and that of capital contributors. The value is then assessed more broadly via a pluralist vision of the company. Thus, the aim is no longer to maximise shareholder value, but rather the firm's total or global value [START_REF] Fama | The Effects of a Firm's Investment and Financing Decisions on the Welfare of its Security Holders[END_REF][START_REF] Blair | Wealth Creation and Wealth Sharing[END_REF].

However, the view that sees the company as a place to maximise the firm's value for all its stakeholders, despite its significant analytical contribution, remains fairly vague and difficult to measure. One of the main difficulties lies in the problems linked to defining a specific objective function for the company, which may be a source of managerial opportunism [START_REF] Jensen | Value Maximisation, Stakeholder Theory, and the Corporate Objective Function[END_REF].

To face this difficulty, [START_REF] Hirigoyen | Histoire de la valeur en finance d'entreprise[END_REF] explore similar conceptual steps based on the notion of specific assets [START_REF] Williamson | The Economic Institutions of Capitalism[END_REF]. The idea is that the company's development rests on two particular resources: the capital introduced by shareholders and the skills of employees. In fact, the firm constitutes a combination of specific capital and specific labour [START_REF] Aoki | The Cooperative Game Theory of the Firm[END_REF] and a node of specific investments [START_REF] Rajan | Power in a Theory of the Firm[END_REF]. Whereas the role of the shareholders, under these circumstances, is to choose the most effective coalition of employees [START_REF] Rajan | Power in a Theory of the Firm[END_REF], [START_REF] Blair | Firm-Specific Human Capital and the Theory of the Firm[END_REF] distinguishes two types of risks supported by specific human capital. It concerns first the risk for the rent and quasi-rent generated by human capital to be expropriated ex post by the other firm's stakeholders. It deals second with the current value of specific human capital that might fluctuate in the future, either because the skills might no longer be useful to the firm, or because the firm no longer generates sufficient rents. Under these circumstances, it is important for the global risk to be limited or at least remunerated, because there is a risk that the specific capital will disappear, which would then penalise all stakeholders. Risk remuneration leads to the employees being regarded as residual creditors, like the shareholders, of the value created for their benefit if the wages received are higher than their opportunity cost [START_REF] Parrat | Quand l'actionnaire pèse trop lourd[END_REF]. [START_REF] Blair | Firm-Specific Human Capital and the Theory of the Firm[END_REF] suggests remunerating the risk by employee ownership, as remunerating employees with shares may be a mechanism to encourage and protect investments in specific human capital. The idea is that share ownership by employees gives them certain rights of control and simultaneously aligns their interests with external shareholders' interests. Studying employee ownership from a stakeholder governance perspective seems to be appropriate to enrich the debate on employee ownership.

The role of employee share ownership from a stakeholder governance perspective

In the context of stakeholder governance, employee ownership has a formal role exerted via employee participation in the firm's representation and decision-making and an informal role by establishing a trust regime.

By encouraging staff to become involved in the firm's representation and decisionmaking, employee ownership may influence not only the agency relationship between shareholders and managers, but also the relationship between managers and employees, which shows that recognition of the human capital specific to the firm is not incompatible with the traditional view of the company [START_REF] Jensen | Specific and General Knowledge, and Organizational Structure[END_REF]. Generally speaking, institutional participation in the executive or the supervisory board enables the employees to protect their specific investment in human capital. [START_REF] Aoki | The Cooperative Game Theory of the Firm[END_REF] and [START_REF] Williamson | The Economic Institutions of Capitalism[END_REF] note that employee representation enables them to share important information, notably in the field of organisation of labour and collective bargaining. This is especially the case during periods of economic difficulty which are a source of heightened efforts or even sacrifices for them. [START_REF] Smith | On the Economic Rationale for Codetermination Law[END_REF] believes that the institutional participation of employees in executive or supervisory boards limits the asymmetry of information, which might force managers to abandon certain opportunistic behaviours. In specific terms, the power of shareholders employees, beyond the percentage of voting rights they hold, is measured not only by their ability to influence the decisions taken at ordinary and extraordinary general meetings, but also by their participation in the election of members of executive or supervisory board [START_REF] Desbrières | Le rôle de l'actionnariat des salariés non-dirigeants dans le système de gouvernement de l'entreprise[END_REF]. At general meetings, as shareholders they can pretend to information, and are able to benefit from information exchanges with external shareholders. They also have the possibility to create or join a coalition to oppose the decisions made by the majority and the managers. As directors appointed by the ordinary general meeting, shareholders employees enjoy an appropriate position to defend their own interests and especially to protect their specific investments. [START_REF] Desbrières | Le rôle de l'actionnariat des salariés non-dirigeants dans le système de gouvernement de l'entreprise[END_REF] also notes that having employees, as shareholders, on the board is more interesting than their only institutional participation. In fact, the control they then exert depends on the value of their share portfolio and is not affected by collective bargaining considerations linked to the way they have been appointed. As a result, it helps to reduce the power differential between the managers and the other stakeholders, thus favouring the emergence of a co-operative coalition. Nevertheless, several analyses tend to put the role of employee ownership into perspective. In fact, [START_REF] Jensen | Rights and Production Functions: an Application to Labor-Managed Firms and Codetermination[END_REF] believe that institutional representation of employees is a source of inefficiency, as self-managed firms, since their economic horizon differs from that of investments. The efficacy characterising the control exercised by shareholder employees appears to be conditioned by their degree of independence from the managers who might pursue an entrenchment strategy and then will offer shareholder employees more implicit contracts than those offered to employees who are not shareholders [START_REF] Desbrières | Le rôle de l'actionnariat des salariés non-dirigeants dans le système de gouvernement de l'entreprise[END_REF].

Furthermore, employee ownership may encourage the establishment of a trust regime within companies that introduce it. Employee share ownership may be regarded as a determining factor in organisational capital (d'Arcimoles and Trébucq, 2003) which is defined as a resource reflecting the nature of social relations within the firm. Organisational capital has two components: associability (i.e. the participants' willingness and ability to subordinate their individual aims associated actions to the collective aims and actions related) and trust [START_REF] Leana | Organizational Social Capital and Employment Practices[END_REF]. The anticipated effects of an improvement in organisational capital are an increase in involvement levels, flexibility of labour, collective organisation and intellectual capital within the firm [START_REF] Leana | Organizational Social Capital and Employment Practices[END_REF].

Trust "appears to be a particular mechanism for regulating the various transactions that the company pursues with its various partners" [START_REF] Charreaux | Le rôle de la confiance dans le système de gouvernance des entreprises[END_REF]. In the etymological sense, trust expresses the willingness to rely on a partner and implicates to go beyond the behavioural assumption of opportunism, which still widely predominates in finance [START_REF] Bradach | Price, Authority, and Trust: From Ideal Types to Plural Forms[END_REF][START_REF] Frank | The Strategic Role of the Emotions: Reconciling Over and Under-Socialized Accounts of Behavior[END_REF][START_REF] Orbell | Trust, Social Categories, and Individuals: the Case of Gender[END_REF]. By leading to the "creation of trust capital, which is collectively owned by the firm and the various partners", trust appears to contribute to stakeholder value creation (Liu et al., 1998). It relaxes in particular the control constraints and reduces the cost of control mechanisms exerted by the various stakeholders [START_REF] Charreaux | Le rôle de la confiance dans le système de gouvernance des entreprises[END_REF].

Hence, it appears as important to analyse what elements are likely to be involved in establishing an atmosphere of trust, and to examine whether employee share ownership has a role among these mechanisms. While establishing such an atmosphere in an agency situation appears to be the most profitable solution both for shareholders and the other stakeholders [START_REF] Canella | Executives and Shareholders: a Shift in the Relationship[END_REF], it also seems to be hardest to apply as the ambition is to strengthen "the specific investment in capital to the firm" [START_REF] Hirigoyen | La confiance, un outil de la finance organisationnelle : une synthèse de la littérature récente[END_REF]. The hypotheses of strengthening trust based relationship between partners by offering shares to employees may nevertheless be considered. By awarding shares to employees, the shareholders, who may in some circumstances agree a dilution of their shares, demonstrate the confidence allotted to employees. Offering employees the opportunity to become shareholders in the company is a recognition proof of the role they play within the organisation, the skills applied and the quality of the provided services. This reflects not only a financial recompense for the efforts, but also a desire to involve them in the firm's destiny and to create a community of interest. By becoming shareholders, the employees are also demonstrating their confidence in the firm's future. Awarding shares or share options to employees might, in these circumstances, involve the creation of specific human capital, as trust facilitates "the emergence of investment proposals from employees" [START_REF] Charreaux | Le rôle de la confiance dans le système de gouvernance des entreprises[END_REF].

The relationships between internal and external partners also need to be included. By expressing the confidence both of managers and employees in the future of their firm, a share ownership policy may also give rise to feelings of trust among the company's financial partners or suppliers, and thus contribute to stakeholder value creation. Nevertheless, while conceptual recommendations regarding the relationship between employees share ownership and value creation offer numerous prospects for analysis, empirical checks of the arguments put forward still appear uncertain and contradictory.

The incompleteness and contradictions of empirical literature on employee ownership and value creation relationship

Two series of studies have endeavoured to measure the impact of employee share ownership on performance. The first one focuses their analysis on performance in accounting terms and the second one examines the impact on stock-market performance.

In the first category, some studies question the positive effects of employee shareholder arrangements. Thus, the General Accounting Office (1986) did not detect any effects exerted on performance by Employee Stock Ownership Plans (ESOP), unless share ownership was combined with participative management. Likewise, [START_REF] Bloom | Employee Ownership and Firm Performance[END_REF], who analysed the results of 609 firms that had introduced an employee share ownership program, did not find any positive effects on the company's economic performance. In the same way, [START_REF] Faleye | when labor have a voice in corporate governance[END_REF] found a negative influence of employee ownership on investment, risk taking, growth and creation of new jobs.

Nevertheless, other authors reach more encouraging conclusions, especially regarding the impact on productivity. One study that is admittedly old, but constitutes a key reference work, was performed by [START_REF] Conte | Employee-Owned Companies: is Difference Measurable?[END_REF] in the United States and Canada on 87 cooperatives. The authors reach the conclusion that companies practising employee share ownership have a greater profit-making capacity than traditional companies of a similar size and in comparable sectors, even though the statistical significance is low and it is difficult to establish a causal link. [START_REF] Conte | Productivity Effects of Worker Participation in Management, Profit-Sharing, Worker Ownership of Assets and Unionization in U.S. Firms[END_REF] show that employees share ownership has a positive impact on company productivity, even though this effect is tending to become less marked with the rising percentage of shareholder employees. [START_REF] Kruse | Profit Sharing and Productivity: Microeconomic Evidence from the United States[END_REF] also emphasises that employees share ownership practised within American companies has a positive impact on productivity. This result seems to be lower than profit-sharing schemes while developing positively and rapidly over the years. Productivity is not the only indicator that appears to be positively influenced by employee share ownership, according to the empirical literature. In one of the most significant study to date of the performance of ESOPs in closely held companies, Kruse and Blasi (2000) found that ESOPs increase sales, employment, and sales/employee by about 2.3% to 2.4% per year. Moreover, ESOP companies are also more likely to still in business several years later. Stretcher et al. (2006) looked at 196 publicly traded U.S. ESOP companies during the years 1998 through 2004. The ESOP companies had returns on assets that were higher than the matched non-ESOP companies in all seven years, net profit margins that were higher in all of the five years (where comparable data were available) and better operating cash flows in three of the five years (where data were available). [START_REF] Sengupta | The Impact of Employee Share Schemes on Performance in Unionised and Non-Unionised Workplaces[END_REF] has shown that higher productivity is observed in those workplaces where unions coexist with employee share ownership schemes. [START_REF] Guedri | Beyond Dichotomy: The Curvilinear Impact of Employee Ownership on Firm Performance[END_REF] have examined the impact of employee stock ownership and board employee representation on firm performance. Results drawn from a longitudinal analysis of a sample of 230 French firms over the period 2000-2005 provide support for an inverted Ushaped relationship between employee ownership and accounting-based performance measures; however, this relationship is not supported when a market-based performance measure is used. Following this study, [START_REF] Ginglinger | Employee Ownership, Board Representation, ans Corporate Financial Policies[END_REF] have explained that employee representation on corporate boards appears to be a value enhancing factor in the case of directors elected by employee shareholders.

In the second category, the studies are not unanimous. [START_REF] Mehran | Executive Compensation Structure, Ownership, and Firm Performance[END_REF], relying on a random sample of 153 firms from the industrial sector observed between 1979 and 1980, indicates that those companies in which the managers' remuneration is relatively sensitive to their own performance, perform significantly better, whatever the measurement method adopted; the same applies, more specifically, to firms whose managers are remunerated through shares and stock-options. It is accepted that managerial incentives have a favourable impact on the firm's efficiency and in particular on its stock-market performance. This improved stock-market performance over the long term also appears to be confirmed in the short term. [START_REF] Chang | Employee Stock Ownership Plans and Shareholder Wealth: An Empirical Investigation[END_REF] specifically examined the impact on shareholders wealth of opening up ESOP, by carrying out an event study on 165 announcements, most of which were made after 1983. Across the sample, the mean abnormal rate of return for the announcement period is 3.66% and the hypotheses of no effect on shareholders wealth has been rejected at the 1% threshold. Studies performed on ESOP serving LBO operation, and adopted only to serve employees' interests (excluding any LBO operation and without any defensive character), do not produce any fundamental different results. The positive stock-market reaction was also confirmed by Davidson and Worrell (1994), on a sample of 48 companies, with abnormal rates of return showing a 2.64% rise over the period D-1/D and a 1.73% rise over the period D/D+20. Kim and Ouimet (2008) also found that ESOPs have a positive effect on company value. Using Tobin's Q, they found that ESOPs led to an 8.12% increase in company valuation relative to the industry median. ESOPs companies with less than 5% ownership showed a valuation increase of 16% relative to the industry median.

Nevertheless, it is possible to observe that shareholders wealth creation is neither systematic, nor necessarily sustained. Thus, [START_REF] Chang | Employee Stock Ownership Plans and Shareholder Wealth: An Empirical Investigation[END_REF] explains that ESOP adopted for defensive reasons (as an antitakeover mechanism) produce opposite effects, with the abnormal rate of return becoming negative. Davidson and Worrell (1994) note that the announcement effect becomes less marked after two years and the improved stock-market performance disappears before this term.

The results observed in Anglo-Saxon countries, although contrasting, can probably be explained by the development of shareholders practices within their companies. Certainly, in the United States there has been strong and steady growth in employee share ownership since the first law governing ESOP plans was passed several decades ago. On the other hand, the development of employee ownership in France has been less marked. Here, a certain degree of reserve regarding share ownership may be observed, as capitalist culture is less strongly ingrained than in Anglo-Saxon countries. In France, employee share ownership is viewed more as a way to encourage long-term savings, which is a step taken by individuals, and is encouraged by the mechanism of top-up contributions paid by companies. This cultural difference constitutes an additional incentive for testing the impact of employee share ownership on value creation in the French context, not just in terms of its shareholder dimension but also its stakeholder dimension.

Whereas the influence of employee share ownership on shareholder value creation remains tenuous, the impact on stakeholder value creation still constitutes a virgin field for investigation. The object of this research is specifically to enhance our knowledge of the relationship between employee ownership and value creation through testing the following hypotheses:

H1: Employee share ownership positively influences shareholder value creation.

H2: Employee share ownership positively influences stakeholder value creation.

Research method

The developed methodology is associated to a global sample of 163 quoted French companies. The aim is to measure the influence on value creation of a significant employee share ownership policy, as defined by FAS, over a five-year period, from 2001 to 2005.

Bivaried and multivaried analysis have been used for this purpose.

Data collection

The study was based on companies belonging to the SBF 250 index at 31 December 2005, since these companies pursue a particularly active employee share ownership policy, as defined by FAS.

Nevertheless, this sample was subject to several restrictions, and as a result, several categories of companies were withdrawn:

-Companies that were not permanently quoted over the five-year period adopted for the study, i.e. from 2001 to 2005 (companies that were floated on the stock market or, conversely, delisted during the period in question; companies that were either in a state of insolvency or had been placed by the courts under administration); -Banks, lending institutions, finance companies, insurance companies, holding companies and real-estate companies given their specific financial characteristics; -Companies presenting negative value added for one of the financial years during the period. In fact, measuring the distribution of negative value added would, by definition, be meaningless, as only wealth created can be distributed among the various stakeholders.

A number of other companies were eliminated regarding missing data. Hence, the global sample integrates 163 firms.

Our intention was to employ a pairing method which involves the creation of two samples: one made up of companies with the characteristics being studied and the other not, and to compare the results on each of these sub-samples. Unfortunately, this ambition was rapidly compromised, as it would have resulted in a risk of substantial methodological bias. In fact, it was impossible to identify with certainty which companies had employee shareholders and which did not. An important number of firms seem not to have employee ownership apparently in the financial databases. Nevertheless, some of these companies are suitable to develop an employee ownership as suggested by annual reports without précising any quantification. Only the principle of the existence of participation in the share capital by company employees is sometimes mentioned, without going into more detail. Pairing up companies under such circumstances would have been relatively meaningless. Consequently, we chose to compare companies with a sustained employee share ownership policy -i.e. those belonging to the Employee Share Ownership Index [Indice de l'Actionnariat Salarié (IAS)] developed by FAS 5 -with all of the companies making up the SBF 250 index, excepted the IAS's firms.

Variable measurement

We tried hard to find original ways to operationalise the variables, especially the dependant variable: value creation.

The dependant variable: value creation

At first, shareholder value creation was adopted as a dependant variable. It was assessed Using a more innovative approach, we then focused on stakeholder value creation measurement which led us to face an operationalisation problem that is difficult to resolve [START_REF] Charreaux | La valeur partenariale : vers une mesure opérationnelle…[END_REF]. [START_REF] Charreaux | Gouvernance des entreprises : valeur partenariale contre valeur actionnariale[END_REF] propose a measurement of stakeholder value, based on a global estimation of the revenue created by the firm in relation to the various stakeholders and not just the shareholders. This stakeholder value is based on measuring the value created by the difference between sales valued at the opportunity price and the sum of opportunity costs for the various contributors of resources. The manager creates value if the difference between sales at opportunity prices and opportunity costs is positive. Hence, in order to enhance value creation, the manager should act simultaneously on opportunity prices (which depends on the degree of customers' dependence on the firm, and may thus be positively influenced by a high level of innovation) and opportunity costs (a decrease of these costs may involve a lower level of remuneration required by lenders due to a lower risk or involve a stakeholder agreement with suppliers). Nevertheless, this measure of stakeholder value creation is still limited. In fact, according to [START_REF] Charreaux | Gouvernance des entreprises : valeur partenariale contre valeur actionnariale[END_REF], it is not totally quantifiable giving the difficulty to identify opportunity costs and prices for all stakeholders.

In the context of this research, value added distribution, in the accounting sense, was then adopted as a dependant variable, after market value added. Indeed, the value problem inevitably implicates identification of beneficiaries of the value created and its distribution.

Value added expresses the creation or increase in value that the company brings to goods and services emanating from third parties. It corresponds to the difference between the year production and consumption of goods and services provided by third parties to achieve this production 6 . The distribution of value added in favour of various partners for whom it is possible to measure the value allotted using financial documents (as employees, creditors, the State and shareholders) was considered in spite of the bias concerning the measure objective of the created value.

For employees, we measured the proportion of value added absorbed by wages, salaries and social-security costs, plus employees' participation in the fruits of expansion. For creditors, we measured the proportion of value added devoted to paying interest and similar charges. State value creation, was measured by the proportion of value added devoted to paying taxes, duties and similar payments plus profit tax. Shareholders value creation was lastly estimated by the proportion of value added paid as dividends to shareholders (dividends paid on N+1 in terms of absolute value, for year N). This variable complements the "market value added" variable which specifically takes into account gains made on the basis of trends in share prices.

Although imperfect, as they do not include the opportunity costs borne by the various stakeholders, these various measurements, as an innovative approach to operationalize stakeholder value creation, were necessary to capture the effect they intend to present in the absence of any alternative measurements.

Explanatory variables

Several categories of explanatory variables were included in the study: employee share ownership variable, financial and economic variables, and control variables (size and sector of activity) in order to study the factors determining value creation.

-The employee share ownership variable In theory, there are various ways to measure an employee share ownership policy. The first may be the percentage of capital owned by the employees. Unfortunately, the financial databases are singularly lacking in accuracy when it comes to this variable, and in most cases, provide only fairly approximate figures. Another measurement method involves the number of employees' shareholders to the company's total workforce. However, in addition to the fact that this type of information is not systematically outspread, the lack of a uniform calculation method from one company to another would have impaired the accuracy of the information thus gathered. In fact, some companies use the total workforce in France as the basis for calculation, while others use the total workforce at the international level.

Under these circumstances, in the absence of reliable alternative measurements, we chose to adopt a binary variable, drawing a distinction between companies with a nonexistent or low level of employee share ownership and companies pursuing an active policy in this area, as defined by FAS. The sample of experimental companies adopted was composed of 163 companies belonging to the IAS index; the only representative index of the companies with strong employee stock ownership in France. These companies meet the following three conditions:

-They are listed and belong to the SBF 250 index; -They have shareholders employees who own more than 3% of the company's capital;

-They have at least 25% of their workforce as shareholder employees.

Each of these last two criteria taken in isolation would not be sufficient to define employee share ownership levels as significant. The 3% threshold for share-capital ownership by employees may appear relatively low but it becomes more significant, according to us, when associated to the requirement for the company to have 25% of its employees as shareholders. Furthermore, the 3% of share-capital criterion must be considered in light of the level of development of employee share ownership in France, which is more limited than in the United States, for example.

Only 28 companies met these conditions when IAS index was launched and their number reaches 37 at the end of 2005.

-Financial and economic variables Two representative variables, investment policy and financing policy, were used to understand the value creation process. Investments were apprehended via expenditure on tangible fixed assets compared to average net sales, over the period 2001-2005. Debt was measured using the financial debts/equity ratio. [START_REF] Rappaport | Creating Shareholder Value: the New Standards of Business Performance[END_REF] and [START_REF] Copeland | Executive Equity Compensation and Incentives: A Survey[END_REF] recommend using firms' levels of activity and margin as determining variables of shareholder value creation. Thus, growth in net sales over the period 2001-2005 and gross operating margin, corresponding to the ratio of earnings before interest, tax, depreciation and amortisation (EBITDA) to net sales (average level over the period [2001][2002][2003][2004][2005], were also included in the analysis.

-Shareholding structure

The aim of the shareholding structure variable is to take into account the influence of shareholder quality on value creation. From this point of view, two categories of companies were distinguished, owned-managed/family firms and managerial/controlled companies.

Owned-managed and family-owned companies were defined using a quantitative criterion based on two threshold levels: every company in which at least 20% of the share capital was controlled either directly or indirectly by one or more individuals, belonging or not to the same family, was deemed to be an owned-managed and family-owned company 7 . However, in order to be realistic, firms in which at least 10% of the share capital was controlled either directly or indirectly by one or more individuals, belonging or not to the same family, provided that this owned-managed and family-owned shareholding represented a majority of the capital were also, by extension, deemed to be owned-managed and family-owned companies. Conversely, any companies that did not meet these criteria were considered to be managerial or controlled companies.

-Size and sector of activity In order to gain a comparative vision of the companies' performance from a strictly financial point of view, and, by extension of value creation, it is essential to take the effects of their size and sector of activity into account. A smaller size may indeed result in shareholders exercising greater control over the managers' actions. The size variable was operationalised using the logarithm of total assets (average value over the period [2001][2002][2003][2004][2005]. Companies' value creation also has to be assessed in relation to the performance of the sector overall. This variable was therefore taken into account in the form of grouping the firms making up the sample into two categories: those belonging to the industrial sector and those belonging to the commercial and service sector 8 . It would have been relevant in addition to take into account intermediate or moderating variables, like employee participation in the firm's representation and decision-making structures, or even the atmosphere of trust developed thanks to the employee stock ownership. However, operationalising these variables raises considerable difficulties, requiring the implementation of a qualitative methodology (in particular by questionnaires and interviews) exceeding the possibilities of investigation of this research but which must be considered in the future.

Table No. 1 provides a summary of all the variables used in the study.

[TABLE 1]

Research design and model specification

Shareholder and stakeholder value creation were first analysed using a linear regression.

Based on the hypothesis formulated and the related explanatory and control variables, the model used was as follows:

With VC= MVA (model 1), SHAR (model 2), EMP (model 3), STATE (model 4), CRED (model 5).

Stakeholder value creation was then analysed using bivaried tests. Due to the nonnormality of the value added distribution data, Mann-Whitney's U test, conducted in the presence of independent samples to compare the responses to an ordinal variable provided by two or more parts of the sample, was used to compare value added distribution methods between the experimental companies (members of IAS index) and control companies (not members of IAS index).

Results and discussion

We present first the sample's main characteristics and second the empirical analyses of the hypothesis.

SECTOR b SIZE b OWN b MARG b ACTI b DEBT b INV b IAS b b VC 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 + + + + + + + + =

Descriptive statistics

The 163 companies making up the sample mainly belong to the commercial and service sector (over 64%), followed by the industrial sector (nearly 36%). The companies considered represent the various size categories, but for the most part are large companies: 48.50% of the sample is made up of companies with over 5000 employees and 36.20% with over 10000 employees. This result should be compared with the membership of the SBF 250 index of all the companies making up the sample. Among the 163 companies, 28 belong to the IAS 9 .

[TABLE 2.1/TABLE 2.2]
The following table also presents a number of descriptive statistics measured on the global sample.

[TABLE 3]

The influence absence of a sustained employee share ownership policy on value creation

The regression models analyse the impact on shareholder and stakeholder value creation of IAS index membership associated to other explanatory variables of value creation.

The models used explain the relative market value added and the relative value added for stakeholders. The R2 coefficients lie between 0.306 and 0.330, and the adjustment quality of the models is high (F between 6,298 and 9,187, p<0.01) excepted for model 5 (creditors).

Hence, our comments will only focus on the first 4 models.

An examination of the various coefficients shows that the association between IAS index membership and shareholder / stakeholder value creation is weakly significant (p<0.10). Whenever those coefficients appear as significant (models 2 and 4), the observed relationship is opposed to the expected one. The idea that sustained employee share ownership contributes to value creation, notably by reducing conflicts and agency costs, thus appears to be refuted. Does it mean that investment in employee ownership policy does not necessarily serve shareholder's interests? This might confirm the hypotheses according to which executives use employee ownership probably to entrench themselves by favouring their own interest thus disadvantaging the shareholders' one, while offering little motivation for employees [START_REF] Nasar | The Foolish Rush to ESOPs[END_REF][START_REF] Desbrières | Le rôle de l'actionnariat des salariés non-dirigeants dans le système de gouvernement de l'entreprise[END_REF][START_REF] Pugh | ESOPs, Takeover Protection and Corporate Decision Making[END_REF]d'Arcimoles and Trébucq, 2003). Nevertheless, this result appears to confirm the previous contrasted [START_REF] Bloom | Employee Ownership and Firm Performance[END_REF]Davidson and Worrell, 1994) results about the effects of employee ownership on companies' value creation.

The impact of investment policy in terms of tangible assets appears to be negative both on market value added (p<0.01) and shareholder value (p<0.01). Investment is then a value creation factor on long term and implicates decrease of the dividend distribution and apparently market value added on short term. Debt appears to be negatively related to shareholder and state value creation (p<0.10).

The more important is the level of debt, the less are dividends and taxes. This does not corroborate agency theory which considers debt as a mean to control CEO's by leading them to find out free cash flows benefiting in fine to shareholders value creation.

At the same time, the models emphasise the impact of the operating margin rate and activity, as prescribed by the theory. The influence of this variable is statistically significant, at the 1% threshold. These two explanatory variables confirm that only shareholders and the state have priority in benefiting from the activity and the gross operating margin growth at the expense of employees interests in term of value creation. These results indicate that companies benefit from substitutive mechanisms, accounting and market performance, to allot incentives to employees. In this case, when the operating margin level is high, employees benefit from accounted added value.

Lastly, the negative influence of size on value creation appears to be statistically significant (p<0.01), as does that of the managed-owned and family nature of the ownership structure (p<0.1). In fact, family firms are well known for promoting self-financing and being focused on middle long term orientation. The coefficients concerning the other variables do not appear to be statistically significant.

[TABLE 4]

These results contradict the theoretical arguments concerning the effects of employee ownership policies on financial performance and shareholder value creation. They seem to contradict the results of empirical researches that identify a superior stock-market performance achieved by ESOP companies over medium/long term [START_REF] Mehran | Executive Compensation Structure, Ownership, and Firm Performance[END_REF] and to a lesser extent, studies underlying a favourable reaction by the markets to ESOP announcements [START_REF] Chang | Employee Stock Ownership Plans and Shareholder Wealth: An Empirical Investigation[END_REF]Davidson and Worrell, 1994). However, they are consistent with other studies, as Trébucq (2002), without necessarily contradicting those that find a superior level of performance-admittedly assessed on the basis of book values -but only at moderate levels of employee share ownership (Dondi, 1992).

It is true that the sample and research design of this manuscript are not identical to those of prior research which makes delicate comparisons. Moreover many studies emphasise the contingent nature of employee ownership depending on the company's capital structure, the implementation context of the employee ownership policy or the managers' desires to entrench themselves, as established, for example, in the American market by [START_REF] Chaplinsky | The Role of ESOPs in Takeover Contests[END_REF] and [START_REF] Pugh | The Effects of ESOP Adoptions on Corporate Performance: Are there Really Performance Changes?[END_REF]. Several reasons may actually explain why a sustained employee share ownership policy cannot enhance value creation. First of all, shareholder employees, whose contribution can never be considered as granted a priori, may become an element of social risk, defined as the variability part of the economic results linked to human resources and their management (d'Arcimoles and Trébucq, 2003). Second, the arrangement may give rise to a number of costs related to the creation and management of the company's social capital; as the development and maintenance costs (in terms of training, working conditions, maintaining an organisational surplus justified by the job security), the innovation and opportunity costs (organisational capital may constitute an obstacle to innovation if the standards underpinning it become inertia factors), the costs of dysfunction and misuse of power (as the company's share capital may encourage individuals and the powers in place to put down entrenchment strategies) (d'Arcimoles and Trébucq, 2003). These various factors appear to explain why employee share ownership tends to have limited effects.

Extending the analysis towards stakeholder value creation does not yield any more convincing results. The Mann-Whitney test does not reveal any statistically significant difference in value added distribution, between companies that belong to the IAS index and the rest even though the mean distribution in favour of employees seems a priori higher in the sample of experimental companies.

[TABLE 5]

It is therefore impossible to conclude that pursuing an employee share ownership policy exercises an influence on value added distribution, either in favour of shareholders or employees. As far as the latter are concerned, participation in the company's share capital and possible participation, either directly or indirectly, in the decision-making and representation bodies, do not appear to be an instrument available to the workforce thus enabling it to influence value added distribution in terms of wages or participative remunerations.

Stakeholder governance, which is regarded by the literature as the only mechanism that can firstly strip out the agency costs of the 20th century's managerial economy, and secondly, define the purpose of power and the relationships between 21st century actors [START_REF] Hirigoyen | Salariés-actionnaires : le capital sans le pouvoir ?[END_REF], leaves a number of questions unanswered, as the present research appears to show.

Whereas employee share ownership is perceived as a way to enhance a society of cocontractors and the development of stakeholder governance, we acknowledge that this is not in fact translated by a change in value added distribution in favour of employees. Thus, a number of questions raises while some studies stress that employee share ownership has a positive effect on productivity and performance indicators, which might be expected to lead to redistribution among those who have contributed to the wealth creation.

Consequently to the various tests performed, the H1 and H2 hypotheses of the research are thus not verified.

Conclusion

The study -admittedly only partial -of the relationship between employees share ownership policy and value creation provides results that do not confirm a priori the announced potential benefits of employee ownership. The statistical tests carried out reveal that a sustained employee share ownership policy, as defined by FAS, does not result in higher value creation, whether viewed from the shareholder or stakeholder theory.

Consequently, the policy of involving company employees in the share capital does not lead to a greater redistribution of wealth in favour of employees, whether in terms of stock-market value, dividends or book value [START_REF] Faleye | when labor have a voice in corporate governance[END_REF].

The results are not surprising. The research in the United States comes to a very definite conclusion: the combination of ownership and participative management is an only powerful competitive tool [START_REF] Rosen | Employee Ownership and Corporate Performance, A Review of Research on US Companies[END_REF]. The findings apply most to closely held (unlisted) companies.

The relationship between ESOPs and corporate performance in listed companies is ambiguous largely because most of these plans, like the French plans, hold relatively small amounts of shares and have little integration with corporate culture. So employee ownership needs to be substantial and to be paired with high-involvement work-level management [START_REF] Rosen | Employee Ownership and Corporate Performance, A Review of Research on US Companies[END_REF].

Caution is still required in the interpretation of these results, particularly regarding the number of companies making up the sample, the proportion of share capital necessary to identify employee share ownership (3%) and the study period adopted (five years). It is difficult, in the French context, to ascertain the exact percentage of companies' share capital that is owned by employees including companies that have recourse to public offerings.

Moreover, the amount of public information available is usually limited and the data provided by FAS constitutes one of the few sources available, in addition to the difficulty to cope with the globalised and fragmented information published in company annual reports. A more thorough knowledge of the composition of the shareholding structure of all quoted French companies would have enabled us to broaden the sample both in terms of number of companies studied and the temporal scope of investigation. This would have boosted the external validity of the results. In addition, the studied period -2001/2005-is characterised by an environment of uncertainty on the stock market. However, basing on a 5-year temporal scope of analysis smoothed out the most erratic fluctuations over the period. Following a significant fall between 2001 and 2002, the SBF 250 index which comprises the 250 main listed securities in France experienced a net recovery over the period 2003-2005. Moreover, although economic growth was moderate, it was positive over the period as a whole in France.

This was also the case for accounting added value which rose by 1.60% per annum on average between 2001 and 2005.

Regarding the limited answers brought by our empirical analysis, it would be necessarily to apprehend more effectively the context and the organisational costs linked to an employee ownership policy set up, and to put it into perspective against the social policy pursued by the company. The unresolved question concerns the relationship between employee ownership policy and company performance: is the former a cause or a consequence of the latter? Do companies encourage their employees to participate in their share capital in order to improve their performance or does achieving a satisfactory performance represent a precondition for putting in place an employee share ownership arrangement?

According to us, a final question should be asked about whether corporate governance can be improved by combining the statuses of shareholders and employees, by assessing the opportunity for employees to also be shareholders in their company, and by apprehending in particular the consequences of this lesser degree of diversification on the management of their human and financial capital. While employee ownership offers a glimpse of promising development prospects for companies, it also opens up equally interesting researches perspectives.

1 According to a study performed by the Research Unit for Employee Share Ownership in Europe [Observatoire de l'actionnariat salarié en Europe] (2001), in collaboration with Euronext and the AFG-ASFFI, nearly one third of French companies listed on a regulated market, i.e. 251 of the 791 companies observed, have employee shareholders. 50% of the companies making up the SBF 250 index are concerned. The survey reveals that companies with employee shareholders represent 87% of the stock-market capitalisation of regulated markets, and the value of shares owned by employees amounts to around 40 billion euros, i.e. 2.6% of the stock-market capitalisation of the 791 companies listed. impairment losses on fixed assets, personnel expenses, and taxes other than corporate income tax. Value added is useful in understanding the sector and constitutes a measure of the integration of the company in the sector. 7 See, for example, Article L233-16 of the Commercial Code: "A significant influence on the management and financial policy of a business is assumed to be exercised where a company owns, either directly or indirectly, a share equal to at least one fifth of the voting rights of this business".

8 Grouping companies into two categories, according to their sector of activity, may appear simplistic, but can seemingly be justified insofar as the sector of activity is a simple control variable. 

  using a stock-market value added indicator, inspired byStewart's Market Value Added method (1991), which measures the wealth creation accumulated by the company based on all of the funds committed by investors. A simplified version of the indicator was adopted because of difficulties in accessing data. It was indeed necessary to prevent any methodological distortions linked to the accounting reprocessing or adjustment operations recommended by Stewart. The relative market value added in 2005, relating the difference between the market value and book value of the capital employed to the book value of this capital, was calculated and incorporated into the study.

Table No

 No Table No. 5 Comparative measurement of value added distribution (expressed as a percentage) (experimental companies [IAS index]/control companies [not part of IAS index])

			. 2.1 Characteristics of the sample
		Sectors of	Table No. 3	
		Activity Descriptive statistics of the global sample (163 companies) N % Workforce N %
		Variables	Mean	Min	Max		SD
	share share share	Industry Commerce+services 1528.72 EMPL MVA 64.26 Experimental companies 58 35.60 105 64.40 78.63 Mann-Whitney U test Under 1,000 Between 1,000 and 4,999 Between 5,000 and 9,999 Over 10,000 4.87 Control companies z (Mann-Whitney) 36 22.10 48 29.40 20 12.30 6059.62 1197.51 189.88 25.80 STATE 8.32 0.04 78.90 Employees' 8.81 CRED 6.22 0.14 61.00 70.56% 63.00% -1.633 8.52 SHAR 6.07 0 163.33 State's share 6.07% 8.76% -1.699* 15.28 INV 6.35 0 76.60 Creditors' 10.29 DEBT 102.09 0.01 1190.03 6.62% 6.14% -0.178 144.72 ACTI 38.57 -78.22 445.84 Shareholders' 72.96 MARG 147.51 -11.71 68.23 3.83% 6.52% -0.602 104.54 ***/**/* significant respectively at the thresholds of 1%, 5% and 10%
					employees	59	36.20
		Total	163	100	Total	163	100
				Table 2.2: Sample of firms	
			IAS	Non IAS		Total
		Number of firms*	28	135		163
		*All firms belong to SBF 250		

According to[START_REF] Blasi | An Assessment of Employee Ownership in the United States with Implications for the EU[END_REF], 24 million employees were concerned by an employee share ownership arrangement in 2002.

See Shleifer and Vishny (1997) and[START_REF] Tirole | Corporate Governance[END_REF].

FAS represents the two million employees and former employees shareholders in France. It groups together the associations that have been created within companies over the past 20 years. On 22 October 1999, FAS launched an index of employee share ownership schemes (IAS), made up of listed companies developing a particularly active employee share ownership policy, which is published at weekly intervals. Following a suspension in May 2002, it resumed its weekly publications on 7 June 2004, recreating the listings. The conditions that companies must meet in order to belong to this index are set out below.

See below.

On the by-nature income statement format, value added is equivalent to the sum of gross trading profit and profit on raw materials used, less other goods and services purchased from third parties by-nature. For the byfunction income statement format, value added is equivalent to the sum of EBIT, depreciation, amortisation and

In relation to the 37 companies making up the IAS at the end of 2005, the difference being explained by removing companies from the financial and insurance sectors.