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Abstract:  
 

This research seeks to understand institutional change or institutional stability in a regulated but uncontrolled 

field, such as that of the SOOs operating in Côte d'Ivoire. It therefore analyses the enactment modes of the 

coercive institutional framework governing this field and at the origin of possible individual and/or collective 

policy strategies of SOO leaders, who are officially ''silent'', but are nevertheless dissatisfied with this coercive 

institutional environment, which is apparently stationary. Thus, on the one hand, the neo-institutionalist 

theories of Exit, Voice, Loyalty, Neglect and that of enactment were applied, and on the other hand, a 

qualitative study was carried out through semi-directive interviews with about fifteen SOO leaders operating 

in Ivorian territory.  
 

The results reveal five major enactment modalities for the coercive institutional framework, each leading to a 

unique form of institutional creation work in the field. As a result, a coercive institutional "change of system", 

a "change 2", is required in the field of SOOs operating in Côte d'Ivoire. 
 

Key words: Processes of institutional change, Institutional work, Institutional creation, Socially oriented 

organisation, Uncontrolled field 
 

Introduction 
 

According to Neysen (2016), “Socially Oriented Organisations” (SOOs) refer to organisations that 

have the creation of social value as their main driving force. In this respect, the literature identifies four types 

of SOOs: cooperatives (Richez-Battesti & Defourny, 2017), mutual societies, foundations and associations 

(Nyssens, 2017), which can be synthesised into philanthropic organisations on the one hand and social 

enterprises on the other (Defourny & Nyssens, 2017). 
 

In Côte d'Ivoire, it is clear that despite the risks of opportunism on the part of potential institutional 

entrepreneurs in the field of SOOs (particularly the leaders), the coercive institutional framework governing 

this category of organisation remains, on the surface, in a stationary state: “Law No. 60-315 of 21 September 

1960” (RCI, 1960). Indeed, the coercive institutional framework governing SOOs, promulgated in 1960, has 

never been subject to any adjustment or modification whatsoever, until today. Of course, since the 

promulgation of this law, human societies in general, and the Ivorian society in particular, have not 

experienced any interruption in their dynamics. Moreover, if we look at De Sardan and Bierschenk (1993), 

Goita (2004), Huybrechts et al (2006), in general, the field of SOOs does not escape institutional 

entrepreneurship. 
 

More specifically, institutional entrepreneurship is deemed to be the process leading an actor of an 

organisation, the institutional entrepreneur, to create and/or transform the social sense of reality according to 

scenarios that are favourable to its formal or informal organisation (Greenwood et al., 2002; Maguire et al., 

2004; Levy & Scully, 2007; Karim, 2009).  

                                                      
1
Socially Oriented Organisations (Neysen, 2016). 
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In this respect, according to De Sardan and Bierschenk (1993), Goita (2004), certain practices relating 

to the institutional entrepreneurship of certain SOOs actors lead the latter to drifts in their main driving force: 

the creation of social value (Neysen, 2016 ; Huybrechts et al., 2006). To put it plainly, institutional 

entrepreneurship practices in the field of SOOs, in some cases, give rise to opportunism on the part of 

institutional entrepreneurs. 
 

Despite the seemingly stationary state of this coercive institutional framework, a real state of "silence" 

reigns on the field of the SOOs operating in Côte d'Ivoire (Morrison & Milliken, 2000), at least with regard to 

the official behaviour of the actors. However, the official “silence” of the SOO leaders in this field does not 

mean that they are indifferent to the institutional environment. Indeed, they seem rather dissatisfied with this 

coercive institutional framework, if we look at some of their recurrent judgements, gathered during 

exploratory interviews: “This law is a law, just in its form”, “Law no. 60-315 is null and void”. Given their 

state of silence, on the one hand, and their verbalized dissatisfaction with the law governing their 

organisations, on the other hand, what type(s) of relationship(s) could these leaders have with the institutional 

environment of SOOs? More specifically, what type(s) of policy strategies are they deploying, under these 

conditions, in the field of SOOs? Why do they opt for these policy strategies?  
 

Indeed, according to Moatti (2016), actors in a given field are likely to initiate policy activities, even 

in a state of “organisational silence”. As a result, given the apparent homeostasis of the coercive institutional 

framework in force in the field of SOOs operating in Côte d'Ivoire, it is plausible to foresee an “institutional 

maintenance” (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010). However, the existence of other 

forms of policy activity by actors in this field, such as “institutional destabilisation work” and/or 

“institutional creation work” (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010; Dansou & Langley, 

2012) can also be envisaged. Moreover, such a field in an apparently stationary state could conceal a state of 

equilibrium of opposing forces in a dynamic field, some favourable to change and others favourable to 

stability (Autissier et al., 2018). To put it plainly, the coercive institutional framework of the field of the SOOs 

operating in Côte d'Ivoire, in homeostasis, could conceal a much more complex reality in terms of the policy 

activities of the actors involved. Maguire et al (2004) and Levy and Scully (2007) note the influence of the 

intrinsic characteristics of the interaction system on the collective or individual character of the actors' policy 

strategies. Thus, a priori, controlled fields would give rise to collective policy strategies, while uncontrolled 

fields would rather give rise to individual policy strategies. An uncontrolled field would therefore be a 

favourable environment for institutional entrepreneurs.  
 

Fundamentally, the relationships between institutions and its actors (individuals, groups, 

organisations) are at the heart of debates on the functioning of organisations. More specifically, theorists 

subscribing to "methodological holism" (Israel & Zagnoli, 1970; Defalvard, 1992), point to institutional 

pressures on actors, particularly through coercive (legal and political influences), normative (cultural 

influences) and mimetic (social influences) institutional pressures (Hatch & Cunliffe, 2009). Moreover, in a 

posture that is akin to "methodological individualism" (Israel & Zagnoli, 1970; Defalvard, 1992), the acuity of 

the impact of human actions on the various institutional forms is emphasised by another class of 

organisational theorists, notably neo-institutionalist theorists (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Leca 2006; Ben 

Slimane & Leca, 2010; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2012; Forgues et al, 2012; Dansou 

& Langley, 2012). 
 

Specifically, according to neo-institutionalist theorists, actors or organisations, in the context of their 

social interactions, are likely to intentionally deploy actions aimed at creating, maintaining or destabilising the 

institutions involved (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010; 

Dansou & Langley, 2012). In short, actors or organisations are potential initiators of institutional work 

(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010; Dansou & Langley, 2012): initiators of policy 

strategies. To this end, the theorists of this paradigm distinguish three major forms of institutional work: 

"institutional creation work", "institutional maintenance work" and "institutional destabilisation work" 

(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010; Dansou & Langley, 

2012). In fact, this paradigm of "institutional work" has been prompted by the need to analyse the collective 

policy strategies of individuals, one aspect of which is institutional entrepreneurship.  
 

The analysis of the policy strategies of the actors in a field is also one of the major concerns of the 

Exit, Voice, Loyalty, Neglect (EVLN) theory, particularly its component concerned with the active reactions 

of actors in a state of dissatisfaction with an interaction system (Hirschman, 1974; Farrell, 1983; Bajoit, 1988; 

Grima & Glaymann, 2012).  
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However, contrary to the institutional work paradigm of neo-institutionalist theory, which is 

essentially concerned with collective policy strategies (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 

2010; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010; Dansou & Langley, 2012), EVLN theory focuses rather on individual 

policy strategies (Hirschman, 1974; Farrell, 1983; Bajoit, 1988; Grima & Glaymann, 2012).  
 

Also, the institutional work paradigm of neo-institutionalist theory strives to shed light on institutional 

change or institutional stability by focusing on the actions of actors as the main explanatory factor (Ben 

Slimane & Leca, 2010, p. 60; Zietsma & Lawrence, 2010). As for the part of EVLN theory concerned with the 

active reactions of actors in a state of discontent, of a system of interaction, it is essentially concerned with 

describing the policy strategies of the latter (Bajoit, 1988; Grima & Glaymann, 2012). Consequently, together 

these two theories are likely to reveal both the possible individual policy strategies and the possible collective 

strategies of actors engaged in an interaction system. Moreover, a joint mobilisation of these two theories 

makes it possible to apprehend the type of change in force in an interaction system, with regard to the 

individual and/or collective policy strategies deployed by the actors involved.  
 

In fact, work adopting different orientations has been devoted to the policy activities likely to be 

deployed by organisational actors in their fields, notably forms of institutional work (Maguire et al., 2004; 

Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Levy & Scully, 2007; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010; 

Ben Slimane, 2012; Dansou & Langley, 2012; Ahi, 2018), forms of institutional work in an emerging field 

(Maguire et al, 2004), forms of institutional work in a competitive field (Levy & Scully, 2007), forms of 

institutional work in a regulated but uncontrolled field (Ahi, 2018), discursive forms of institutional work 

(Ben Slimane, 2012), phases or processes of institutional work (Ben Slimane & Leca, 2014), the resources 

required to initiate institutional work (Ben Slimane & Leca, 2014), the skills required to initiate institutional 

work (Ben Slimane & Leca, 2014), the types of individual reactions in a state of discontent (Hirschman, 1974 

; Farrell, 1983; Bajoit, 1988; Grima & Glaymann, 2012).  
 

Therefore, the present work is rather devoted to the process leading to policy activities in a singular 

environment: a regulated, but uncontrolled field. In particular, the present research is interested in the 

enactment modes of the coercive institutional framework, in homeostasis, by primary actors, at the origin of 

their potential individual and/or collective policy strategies, in a regulated but uncontrolled field.  
 

Indeed, in line with the theory of enactment (Weick, 1988; Isabella, 1990; Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; 

Weick et al., 2005; Hatch & Cunliffe, 2009; Maurel, 2010; Pichault, 2013), the possible policy strategies of 

actors in the field of SOOs operating in Côte d'Ivoire are closely linked to their enactment modes (or 

construction, rearrangement, simplification) of the coercive institutional environment. In fact, according to the 

theory of enactment, the events surrounding the organisations do not present themselves as they are, in an 

objective way: they are rather enacted (constructed) by the organisational actors. The enactment modes of 

these events are then likely to explain the actions and reactions of the organisational players with regard to 

their environments (Weick, 1988; Isabella, 1990; Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Weick et al., 2005; Hatch & 

Cunliffe, 2009; Maurel, 2010; Pichault, 2013). As a result, the enactment modes of the coercive institutional 

framework governing the SOOs operating in Côte d'Ivoire would justify the forms of policy strategies of the 

actors involved.  
 

In short, the present research focuses on the modes of construction of the coercive institutional 

environment justifying each of the potential individual and/or collective policy strategies of the leaders of the 

SOOs operating in this field, in homeostasis. It therefore mobilises three theories: neo-institutionalist theory 

(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010; Forgues et al, 2012; Dansou & Langley, 2012); the 

Exit, Voice, Loyalty, Neglect theory (Hirschman, 1974; Farrell, 1983; Bajoit, 1988; Grima & Glaymann, 

2012) and the enactment theory (Weick, 1988; Isabella, 1990; Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Weick et al., 2005). 

Thus, the main concern of the present research is: “From which enactment mode(s) of the coercive 

institutional framework in force do(es) the form(s) of policy strategies of SOOs leaders derive, from this 

regulated but uncontrolled field?”.  
 

In order to achieve its objective, the continuation of the work consists of four parts: analysis of the 

literature, methodology of data collection and processing, presentation of the results, discussion of the results 

and conclusion. 
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1. The policy strategies of collectives and/or individuals and their potential cognitive antecedents 
 

The policy strategies of the actors in a given field are dealt with at length in the literature dealing with 

the relations between organisations and their actors, particularly that adopting a methodological individualistic 

stance.  
 

To this end, the phenomenon of institutional work revealed by neo-institutionalist theorists (Lawrence 

& Suddaby, 2006; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010; Forgues et al., 2012; Dansou & Langley, 2012), addresses the 

issue, adopting collectives of actors as a focus (1.1.). As for the Exit, Voice, Loyalty, Neglect (EVLN) theory, 

particularly its component concerned with the active reactions of actors in a state of dissatisfaction with an 

interaction system (Hirschman, 1974; Farrell, 1983; Bajoit, 1988; Grima & Glaymann, 2012), it deals with the 

question by focusing more on individual actors (1.2.). Furthermore, if we stick to the theory of enactment 

(Weick, 1988; Isabella, 1990; Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Weick et al., 2005), the enactment mode of an 

organisational environment defines the type(s) of policy strategies of the actors, whether individual and/or 

collective, in a specific field (1.3.). 
 

1.1. The policy strategies of collectives of actors, requiring effort to bring about change: institutional 

work 
 

The notion of institutional work emerged with neo-institutional theory (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; 

Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010; Forgues et al., 2012; Dansou & Langley, 2012). Specifically, institutional work 

refers to the intentional action of actors or organisations aimed at creating, maintaining or destabilising 

institutions (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010; Dansou & 

Langley, 2012).  
 

Furthermore, Lawrence and Suddaby (2006), Ben Slimane and Leca (2010), Ziestsma and Lawrence 

(2010), Dansou and Langley (2012) distinguish three major forms of institutional work, namely: "institutional 

creation work", "institutional maintenance work" and "institutional destabilisation work". Institutional 

creation work refers to the establishment of new practices, new routines and new standards by certain actors in 

the field (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010; Dansou & 

Langley, 2012). The work of institutional maintenance, for its part, leads certain actors in the field, favoured 

by the institutions, to deploy strategies to ensure their maintenance (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane 

& Leca, 2010; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010; Dansou & Langley, 2012). The work of destabilising institutions 

amounts, for those actors in the field who want change, to convincing or forcing other actors to turn away 

from the institutions in place (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 

2010; Dansou & Langley, 2012).  
 

Beyond its intentional dynamic, requiring effort on the part of the actors, in order to bring about 

changes in a field (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010; 

Dansou & Langley, 2012), institutional work, according to Ben Slimane and Leca (2010), requires a 

multiplicity of activities: a pluralistic approach, therefore, of activities. Thus, according to Ben Slimane and 

Leca (2010), the multiplicity of policy activities involving a diversity of actors, which confers the character of 

institutional work on a field, distinguishes it from the policy activities of the institutional entrepreneur, who is 

an isolated actor, and who carries out policy activities (Maguire et al., 2004; Levy & Scully, 2007; Ben 

Slimane & Leca, 2010).  
 

In terms of change, the work of institutional maintenance and the work of institutional creation would 

generate type 1 changes: changes that take place within a given system (framework) that remains unchanged 

(Autissier et al., 2018). As for the work of destabilising institutions, it should be a source of type 2 changes: 

changes leading to the modification of the system itself, notably through a change in the law of internal 

composition that governs the system as a whole (Autissier et al., 2018).  
 

The present work pays attention to the institutional changes or institutional stability in force in the 

field of SOOs operating in Côte d'Ivoire, following the dynamics of policy activities initiated by the leaders of 

these organisations, whether they act individually and/or in a collective. 
 

1.2. The policy strategies of individual actors to bring about change: another trend in institutional 

work?  
 

 



Journal of Business and Social Science Review                                                      Vol.2;No.3; March 2021 

 

18 

The active nature of the reactions of actors engaged in an interaction system is also a concern of the 

Exit, Voice, Loyalty, Neglect (EVLN) theory (Hirschman, 1974; Farrell, 1983; Bajoit, 1988; Grima & 

Glaymann, 2012). More precisely, according to EVLN theory, actors react individually when they are 

dissatisfied with an interaction system through defection (Exit), protest (Voice), allegiance (Loyalty), disregard 

(Neglect) or indifference (Apathy), misanthropy (Cynicism) (Hirschman, 1974); Farrell, 1983; Bajoit, 1988; 

Grima & Glaymann, 2012).  
 

If the precursor of these individual reactions of actors in a state of dissatisfaction with an interaction 

system, Hirschman (1974), had revealed three major categories (Exit, Voice and Loyalty), Grima and 

Glaymann (2012) subdivided the initial typology into sub-categories, notably "actual exit", "envisaged exit" 

and "dreamed exit", some four decades later; the state of "constructive voice" and the state of "destructive 

voice"; the state of "passive loyalty" and the state of "active loyalty"; the state of "passive neglect" and the 

state of "brutal neglect"; the state of "cynicism". Moreover, Vas and Lejeune (2011) underline the likelihood 

of ambivalent reactions among certain actors. Specifically, ambivalence denotes the coexistence of two types 

of reactions in the same actor, faced with a social situation (change, interaction, etc.), namely a reaction in 

favour and a reaction against (Vas & Lejeune, 2011). Thus, these various types of reactions of individuals in a 

state of dissatisfaction with an interaction system are structured, on the one hand, into passive reactions and, 

on the other hand, into active reactions (Farrell, 1983; Grima & Glaymann, 2012). Passive reactions consist of 

various forms of withdrawal (physical, psychological) from the interaction system, whereas active reactions 

elicit dynamism, intentional activity involving the individual physically and/or psychologically (Farrell, 1983; 

Grima & Glaymann, 2012). 
 

The present work subscribes to the integration of the active individual reactions component of ENLN 

theory into the institutional work paradigm of neo-institutional theory. In doing so, it is predisposed to the 

analysis of the policy strategies of individual actors and/or groups of actors engaged in a system of interaction. 

In other words, attention is paid to standard "institutional work" (of collectives, in a collaborative effort) 

(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010; Dansou & Langley, 2012), as well as to the 

"institutional work" of institutional entrepreneurs (i.e. isolated individuals) (Maguire et al., 2004; Levy & 

Scully, 2007; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010).  
 

1.3. The enactment modes of a field's coercive institutional framework: plausible sources for forms of 

individual and/or collective policy strategies of the actors 
 

According to the enactment theory, the environmental conditions of an organisation are intimately 

linked to the perception of organisational actors (Hatch & Cunliffe, 2009). As a result, the decisions, actions 

and interactions of these actors are closely linked to their enactments (or interpretations, constructions, 

activations) of this organisational environment (Weick, 1988; Isabella, 1990; Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; 

Weick et al., 2005; Hatch & Cunliffe, 2009; Maurel, 2010). Thus, according to this theory, understanding the 

representations of actors is essential for understanding their behaviour in a field, in a given environment. In 

short, the enactment theory is part of the interpretative paradigm. Therefore, without claiming a direct 

causality between representations and actions, the present research subscribes to the basic postulate of the 

interpretative paradigm: "the existence of a strong relationship between interpretations and actions" (Weick, 

1988; Isabella, 1990; Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Weick et al., 2005; Hatch & Cunliffe, 2009; Maurel, 2010).  
 

Specifically, enactement (or activating the environment) is the mental operation by which an 

individual attributes meaning(s) to the equivocalities resulting from changes linked to a life experience 

(Pichault, 2013; Autissier et al., 2018). Clearly, by carrying out an activation (an enactment), the 

organisational actor seeks to reduce uncertainty by drawing attention to certain phenomena (Autissier et al., 

2018). However, in certain circumstances, the organisational actor's equivocality remains at the end of his 

enactement of the environment (Autissier et al., 2018, p. 98). Of course, equivocality in an organisational 

actor refers to the existence of multiple interpretations for the same situation (Autissier et al., 2018). In 

general, these interpretations are of a contradictory nature (Pichault, 2003; Autissier et al., 2018).  
 

Moreover, the enactment modes of the environment, due to their subjective characteristics, are diverse 

and undefined. However, the literature presents standard characteristics of organisational environments, which 

are therefore likely to be enacted, in particular: environments full of opportunities and/or threats (Neysen, 

2016), stable and/or unstable environments, simple and/or complex environments, hostile and/or non-hostile 

environments, heterogeneous and/or homogeneous environments (Nizet & Pichault, 1995).  
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In fact, the stability of an environment relates to its predictability; it is therefore opposed to instability 

(Nizet & Pichault, 1995). Complexity, on the other hand, relates to the expertise required to work in the 

environment: its opposite is simplicity (Nizet & Pichault, 1995). The hostility of an environment evokes the 

intensity of the threat (Nizet & Pichault, 1995). The heterogeneity of the environment addresses the diversity 

of the demand addressed to the organisations involved (Niezt & Pichault, 1995). 
 

In short, the present work subscribes to the set of key ideas that underlie the theory of enactment. As a 

result, it supports the following postulate: the modes of enactement of the coercive institutional framework, 

apparently in homeostasis, engender the different individual and/or collective policy strategies of the leaders 

of SOOs operating in Côte d'Ivoire.   
 

2. Methodology for data collection and processing 
 

To achieve its objective, this work adopts an interpretative perspective (Hatch & Cunliffe, 2009; 

Pichault, 2003; Autissier et al., 2018), with a view to collecting exclusively qualitative data from a sample of 

SOO leaders. 
 

2.1. Target population, adopted samples and selected samples 
 

The data collection focused on actors potentially involved in the institutional processes in force in the 

field of SOOs operating in Côte d'Ivoire, namely the leaders. However, the actual data collection focused on 

foundations and Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs), governed by 'Law No. 60-315 of 21 September 

1960' (Republic of Côte d'Ivoire, 1960).  
 

The analysis units are thus made up of fifteen (15) SOOs operating in Abidjan and Bouaké, two 

Ivorian cities with a high social demand and therefore a high concentration of NGOs and foundations. Seven 

(07) SOOs operating in Abidjan and eight (08) in Bouaké make up the sample of analysis units. The 

observation units, for their part, are represented by the leaders, with one leader per SOO. The first criterion for 

choosing the analysis and observation units was "diversity" (Pires, 1997; Savoie-Zajc, 2007; Royer & 

Zarlowski, 2014). As a result, the study samples were constituted according to three variables related to the 

units of analysis (field of activity; number of workers; life span) and two variables related to the units of 

observation (gender of the manager; seniority in the position). Also, in adopting the criterion of diversification 

of the units of analysis and observation, attention was paid to the criterion of "saturation" of the sample 

(Pires, 1997; Savoie-Zajc, 2007; Royer & Zarlowski, 2014). Therefore, "iterative sampling" (Royer & 

Zarlowski, 2014) seemed the most relevant. In the end, the decision to end the research interviews was taken 

after the observation of empirical saturation (Pires, 1997): at the end of the exchanges with the fifteenth SOO 

leader.  
 

2.2. Data collection and processing 
 

The interviews, of a semi-directive type, were carried out face-to-face, based on an interview guide. 

The exchanges focused on, on the one hand, the perceptions of the SOO leaders of the coercive institutional 

framework governing their field, in particular its "content", "actors" and "context" (Pettigrew, 1985), and on 

the other hand, their possible individual and/or collective policy strategies resulting from it. The interviews, 

conducted from 9 May 2018 to 25 September 2018, were recorded using a dictaphone. They were transcribed 

and then processed using thematic content analysis (Campenhoudt et al., 2017) and the cognitive map 

technique (Fallery & Rodhain, 2007; Cossette, 2008; Chaney, 2010). In addition, the law governing 

associations in Côte d'Ivoire, a draft law focusing on associations, activity reports, etc. were consulted as part 

of the documentary research. 
 

Firstly, thematic content analyses were carried out as data was collected and in two stages. Firstly, we 

carried out internal analyses of each additional interview. Second, we conducted cross-cutting analyses by 

adding each additional interview to the stock of interviews already available. These cross-cutting analyses 

allow us to identify typologies, on the one hand, of the enactment modes of the coercive institutional 

framework by SOO leaders, and on the other hand, the individual and/or collective policy strategies of the 

latter. Specifically, the typologies of individual and/or collective policy strategies of leaders are established 

from the literature, notably the categories of active reactions of actors in a state of discontent by Bajoit (1988), 

Grima and Glaymann (2012), the forms of institutional work by Maguire et al. (2004), Lawrence and Suddaby 

(2006), Ahi (2018), etc. In addition, typologies of enactment modes for establishing organisational 

environments also come from the literature, notably the typology of standard characteristics of organisational 

environments by Nizet and Pichault (1995), integrated with those of Neysen (2016).  
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In short, we proceed by a priori categorisation (Campenhoudt et al., 2017) to define, on the one hand, 

the potential policy strategies of leaders, and on the other hand, their potential enactment modes of the 

coercive institutional framework. Thus, the literature serves as a basis for interpreting the discourses of the 

interviewees. However, in coherence with the interpretative approach, we remain attentive to themes that are 

distant from categories predefined from the literature. Such a choice favours the emergence of possible new 

categories arising from the interviewees' discourse. 
 

In a second step, in coherence with the theory of enactment, which seeks to structure the thoughts and 

behaviours of actors (Weick, 1988; Isabella, 1990; Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Weick et al, 2005; Hatch & 

Cunliffe, 2009; Maurel, 2010), we use the cognitive map technique (Fallery & Rodhain, 2007; Cossette, 2008; 

Chaney, 2010), in order to reveal possible links between the individual and/or collective policy strategies of 

the leaders interviewed (possible "influenced factors") and their modes of engagement with the coercive 

institutional framework (possible "influencing factors") (Cossette, 2008; Chaney, 2010).  
 

Indeed, according to Fallery and Rodhain (2007), Cossette (2008) and Chaney (2010), cognitive maps 

deal with both the meaning and the importance of cognitive elements, but their main aim is to study the 

relationships between these cognitive elements. As such, they are more interested in the organisation of 

thought than in the search for the "what" the individual is talking about and "how" he talks about it (Fallery & 

Rodhain, 2007; Cossette, 2008; Chaney, 2010). The cognitive map therefore aims to present a photograph of 

the mental model (or cognitive structure) of an individual or group of individuals at a given moment 

(Cossette, 2008; Chaney, 2010).  
 

Analyses by cognitive mapping are first of all carried out per target leader: "individual cognitive 

maps" (Cossette, 2008). Next, we proceed with analyses integrating the significant groups of leaders 

(according to their forms of policy activity): "collective cognitive maps" (Cossette, 2008), by the “assembled 

maps” method (Cossette, 2008). 
 

3. Presentation of results 
 

The results of the investigations carried out in the field of SOOs operating in Côte d'Ivoire are 

presented in three areas. Firstly, the characteristics of the samples of target analysis units and observation 

units selected are presented (3.1.). Next, the different forms of policy strategies of the SOO leaders engaged in 

policy activities in their field are explained (3.2.). Finally, the different enactment modes of the coercive 

institutional framework used by the SOO leaders and their resulting policy strategies are highlighted (3.3.). 
 

3.1. Characteristics of samples from analysis and observation units 
 

The analysis of the interviews carried out with the fifteen (15) SOO leaders (see Table 1) reveals two 

major subgroups: those engaged in policy strategies in the field of their organisations and those not engaged in 

policy strategies.  

 

Table 1: Characteristics of the sample of SOOs and their leaders 
 

  
Creation 

year
2 

Number of 

workers
3 Field of activity 

Leader’s 

gender Leader’s title
4 Seniority  

SOO Z  1998 13 

Health, Education, Economic 

and professional integration, 

Charity work Male 
Programme 

Coordinator 09 years 

SOO 

N  2011 33 Education, Leadership Male 
Senior 

Associate 08 years 

SOO B  1995 85 Health, Social Support Male 

Communication 

and Prevention 

Advisor 23 years 

                                                      
2
The year of creation, hence the formal start of activities on the Ivorian field, according to the leader.  

3
Actual workers, including volunteers, accordin to the leader. 

4
The interviewed leader. 
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SOO T  1996 35 

Health, Education, 

Sustainable development, 

Social inclusion Male 
Executive 

Director 04 years 

SOO 

K  1999 46 

Protection, Solidarity, 

Development, Health, 

Education Male 
Executive 

Director 19 years 

SOO 

A  2017 08 
Sustainable Development, 

Environment Male Chariman 

01 year 

06 

months 

SOO P  2002 120 
Building and preserving 

peace, Leadership Male 
Regional 

Chairman 14 years 

SOO 

Y  1993 110 Health and gender Female 
Executive 

Director 24 years 

SOO 

X  1997 308 

Leadership, 

Entrepreneurship, SOO 

Governance Male 
Executive 

Director 04 years 

SOO 

W  2013 21 Coaching in entrepreneurship Male 
Founding 

Chairman 05 years 

SOO 

V  2015 30 Health Female Chairlady 03 years 

SOO 

H  2017 07 
Drug users, Sexual and 

reproductive health Male Chairman 01 year 

SOO 

U  1993 21 Art education, Social works Male 

Administrative 

and Financial 

Director 14 years 

SOO S  2003 09 
Peacebuilding and Conflict 

Prevention Female Coordinator 05 years 

SOO I  2016 08 
Providing well-being for 

vulnerable people Male Chairman 02 years 

Source: Survey date 

 

Within the sample of fifteen (15) SOO leaders, nine (09) are engaged in policy strategies in their field, 

while six (06) are not engaged in policy strategies. Table 2, below, shows the distribution of the sample of 

SOO leaders studied, according to their relationship to the coercive institutional framework governing their 

field of activity. 
 

Table 2: Distribution of the sample of SOO leaders according to their relationship to the coercive 

institutional framework 

 

Type of leaders 
Leaders engaged in policy 

strategies 
Leaders not engaged in policy 

strategies 

            

    DTIB02 -  DTIB04 - DTIB05 DEIB01 - DEIB03 - DEIB08 

Identity   DTIB06 -  DTIB07 - DTIA01 DEIA02 - DEIA04 - DEIA07 

    DTIA03 -  DTIA05 - DTIA06     

Number     9   6 

          15 

Source: Survey data 

 

Specifically, four (04) leaders (DEIB01; DEIB08; DEIA02; DEIA07), among those not engaged in 

policy strategies, are in a state of "cynicism".  
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In fact, these four (04) SOO leaders stress the need to update Law n°60-3015 of 21 September 1960, 

which from their point of view is "null and void", "obsolete", henceforth: "just a law of form
5
". However, they 

remain inactive ("non-voice", "brutal non-neglect"), although they are not loyal ("passive non-loyalty", 

"active non-loyalty") and do not envisage defection ("non-exit"). In this same sub-group, of leaders not 

engaged in policy strategies, two (DEIB03; DEIA04) show states of "passive loyalty". 
 

3.2. The different forms of policy strategies of SOO leaders 
 

Within the sample of observation units, a sub-group of nine (09) leaders adopt five (05) types of 

individual and/or collective policy strategies, namely: the states of "constructive voice", "brutal neglect", 

"tacit voice" and two (02) forms of ambivalence ("constructive voice"/"brutal neglect"; "constructive 

voice"/"tacit voice").  
 

Specifically, the three (03) leaders in a state of "constructive voice" (DTIB06; DTIA01; DTIA06) are 

in a process of negotiation, of creating frameworks for exchanges with the public authorities, with other 

SOOs, with a view to adjusting the coercive institutional framework governing their field, in accordance with 

their expectations: "We have raised this problem to draw their attention [the public authorities]. Today, on 

social networks, it is my watchword (...). I even meet members of parliament, it's on the 16th (...). I'm meeting 

members of parliament. I'm lobbying for people to support ... I have two MPs who are going to support this 

law, hopefully" (Verbatim DTIA01). 
 

Furthermore, the two (02) leaders in a state of "brutal neglect" (DTIB05; DTIA03) do not believe in 

the effectiveness and/or relevance of a possible protest ("voice"). Thus, they carry out their activities 

according to their personal references and their expectations as SOO actors, which often do not conform to the 

practices of the coercive institutional framework in force: "I work, quietly. I don't bother anyone; I'm not 

going to complain anywhere. If we talk; if I have complained a little; if I see that there is not much, I go on my 

way (...). If someone comes to me, to say: so, so and so ..., at least I would have had time to collect some 

things to protect myself. Nevertheless, I will be very happy if someone is really interested in NGOs" (Verbatim 

DTIA03).  
 

Furthermore, one form of policy strategy of SOO leaders, emerging from the data, is not at all 

discernible in the literature (Hirschman, 1974; Farrell, 1983; Bajoit, 1988; Grima & Glaymann, 2012): the 

state of "tacit voice". More precisely, the two (02) leaders in a state of "tacit voice" (DTIB04; DTIB07) 

initiate new processes according to their personal points of reference, their expectations as SOO actors, in 

coherence with international social standards, because they consider the coercive institutional framework in 

force to be ineffective. However, they open neither conflict nor a framework for dialogue with the public 

authorities ("destructive non-voice", "constructive non-voice"). On the other hand, they "officially" introduce 

these new processes, in line with their expectations as SOO actors, and with those required by the coercive 

institutional framework in force. Thus, their new processes are implicitly validated by other stakeholders, 

notably public authorities and other SOOs, without first obtaining their consent: "So far, there is no need to 

[protest]. Because all the documents that we send to the different partners are, most of the time, documents 

that have already been validated by the State of Côte d'Ivoire, through its entities. (...) If I take the specific 

example of the vision, nowhere in the statutes do we have an obligation to put the vision. But we ourselves 

have inserted it. So, when the partner is already looking at the vision: ok! It's in line with his vision; then we 

go! (...) If the partner told us, for example, that it was an obligation and the State told us, here, that we 

shouldn't put it in at all costs, we would be obliged to move towards the government. But the State has left the 

field free: so you put it in. They [the State] only look at the parts they asked for. If these parts are there, they 

do not care about all the surplus. So we have improved the law, without going through the State" (Verbatim 

DTIB04). 
 

Besides, the policy strategies of some leaders are ambivalent. Indeed, these leaders cumulate two (02) 

forms of reactions: "constructive voice" combined with "brutal neglect" (DTIB02; DTIA05) and "constructive 

voice" combined with "tacit voice" (DTIB07).  

 

 

                                                      
5
Either the leaders interviewed systematically pronounce these expressions, or they specify that they are just 

referring to Law n°60-315, on occasion, without knowing or seeking to know the content.  



AHI Sebehié Claude                                                                         Doi: 10.48150/jbssr.v2no3.2021.a2 

 

23 

Thus, the two (02) leaders combining the states of "constructive voice" and "brutal neglect" (DTIB02; 

DTIA05) combine the implementation of activities according to their personal benchmarks as SOO actors and 

the creation of frameworks for exchanges and dialogue with public authorities and other SOOs, with a view to 

adjusting the coercive institutional framework in accordance with their expectations: "The law is outdated; it 

is really obsolete. It is obsolete, insofar as the standards set therein are not applicable today. For example, 

one of the norms of this law says that: we cannot ask for contributions that can exceed 10,000 francs (CFA 

francs, per member) during the year. However, for an organisation to be able to live, it needs to be able to 

rely primarily on the dues of its members. So if in the past, in 1960, 10,000 francs appeared to be a high 

value, today 10,000 francs is nothing. But the law continues to work on this basis. This means that legally, 

most organisations, (...) 90% of the organisations that exist in Côte d'Ivoire are in breach of Law 60-315. 

Because we are asking for much more. We ask 1,000 francs a month [per member]. 1,000 francs a month 

makes 12,000 francs a year. This means that we are all at odds with this law" (Verbatim DTIB02). 
 

"I am in a network that was set up after the LIANE
6
 project. And the LIANE project consisted in one 

of its activities in asking for a reform of this law. So we strongly advocated for the law to be reformed. This is 

what we did as a matter of priority. This battle has been on the table since 2013. And we have participated in 

the drafting of a bill (...). Well, we're going to say a bill, since it has already been tabled with the government" 

(Verbatim DTIB02). 
 

DTIB07 combines the states of "constructive voice" and "tacit voice". It combines, on the one hand, 

the creation of frameworks for dialogue exchanges with the public authorities, with other SOOs, with a view 

to adjusting the coercive institutional framework in accordance with its expectations, and on the other hand, 

the 'official' introduction of new processes, in line with its expectations as SOO actors, with those required by 

the coercive institutional framework in force: "I was saying that the law, as written since 1960, is very 

outdated. Really, does not answer ... Really very out of date. So with the CERAP [Centre for Research and 

Action for Peace], we have already started to try to work a little on it; on a European Union project, to really 

try to make amendments to certain articles, to certain decisions that are even taken" (Verbatim DTIB07). 
 

"It is the status quo (...). In other words, there is no feedback to the State. When we have difficulties ... 

Well, we deal with it. We are often obliged to comply with what the landlord says (...). And very often, it is 

themselves [the public authorities] who come to play the fireman. We have very often had to resort to letters 

from the Prefect to settle situations" (Verbatim DTIB07). 
 

These different individual and/or collective policy strategies of these nine (09) SOO leaders are all 

associated with the institutional creation, namely : multilateral institution-building by reforms", "unilateral 

institution-building through juxtaposition" (institution-building on the margins), "unilateral institution-

building through superimposition" (institution-building in the centre) and the "two hybrid forms of institution-

building" (multilateral institution-building by reforms combined with unilateral institution-building through 

juxtaposition; multilateral institution-building by reforms combined with unilateral institution-building 

through superimposition). Table 3, below, summarises these two trends of results 
 

Table 3: Active individual and/or collective reactions of SOO leaders to the coercive institutional 

framework, and associated forms of institutional work 
 

Types of active reactions to              Actors                           Associated forms of institutional 

coercitive institutional framework                                          work                                                         

Constructive voice                           DTIB06 ; DTIA01 ;      Multilateral institutional creation,                          

                                                           DTIA06                         by reforms 

Brutal beglect                                   DTIB05 ;                      Unilateral institutional creation, 

                                                           DTIA03                         by juxtaposition (A) 

Tacit voice                                         DTIB04                        Unilateral institutional creation, 

                                                                                                 by overlapping (B) 

Ambivalence              

o Constructive voice/                DTIB02 ;                     “Type A” hybrid institutional creation 

brutal neglect                         DTIA05                          

o Constructive voice/                DTIB07                       “Type B” hybrid institutional creation 

tacit voice                                                                     
 

Source: Survey data 

                                                      
6
The LIANE project (Leadership and Initiatives of Non-State Actors) was initiated by the European Union to 

support Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) in Côte d'Ivoire from December 2012 to November 2015. 
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In the context of multilateral institutional creation by reforms, SOO leaders engage in dialogue with 

the government with a view to changing the coercive institutional framework. Those involved in unilateral 

institutional creation by juxtaposition initiate new procedures, according to their personal landmarks, their 

personal visions; they thus reject, in part, the coercive institutional framework in force. As for the leaders 

initiating a unilateral institutional creation work by overlapping, they solicit the public authorities for the 

validation of their new procedures born of the requirements of their field of activity. However, these new 

procedures are hardly integrated explicitly into the coercive institutional framework governing the field of 

activity. 
 

3.3. The different enactment modes of the coercive institutional framework used by SOO leaders and 

the resulting policy strategies 
 

 

Five (05) enactment modes of the coercive institutional framework emerge from the statements of the 

nine (09) SOO leaders deploying individual and/or collective policy strategies in their field: (I) a complex 

framework full of threats, (II) a simple framework full of opportunities, (III) a simple framework full of 

threats, (IV) a simple yet complex framework, full of threats as well as opportunities, and (V) a simple yet 

complex framework full of threats. 
 

The following two sequences of remarks by the leader "DTIB04", in a state of "tacit voice" and 

carrying out "unilateral institutional creation by overlapping", illustrate the enactment modes of the coercive 

institutional environment and their links with policy strategies in the field of SOOs operating in Côte d'Ivoire: 

"So far, there is no need to [protest]. Because all the documents that we send to the different partners are, 

most of the time, documents that have already been validated by the State of Côte d'Ivoire, through its entities. 

But the partner doesn’t complain. If I take the specific example of the vision, nowhere in the statutes do we 

have an obligation to put the vision. But we ourselves have inserted it. So, when the partner is already looking 

at the vision: ok! It's in line with his vision; then we go! (...) If the partner told us, for example, that it was an 

obligation and the State told us, here, that we shouldn't put it in at all costs, we would be obliged to move 

towards the government. But the State has left the field free: so you put it in. They [the State] only look at the 

parts they asked for. If these parts are there, they do not care about all the surplus. So we have improved the 

law, without going through the State" (Verbatim DTIB04). 
 

“Practically speaking, we improve by introducing all these constraints [of the financial partners] in 

official documents (...) The law has not mentioned other standards that can be found in organisations, such as 

strategy documents. But we include them in them. So that when the [financial] partner sees it, he already has 

something to gain from it.” (Verbatim DTIB04). 
 

These sequences of remarks by Leader "DTIB04" testify to the simplicity of the institutional 

framework in force. However, this simplicity of the institutional framework does not allow the effectiveness 

of the procedures of his/her SOOs. As a result, the institutional framework, as promulgated on 21 September 

1960 and in force during the period of the exchanges, was a threat to the activities of the SOO led by 

"DTIB04". Indeed, its content is not in conformity with the requirements of the SOO partners, particularly the 

fund providers, for the implementation of socially oriented projects. Thus, in his/her desire to transform the 

institutional framework from a threat to an opportunity, the "DTIB04" leader initiates policy strategies: "tacit 

voice, consisting of unilateral institutional creation by overlapping". 
 

The analysis of the relations between the respective enactment modes, the coercive institutional 

framework, the nine (09) leaders (DTIB02; DTIB04; DTIB05; DTIB06; DTIB07; DTIA01; DTIA03; 

DTIA05; DTIA06) and their policy strategies (individual and/or collective), reveals five (05) typical processes 

of institutional creation. Table 4, below, summarises these relationships between the enactment modes of the 

coercive institutional framework by the SOO leaders and their policy strategies. 
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Table 4: Forms of policy strategies of SOO leaders and enactment modes of the underlying coercive 

institutional framework 
 

Enactement modes of                  Types of active reactions            Associated forms of institutional                     

the coercive institutional              to the coercive                           work                           

framework                                    institutional framework                                             

                                                           

Complex
7
, threats                         Constructive voice                    Multilateral institutional creation,            

                                                                                                        by reforms                                                                                                        

Simple
8
, opportunities                  Brutal neglect                           Unilateral institutional creation,            

                                                                                                        by juxtaposition (A) 

Simple, threats                              Tacit voice                                Unilateral institutional creation,             

                                                                                                        by overlapping (B) 

Equivocality                                  Ambivalence                                                                                   

o Simple, opportunities        - Constructive voice +              “Type A” hybrid 

Complex, threats                  brutal neglect                         institutional creation            

o Complex, threats               - Constructive voice +               “Type B” hybrid                   

Simple                                 tacite voice                               institutional creation               

 

Source: Survey data 
 

4. Discussion of results 
 

The results of this work reveal five (05) types of institutional creation processes in the Ivorian SOO field:  

 

o the perception of a complex framework, full of threats     multilateral institutional creation, by 

reforms; 

o the perception of a simple framework, full of opportunities           unilateral institutional creation, 

by juxtaposition; 

o the perception of a simple framework, full of threats                 unilateral institutional creation, by 

overlapping; 

o the perception of a framework that is both simple and complex, full of both threats and opportunities              

multilateral institutional creation, by reforms + unilateral institutional creation, by juxtaposition ; 

o the perception of a simple yet complex framework, full of threats           multilateral institutional 

creation, by reforms + unilateral institutional creation, by overlapping. 
 

Thus, five (05) variants of institutional creation work can be seen from these results: "multilateral 

institutional creation, by reforms", "unilateral institutional creation, by juxtaposition" (institutional creation at 

the margin), "unilateral institutional creation, by overlapping" (institutional creation at the centre), 

"multilateral institutional creation, by reforms combined with unilateral institutional creation, by 

juxtaposition", "multilateral institutional creation, by reforms combined with unilateral institutional creation, 

by overlapping". In this, these results enrich the paradigm of institutional work (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; 

Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010; Ziestsma & Lawrence, 2010; Dansou & Langley, 2012), of neo-institutionalist 

theory, of new forms of institutional creation work.  
 

Moreover, each form of institutional creation work derives from a particular perception of the 

coercive institutional environment. As a result, five (05) new, unprecedented processes of institutional 

creation emerge from the data of the present research. Thus, in the first instance, from the present work, 

conjectures emerge linking the enactment modes of an institutional environment and forms of institutional 

creation work. Secondly, these different results support the opportunity for the joint mobilisation of the theory 

of enactment (Weick, 1988; Isabella, 1990; Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Weick et al., 2005), on the one hand, 

and neo-institutional theories (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Ben Slimane & Leca, 2010;  

                                                      
7
In terms of procedures and scope. 

8
In terms of procedures and scope. 
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Forgues et al, 2012; Dansou & Langley, 2012), and Exit, Voice, Loyalty, Neglect (Hirschman, 1974; 

Farrell, 1983; Bajoit, 1988; Grima & Glaymann, 2012), on the other hand, with a view to understanding 

institutional change or stability in a regulated but uncontrolled field.  
 

Furthermore, contrary to cognitive theories (Weick et al., 2005) which support the disappearance of 

all equivocality among actors when they are assigned to an organisational environment, particularly following 

a selection process at the heart of the various interpretations carried out, the present results, following the 

example of Autissier et al. (2018), seem to support the persistence of equivocality in certain cases, even after 

the selection phase. Clearly, two different, non-convergent interpretations may persist for the same actor 

following the enactment of an organisational environment.  
 

Moreover, in view of the results of the present work, the existence of equivocality in an actor, 

following the enactment of an environment, would give rise to an ambivalent reaction from the actor. 
 

Therefore, all the enactment modalities of the coercive institutional framework in force in their field 

lead to institutional creation. This could be linked to the non-control of the field. Indeed, an uncontrolled field 

confers power on all the actors present (Huault & Leca, 2009). As a result, such a field should be favourable 

to policy activities, both individual and collective, of the actors. However, as the sources of power in such a 

field are “personal resources”, “networks” and “uncertainty” (Huault & Leca, 2009), attempts to destabilise 

it (institutional destabilisation work) become inappropriate. In fact, in such a field, the various actors enjoy a 

wide range of freedom, which is likely to inhibit any policy activity of a destabilising nature on the part of 

formal institutions, which is implicitly absent from the field. Moreover, an uncontrolled field would not 

encourage institutional maintenance work, at the initiative of the actors benefiting from the implicit absence of 

formal institutions. Thus, in an uncontrolled field, actors opt for the strategy of official "silence". 
 

However, in spite of their official states of silence, some SOO leaders in the Ivorian field are at the 

initiative of type 1 change, with regard to the coercive institutional framework in force. It is in this respect that 

authors such as Morrison and Milliken (2000) argue that organisational silence is a factor inhibiting 

organisational change (type 2 change, the authors seem to suggest). In the case in point, the silence of actors 

in the Ivorian SOO field is a source of institutional maintenance. Clearly, the results of this work confirm the 

complexity of the institutional work highlighted by Ben Slimane and Leca (2010). Indeed, according to Moatti 

(2016), even in a state of "organisational silence" an institutional work process can be in place. Certainly, in 

the case SOO leaders operating in Côte d'Ivoire, engaged in individual and/or collective policy strategies, their 

state of silence is essentially linked to their enactment modes dealing with the lack of control of their field: (I) 

a vector of complexity and threats, (II) a vector of simplicity and opportunities, (III) a vector of simplicity and 

threats, (IV) both a vector of simplicity and complexity, of threats and opportunities (V) both a vector of 

simplicity and complexity, of threats.  
 

Concluding remarks 
 

The SOO leaders operating in Côte d'Ivoire, engaged in individual and/or collective policy strategies, 

have five (5) enactment (building) modes of their coercive institutional framework, in an apparently stationary 

state. Each of these enactment modes of the institutional environment gives rise to a singular form of 

institutional creation work. As a result, five (05) processes of institutional creation result from the relationship 

of these leaders with the coercive institutional framework, apparently in a stationary state, but governing their 

organisations. 
 

In spite of this diversity of institutional creation processes of SOO leaders, the coercive institutional 

framework governing the field remains in an apparently stationary state: in a state of institutional 

maintenance. Clearly, the various institutional creation processes of these leaders result in a change within the 

system ("change 1") and not a change of the system ("change 2") (Autissier et al., 2018). This state of affairs 

confirms the complexity of the institutional work noted by authors such as Ben Slimane and Leca (2010): 

intentional activities of different groups of actors to bring about change.  
 

In this respect, one of the limitations of the present work stems from its focus on the processes of 

institutional work of a single profile of SOO actors operating in Côte d'Ivoire: the leaders. Thus, on occasion, 

research that focuses more on the processes of institutional work of the diversity of actor profiles present in a 

field would be more appropriate. In doing so, firstly, one is more likely to explore different coalitions of 

actors.  
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Secondly, one could envisage an understanding of the interactions between the different processes of 

institutional work of the different coalitions of actors present in the field, including the power relations 

between processes, the sources of the dominance of the determining process, etc. Also, on the basis of the 

evaluation of the various resources mobilised for the different institutional work strategies of the coalitions of 

actors present, we can envisage the prediction of the trajectory of an institutional framework (coercive, 

normative, etc.).  
 

In fact, the five (05) institutional creation processes in force in the field of SOOs operating in Côte 

d'Ivoire underline the need for institutional change, particularly at the initiative of the regulatory authority (the 

Ivorian public authorities in this case), through a constructive dialogue between the diversity of stakeholders 

involved: leaders, workers, donors, public authorities, beneficiaries and experts. As for the leaders, they could 

formalise and then intensify their dialogue initiatives with the various stakeholders (the public authorities in 

particular) with a view to defining a new coercive institutional framework, which is now controlled.  
 

In doing so, they will conform to the doctrine according to which: “It is through speaking out [a 

constructive voice, the author seems to specify] that organisations and institutions adapt and endure” 

(Moatti, 2016, p. 6). 
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