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Abstract 

 

 

Purpose: The research objective is to discover which are the factors that influence innovation in Romanian 

NGOs. 

Methodology: (1) Literature review (articles, studies, manuals, other relevant academic literature) (2) 

Qualitative phase: semi-structured interviews with 10 NGOs that conceived and implemented 10 innovative 

projects during the years 2014-2016 (3) Quantitative phase: online questionnaire created and analysis of 

answers from  91 unique non-governmental organisations undertaken. 

Findings: The qualitative phase of the research resulted in a series of factors that drive innovation in Romanian 

NGOs, grouped in 4 main areas: employees’ profile, managerial relations, leadership and culture. Findings of 

the quantitative phase reveal the perception of Romanian organisations towards their innovation capacity and 

how the NGOs evaluate themselves in relation with these factors at the moment of the study. 

Practical implications: Findings can guide NGOs in discovering organisational elements that can drive 

innovation and can provide a starting point for developing innovation capabilities at organisational level. 

Originality/value: There is a lack of research related to NGO innovation in Romania and even at European 

level. This research can provide a starting point for research in the field, as well as for developing a framework 

for innovation capability. 

Key Words: innovation, NGO, Romania, nonprofit, organisational development 
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considering that it is not enough and I should read more), in search of theories, models, findings. The more I 

read, the more I found out that this theme, especially in the non-governmental field, was challenging to grasp, 
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Ionut Sibian, Laura Catana, and many more. Civil Society Development Foundation (FDSC) - thank you for 

the broad overview of the non-profit sector in Romania that I gained in the years we worked together; also I 

want to thank especially former colleagues Laura Cireasa and Vlad Dumitrescu - for supporting me in 

generating an objective sample of innovative projects to interview in the qualitative phase, and on which I 

based the quantitative phase of research. Last but not least, a big thank you to: the 10 NGO representatives 

which openly shared their practices during the interviews; the 104 respondents from 91 unique organisations 
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who completed the survey; and all the people that supported me in promoting the questionnaire in order to 

gather all these answers in 11 days time. 

Special thanks to all the people around me who believed in this research, and consequently in me, or the other 

way around. I would nominally thank many more people here, but I am afraid I would forget some. So - I am 

grateful to all the people that were around me, one way or another - while conducting this research! 

I am aware this study has several limitations and shortcomings. A research advice I read states “Never 

apologize for the occurrence of the limitations. Without it, the research is never complete.” Being a research 

conducted by an individual (namely - me), I am sure there can be better ways to conduct such research in the 

future. I am, however, grateful I managed to finalise the first research on innovation in nongovernmental 

organisations in Romania.  

I hope this first exploration of innovation in Romanian NGOs constitutes a relevant starting point to future 

research and, more than that, I really hope it will give organisations (in Romania and possibly in the region, 

given the similarities)  a series of ideas on where we are and what could be done at organisational level, 

towards a culture of innovation. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction  

 

Innovation. Non-governmental organisations. Romania. Innovation in non-governmental organisations in 

Romania. A broad theme, first time to be explored in Romania by the present research. 

I have worked with and for non-governmental organisations since 1999. I strongly believe that NGOs have a 

fundamental role in the development of the Romanian society as a whole, in the same time contributing to the 

improvement of quality of life of individuals. People working in the non-profit field have a high motivation to 

significantly contribute to changing people’s lives for the better. At the same time, they face big challenges in 

terms of finding better ways to fulfill needs, attracting funds, and activating in an Eastern-Europe, post-

communist society, with all that it brings. 

Throughout this research endeavour, while exploring what means innovations for Romanian NGOs, what 

supports innovation at organisations’ level, and which are its obstacles, I faced several challenges, which will 

be more thoroughly approached in the following chapters. What I find relevant to state here, from an MBA 

student’s perspective - is that innovation in non-governmental organisations in Romania cannot be compared 

with innovation in the business field. The size, budget, structure and limitations of Romanian NGOs lead to 

different innovation pursuits and processes, drivers and obstacles. The current paper compares, where 

relevant, elements related to innovation in Romanian NGOs with business innovation theories, but overall the 

scope and size of Romanian NGOs lead to some specificities that will be analysed by themselves, without 

further comparison with the business sector (unless where links with the business world might benefit 

Romanian NGOs in having a better approach towards improving their innovation capabilities).  

The structure of the thesis is as follows: 

 

No. Name of chapter Contents of chapter, in brief 

1. Chapter 1. Introduction Brief introduction in the theme and chapter outline 

2. Chapter 2. Literature Review 

and Innovation Literacy 

Literature review process. Definitions of key terms used in 

the present research. Theoretical and empirical data. 

3. Chapter 3. Research 

Methodology 

Description of the research process, methods used and their 

succession. 

4. Chapter 4. Research Findings The results of the implementation of research methods 

(literature review, qualitative phase, quantitative phase). 

5. Chapter 5. Conclusions General conclusions resulted from conducting the qualitative 

and quantitative research. 
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Chapter 2. Literature Review and Innovation Literacy 

 

2.1. Literature Review Approach 

For the purpose of conducting this study, literature review has been used in several stages, for exploring and 

fundamenting various phases of the research, as follows: 

(1) As a kick-start of the research and all throughout the period of conducting and finalising the present 

research, a broad range of materials have been searched for and taken into consideration. Over 300 articles, 

studies, manuals and other academic papers were scanned and studied. As a general observation, throughout 

the present paper section only a part of the materials, relevant for the limited field of research - Innovation in 

Romanian NGOs - will be used. 

(2) Exploration of concepts and theories. First stage of the literature review consisted in identifying relevant 

materials in order to explore the concepts used in the research, as well as the most relevant theories and 

models related to the scope of the research. This chapter is composed of the most important concepts, theories 

and models worth mentioning in order to create the framework, and at the same time offers a basic innovation 

literacy which includes main elements linked with the subject of the thesis. Empirical findings were also used 

when analysing the results of the qualitative interviews, in generating the items of the quantitative 

questionnaire. During this stage, relevant literature related to the process of innovation was also reviewed; 

materials from relevant sources were studied in order to explore the specificities of the process of innovation. 

(3) Exploration of literature relevant for the results of the quantitative phase. When interpreting the results of 

the quantitative phase, another check of relevant literature has been carried out. This second stage of literature 

review took into consideration a more narrow spectrum of materials, concentrating on the characteristics of 

innovative organisations, as resulted from the answers to the questionnaire.  

I will use literature review resources at a minimum, in direct connection with defining terms, supporting theories 

and the results of the study. 

This chapter focuses on defining terms, as well as on general relevant academic materials that can give a 

general image on several elements concerning innovation (processes, types), concerning innovation in NGOs 

(research), concerning theories and models that can be linked with innovation and innovation capacity, 

including elements of culture that might, directly or indirectly, influence the culture of innovation in Romanian 

NGOs.  

 

2.2 What Do We Mean by Innovation? A Travel in Time 

Innovation. A challenging, hard to grasp term. Thinking of its origins, we can already make a distinction: while 

“INVENIRE” means “discovering”, or to invent, “INNOVARE” means “renewing”. First observation: innovation 

does not mean invention, but invention might be a first step towards innovation. In this subchapter, we will 
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tackle invention, from a theoretical point of view,  as well. But let’s see how much do we have to travel in the 

past, to discover the origins of the word. When was this word - innovation - first used with a meaning close to 

our endeavour in this research?  

“There is no more delicate matter to take in hand, nor more dangerous to conduct, nor more doubtful in its 

success, than to be a leader in the introduction of changes. For he who innovates will have for enemies all 

those who are well off under the old order of things, and only lukewarm supporters in those who might be 

better off under the new.  This lukewarm temper arises partly from the fear of adversaries who have the laws 

on their side and partly from the incredulity of mankind, who will never admit the merit of anything new, until 

they have seen it proved by the event.1”  

An excerpt from “The Prince”, written by the diplomat and political theorist Niccolo Machiavelli, in the 16th 

century. First publication date: 1532. But the term was used more than 2000 years before Machiavelli used it! 

“Greek philosophers and historians coined various words for innovation – one of which, kainotomia, has a long 

run usage and is still used in Greece –, filled them with a specific meaning: political change of a revolutionary 

kind”, states Benoît Godin in his research “Innovation and Conceptual Innovation in Ancient Greece”. 

“The concept of innovation is of Greek origin (καινοτομία; kainotomia), from the fifth century BC” - the author 

states. “The word is derived from καινός (kainos; new). Initially, καινοτομία had nothing to do with our current 

or dominant meaning of innovation as commercialized technical invention. Innovation meant “cutting fresh 

into”. It was used in the context of abstract thinking (“making new”) as well as concrete thinking (“opening new 

mines”)2. The author thus states the origins of the word as καινός (new) + τομ (cut; cutting). Xenophon (430-

355 BC) seems to have been among the first ones to write about innovation:  

“Praxagora: I believe my ideas are good, but what I fear is that the public will cling to the old customs and 

refuse to accept my innovations [reforms].  

Blepyrus: Have no fear about that. Love of innovation [novelty] and disdain for traditions, these are the 

dominating principles among us.3 ”.  

Aristophanes, Plato, Aristotle, Plutarch - they all used the term “innovation”. What is interesting is that 

innovation mostly had a negative connotation at that time: “(...) change (metabole), yes – with careful 

consideration and conscious acceptance –; innovation (kainotomia), no. Change is divine or natural. It is slow, 

gradual and continuous (step by step). In contrast, innovation is man’s. It is change to the established order 

and is not accepted.4”, concludes Benoît Godin. 

So, we have our first definition, from approx. 2500 years ago: 

 
1 Machiavelli, Niccolo (1532). “The Prince”, Italy 
2 Godin, Benoît (2012). “Innovation and Conceptual Innovation in Ancient Greece”, Project on the Intellectual History of Innovation, 

Working Paper No. 12 
3 Idem 2 (Godin, 2012) 
4 Idem 2, (Godin,2012) 
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Innovation (kainotomia) = “introducing change into the established order” (Ancient Greece, approx. 500 BC) 

A list of (much) more recent definitions follow. We start with Joseph Alois Schumpeter, father of the modern 

interpretation of innovation, which at some point even stated: “carrying out innovations is the only function 

which is fundamental in history5”.  

Innovation = “the setting up of a new production function” or “new combinations of new or existing knowledge, 

resources, equipment, and other factors.” (Schumpeter, 1930) 

Schumpeter also makes a clear distinction between “innovation” and “invention”: “The inventions of the antique 

world and the middle ages for centuries failed to affect the current of life. As soon, however, as an invention is 

put into business practice, we have a process which arises from, and is an element of, the economic life of its 

time, and not something that acts on from without. In no case, therefore, is invention an external factor.6” He 

even calls innovation “creative destruction”, and details different types of innovation: 

● Introducing a new product or modifications brought to an existing product; 

● A new process of innovation in an industry; 

● Opening a new market; 

● Developing new sources of supply of raw materials or semi-finished goods; 

● New industry structure such as the creation or destruction of a monopoly position; 

● Other changes in the organization. 

Schumpeter broadly treats innovation in connection with entrepreneurship, which is beyond the scope of the 

present paper.  

Other definitions of innovation are7:  

● “One of the two basic functions of an organization. (...) Business has only two functions - marketing 

and innovation.” (Peter Drucker, 1954); 

● “Any new element brought to the buyer, whether or not new to the organization.” (Howard and Sheth, 

1969); 

● “The degree to which specific new changes are implemented in an organization.” (Mohr, 1969); 

● “Broad utility concept defined in various ways to reflect a specific requirement and characteristic of a 

particular study.” (Damanpour and Evan, 1984); 

● “Innovations are new ideas that consist of: new products and services, new use of existing products, 

new markets for existing products or new marketing methods.” (Kenneth Simmonds, 1986); 

● “Innovation = Invention + Exploitation.” (Roberts, 1988); 

● “The systematic approach to creating an environment based on creative discovery, invention, and 

commercial exploitation of ideas that meet unmet needs.” (Bacon and Butler, 1998); 

 
5 Schumpeter, Joseph Alois (1939). “Business Cycles: A Theoretical, Historical, and Statistical Analysis of the Capitalist Process”, 

McGraw – Hill Book Company Inc. 
6 Idem 5 (Schumpeter, 1939) 
7 The list was created after consulting a series of reviews on the history of the concept of innovation, among which Lala Popa, I., Preda, 

G., Boldea, M., “A theoretical approach of the concept of innovation”, West University, Timișoara, Romania 
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● “The intentional introduction and application within a role, group or organization of ideas, processes, 

products or procedures, new to the relevant unit of adoption, designed to significantly benefit the 

individual, the group, organization or wider society.” (West and Farr, 1990); 

● “Complete a task development in a radically new way.” (Davenport, 1991); 

● “Development and adoption of new ideas by a firm.” (Damanpour, 1991); 

● “The ability to discover new relationships, of seeing things from new perspectives and to form new 

combinations from existing concepts.” (Evans, 1991); 

● “Innovation can be defined as a process that provides added value and a degree of novelty to the 

organization, suppliers and customers, developing new procedures, solutions, products and services 

and new ways of marketing.” (Covin and Slevin, 1991, Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Knox, 2002); 

● “Adoption of new or significantly improved elements to create added value to the organization directly 

or indirectly for its customers.” (Business Council Australia (1993); 

● “Implementation of innovative ideas.” (Henderson and Lentz, 1995); 

● “Any policy, structure, method, process, product or market opportunity that the manager of a working 

business unit should perceive as new.” (Nohria and Gulati, 1996); 

● “All innovation begins with creative ideas... We define innovation as the successful implementation of 

creative ideas within an organization. From this point of view, the creativity of individuals and teams is 

a starting point for innovation; The first is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for the second 

one.” (Amabile et al., 1996); 

● “Involves both knowledge creation and diffusion of existing knowledge.” (Rogers, 1998); 

● “Successful production, assimilation and exploitation of novelty in the economic or social 

environment.” (The European Commission, 1999); 

● “Creating a new association (combination) product-market-technology-organization.” (Boer and 

During, 2001); 

● “A marked departure from traditional management principles, processes and practices or a departure 

from customary organizational forms that significantly alters the way the work of management is 

performed.” (Hamel, 2006); 

● “Replacing the term invention with creativity makes the definition more applicable to organizations not 

actively engaged in product innovation. Therefore, a more encompassing restating of this alternative 

definition might be this one: Innovation = Creativity + Exploitation.” (David O’Sullivan, 2008); 

● “Break from previous practice that occurs when different points of view or existing practices are 

reframed, reimagined, or recombined in new ways, and that has a significant positive impact.” 

(Bridgespan Group, 2016) 

● “The innovation process is a great idea, executed brilliantly, and communicated in a way that is both 

intuitive and fully celebrates the magic of the initial concept.” (Pete Foley, 2017); 

● “A feasible relevant offering such as a product, service, process or experience with a viable business 

model that is perceived as new and is adopted by customers.” (Gijs van Wulfen, 2017). 

A general definition from OECD (The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) stated in the 

Oslo Manual is that “an innovation is the implementation of a new or significantly improved product (good or 
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service), or process, a new marketing method, or a new organisational method in business practices, 

workplace organization or external relations.” The Oslo Manual states that “Innovation drives growth and helps 

address social challenges.(...) Innovation mitigates climate change, advances sustainable development, and 

promotes social cohesion.8” 

We mention OECD work as “the Oslo Manual is the foremost international source of guidelines for the 

collection and use of data on innovation activities in industry” (OECD, 2015).  

In order to decide on a working definition that can allow us to define and measure innovation, and to say what 

innovation is and what innovation isn’t, I had to answer the following questions: “Does an innovation have to 

contain a basic new principle that has never been used in the world before, or does it only need to be new to 

a firm? Does an innovation have to incorporate a radically novel idea, or only an incremental change? In 

general) what kinds of novelty count as an innovation?9” 

For the scope of this research, I define innovation as being a process that brings added value and novelty to 

the organisation and its clients (beneficiaries), through10: 

- developing new procedures, solutions, products and services; 

- using existing products and services in new ways, or adapting them to new types of beneficiaries 

and new fields of interest. 

 

 

2.3. Why innovation and not social innovation? Clarifying the difference 

Yes. Why don’t we call it “social innovation”, especially if it happens in the social field? Because social 

innovation has many definitions, a broader meaning and at the same time limits the types of innovations (which 

is unnecessary, for the scope of this research). 

Let’s explore the term “social innovation” and discover what it is by analysing the main definitions and theories 

related to it. 

“Today’s social challenges are numerous, complex, and urgent, from ageing societies, climate change, to 

energy efficiency and security,'' argues OECD (The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development) in its publication “Fostering Innovation to Address Social Challenges”. Social innovation, they 

say, is the solution. OECD’s Forum on Social Innovation clarified the definition, its core being that “social well-

being is a goal, not a consequence”, so “there is social innovation wherever new mechanisms and norms 

consolidate and improve the well-being of individuals, communities and territories in terms of social inclusion, 

creation of employment, quality of life11”. 

 
8 OECD/Eurostat (2005), Oslo Manual, Guidelines for Collecting and Interpreting Innovation Data, Paris, France 
9 Fagerberg, J., Mowery, D., Nelson, R. (2005). “The Oxford Handbook of Innovation”, Oxford University Press 
10 In line with Covin and Slevin 
11 OECD (2011). “Fostering Innovation to Address Social Challenges”, OECD 
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Social innovations may appear in the non-profit, public as well as private sector, and in order to spread and 

upscale it there is a need for “cross-pollination”.  

Social innovation’s major aim is, from OECD’s point of view, “to tackle complex social challenges by providing 

innovative solutions”.  

Stanford Graduate School of Business, which has a periodic publication on the subject - Stanford Social 

Innovation Review, has as a working definition of social innovation the following: “the process of developing 

and deploying effective solutions to challenging and systemic social and environmental problems in support of 

social progress”. Social innovations are, thus, “both good for society and enhance society’s capacity to act12”. 

Other definitions are: “development of new products, services and programmes aimed at meeting social 

needs” (The EU framework for social innovation - Between entrepreneurship and policy experimentation), or 

“social innovation relates to new responses to pressing social demands by means which affect the process of 

social interactions. It is primarily aimed at improving well being”. (Empowering people, driving change: Social 

innovation in the European Union). 

Going more in-depth with analysing the meaning of social innovation, we find out that “social innovation is a 

practice-led field – understandings, definitions and meanings have emerged through people doing things in 

new ways rather than thinking about them in an academic way13”. Then... what did people do, that became 

social innovation? 

Narrower definitions refer to social entrepreneurship, broader definitions refer to societal transformation. 

Innovation in the NGOs does not exclude these two, but is between them, it is more than social 

entrepreneurship, but more often than not does not reach societal transformation. 

Innovation in NGOs is about the people, but not only about the people. It can be about major social challenges, 

or people empowerment and community facilitation, but it also can be something that does not directly include 

people at all. And here are some definitions that state this - that social innovation is a somehow broader, 

somehow narrower term: 

● “innovation that is explicitly for the social and public good. It is innovation inspired by the desire to 

meet social needs which can be neglected by traditional forms of private market provision and which 

have often been poorly served or unresolved by services organised by the state. Social innovation can 

take place inside or outside of public services. It can be developed by the public, private or third 

sectors, or users and communities – but equally, some innovation developed by these sectors 

does not qualify as social innovation because it does not directly address major social 

challenges”. (Michael Harris and David Albury) 

● “the generation and implementation of new ideas about how people should organize 

interpersonal activities, or social interactions, to meet one or more common goals. As with other 

 
12 Caulier-Grice, J. Davies, A. Patrick, R. Norman, W. (2012) Defining Social Innovation. A deliverable of the project: “The theoretical, 

empirical and policy foundations for building social innovation in Europe” (TEPSIE), European Commission – 7th Framework Programme, 
Brussels: European Commission, DG Research 
13 TEPSIE (2015). “Growing Social Innovation. A guide for policy-makers”, Danish Technological Institute and The Young Foundation 
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forms of innovation, the production resulting from social innovation may vary with regard to their 

breadth and impact.” (Michael Mumford) 

● “changes of attitudes, behaviours or perceptions of a group of people joined in a network of 

aligned interests that in relation to the group’s horizon of experiences lead to new and improved 

ways of collaborative action within the group and beyond.” (Stefan Neumeier) 

● “Social innovations can be macro or micro, structural or local, they are introduced by an 

entrepreneurial spirit and through solidarity, either to improve the functioning of the organisation 

or to transform the organisation into a social enterprise, an enterprise with social objectives, an 

organisation pursuing social objectives or to empower it with a more participatory governance system’ 

(Nussbaumer and Moulaert) 

● “We define social innovations as new approaches to addressing social needs. They are social in their 

means and in their ends. They engage and mobilise the beneficiaries and help to transform social 

relations by improving beneficiaries’ access to power and resources14”. 

European Union’s definition of social innovation is: “We define social innovations as new ideas (products, 

services and models) that simultaneously meet social needs (more effectively than alternatives) and create 

new social relationships or collaborations. They are innovations that are not only good for society but also 

enhance society’s capacity to act. (...) The concept currently draws from four theoretical sources: innovation, 

social investment, change and open society15”. 

For the purpose of this research, innovation in NGOs will be discussed at a broader level than what social 

innovation wants to be, in terms of types of innovation, and at a narrower level, in terms of societal changes. 

 

2.4. Some Delimitations Between Innovation and… 

2.4.1 Creativity 

As a key building block for innovation (Rosenfeld & Servo, 1991), creativity is a human asset: it is “an inherent 

capability in all human beings. Creativity is a mental process that results in the production of novel ideas and 

concepts that are appropriate, useful, and actionable.16” 

The creative process itself has 5 distinct phases: preparation, incubation, illumination, verification (Wallas, 

1926), to this being added later a 5th phase, elaboration (Kao, 1989) - the phase in which the idea gets a final 

form, ready to be communicated. 

In their book “Defining Innovation”, O’Sullivan and Dooley state that creativity is essential to innovation, for the 

originality and novelty it brings; however, creativity is not enough - “innovation encourages the further 

 
14 Idem 13 (TEPSIE, 2015) 
15 Hubert, Agnes (2010). “Empowering people, driving change: Social innovation in the European Union”, The European Commission 
16 O’Sullivan, D., Dooley, L. (2008). “Defining Innovation”, Sage Publications 
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processing of the output of the creative process (the idea) so as to allow the exploitation of its potential value 

through development”.  

Or, as the Oslo Manual clearly states: “A common feature of an innovation is that it must have been 

implemented. A new or improved product is implemented when it is introduced on the market. New processes, 

marketing methods or organizational methods are implemented when they are brought into actual use in the 

firm’s operations.” 

So, mathematically: Innovation = Creativity + Implementation. Or Innovation = Invention + Optimisation. We 

will not, however, tackle “invention”, we tackled it shortly when defining innovation above. 

2.4.2. Entrepreneurship 

Sometimes entrepreneurship is directly linked to innovation, especially if we talk about social innovation, in the 

case of non-profits. A major exploratory research conducted in Romania focused on social entrepreneurs - 

implemented by Ashoka - define them as “individuals with innovative and systemic solutions to society’s most 

pressing social, cultural, and environmental challenges.17”  

In the business environment, and probably in the non-profit area as well, entrepreneurs are individuals that 

build a startup, providing “resources that will exploit the opportunity to develop and commercialize the 

innovation. Once the entrepreneur has established an organization, the focus shifts toward its sustainability, 

and the best way that this can be achieved is through organizational innovation. However, innovation can be 

brought to market by means other than entrepreneurial startups; it can also be exploited through established 

organizations and strategic alliances between organizations” (O’Sullivan, Dooley, 2008). For the scope of this 

research, social entrepreneurship activities that are social business are not in focus. We will focus on non-

profit organisations and initiatives (even if social businesses are a great way to sustain the core social business 

of the organisations). 

There is one main reason I will make a distinction between social entrepreneurship and innovation in the non-

profit sector. In this research I will also analyse a characteristic related to individuals - namely characteristics 

of leaders of organisations that drive innovation - but innovation in NGOs goes beyond the power of the 

individual.  

The work of social entrepreneurs has brought forward tremendous innovations. See Wendy Kopp, Ashoka 

fellow and initiator of Teach for America in 1989, which became in 30 years an international network of 

organisations established in over 30 countries. Time-travelling a little, imagine Robert Baden-Powell, mixing 

boys with different economic levels and taking them in an experimental camp in 1907. It took very little time to 

make this a world youth movement - scouting. Imagine that it took him 13 years, at that time, to organise the 

first scout international jamboree, which in 1920 gathered 8.000 scouts from 34 nations. Now, a century later, 

there is an estimation of 30 million scouts all over the world. Coming back to Romania - and please excuse 

me that I will only make one nomination throughout this report, I point it out as an example but also as a 

 
17 Ashoka Romania (2017). “National Report on Social Entrepreneurs in Romania”, Bucharest, Romania 
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recognition of great work - Dorica Dan, with her sustained and visible work dedicated to rare disease patients, 

from building the first rare disease pilot center in Zalau, representation and advocacy at Romanian and 

European level. As Bill Drayton, founder of Ashoka, said: “There is nothing as powerful as a new idea in the 

hands of a Social Entrepreneur”. 

Coming back to the scope of this research: yes, if we say a few names of extraordinary visionaries, we can 

exactly see visible innovative results. This research, however, will focus on how we can increase the capacity 

of organisations as a whole, and their employees, to innovate. And one last thought, perhaps a myth-buster: 

the result of a complex study on innovation, detailed by Clayton Christensen et. al in the book “The Innovator’s 

DNA”, is that “among entrepreneurs as a whole, only 10 percent to 15 percent qualify as ‘innovative 

entrepreneurs’ - most entrepreneurs “launch ventures based on strategies that are not unique and certainly 

not disruptive.18” 

2.4.3 Change 

All innovation = change. But not all change = innovation.  

Change processes are not always desired and intentional, sometimes change just happens. “In order for 

change to qualify as innovation, it must have some degree of desirability and intentionality” (West & Farr, 

1990). The most important difference, I think, is that innovation must have a great degree of novelty - especially 

if we look at the “new to the market” characteristic, change does not necessarily have to be like that - and the 

most visible overlapping is when we implement optimisation processes - which can be considered as process 

innovation and it is a change process in itself. Also, there are change processes like mergers and acquisitions 

that bring a great change, but not intentional innovation. 

O’Sullivan and Dooley make a debatable statement, from my point of view, related to the difference between 

change and innovation (and they refute it shortly after stating it): “change can have a positive or negative 

impact on the organization, whereas innovation by definition must be positive because it must add value to the 

customer”. If, for example, we measure the environmental impact of an innovation, even if it brings value to 

the customer, it can have negative effects. O’Sullivan and Dooley give other examples as well: wiping out 

traditional industries, modern chemicals polluting the environment. Yes, we hope that innovation is done for 

the greater good, and we can conclude that in the non-profit environment there is a higher chance that the 

negative effects of innovation are minimised, but for sure they cannot be non-existent at all. 

 

2.5. Going Deeper. The Process of Innovation. Types of Innovation. Basic Innovation Literacy. 

In this subchapter, we will approach bits of theories which will help us make the concept of innovation more 

“palpable”. Only naming them, and a few details, so as not to go too much further of our practical scope of 

 
18 Christensen, Clayton M., Dyer, Jeff, Gregersen, Hal (2011). “The Innovator's DNA: Mastering the Five Skills of Disruptive Innovators”, 

Harvard Business Review Press 

https://www.amazon.com/s/ref=dp_byline_sr_ebooks_2?ie=UTF8&field-author=Jeff+Dyer&text=Jeff+Dyer&sort=relevancerank&search-alias=digital-text
https://www.amazon.com/s/ref=dp_byline_sr_ebooks_3?ie=UTF8&field-author=Hal+Gregersen&text=Hal+Gregersen&sort=relevancerank&search-alias=digital-text
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research: the capacity to innovate of Romanian NGOs. Hopefully I will write just as little so that the theory is 

understood, and just as much so that it makes people curious to read more about it. 

2.5.1. The Process of Innovation 

1) General Models 

Invention, Innovation, Diffusion, Imitation. Schumpeter analysed the innovation process, and split it into 

four main dimensions: invention, innovation, diffusion and imitation. We will briefly go through each of them: 

1. Invention: “For Schumpeter, innovations are novel combinations of knowledge, resources, etc., subject 

to attempts at commercialisation.”, says Jan Fagerberg in “A guide to Schumpeter.” Invention is the 

stage of combining the knowledge, resources, etc, resulting in something different. 

2. Innovation: In “The Theory of Economic Development, Schumpeter clarifies why innovation must 

follow invention - “As long as they are not carried into practice, inventions are economically irrelevant. 

And to carry any improvement into effect is a task entirely different from the inventing of it… Although 

entrepreneurs of course may be inventors…they are inventors not by nature of their function but by 

coincidence and vice versa.” 

3. Diffusion: “The third stage is the diffusion stage, in which the new products and processes spread 

across the potential market.19” 

4. Imitation: much of innovation comes from doing things better, not doing them differently - “The iPhone 

wasn't the first touchscreen phone, the iPod wasn't the first MP3 player, Windows wasn't the first 

Graphical User Interface and Dyson didn't create the first bagless vacuum cleaner. But what all those 

examples have been very good at is what you might call artful imitation - imitating and reinterpreting 

the right thing, in the right way at the right time.20” 

Input - Process - Output. "Revolutionary", "disruptive", "irregular", "discovery". Often, terms used in direct 

relationship with innovation (Freeman, 1974, Tushman and Anderson, 1986, Garcia and Calantone, 2002), 

but defining innovation in terms of outputs, related to the effects of the process of innovation, “rather than in 

terms of its attributes”21. If we see the innovation process in terms of input - output, there are clear ways to 

measure it, as the article “A Beginners Guide to Innovation Metrics” explicitly details: 

● Input – variables which set the preconditions for successful innovation, measured in terms of money, 

talent, and time devoted to innovation; 

● Process – variables that affect the movement of ideas through the pipeline process; 

● Output – results of innovation.22 

 
19 Stoneman, Paul, (1995). “The Handbook of Economics of Innovation and Technological Change”, Blackwell, Cambridge MA 
20 Perkin, Neil (2010). “Invention, innovation and imitation”; 

https://neilperkin.typepad.com/only_dead_fish/2010/04/invention-innovation-and-imitation.html 
21 Lala Popa, I., Preda, G., Boldea, M., “A theoretical approach of the concept of innovation”, West University, Timișoara, Romania 
22 https://strategos.com/beginners-guide-innovation-metrics/, after Muller, A., Välikangas, L., Merlyn, P. (2005). “Metrics for innovation: 

guidelines for developing a customized suite of innovation metrics”, Strategy & Leadership, Vol. 33 

https://neilperkin.typepad.com/only_dead_fish/2010/04/invention-innovation-and-imitation.html
https://strategos.com/beginners-guide-innovation-metrics/
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The above-mentioned details and metrics can give us an overview regarding of what we might consider in 

each of the stages, however we have to take into account that in the case of NGOs, the input is significantly 

smaller in terms of investing in innovation, and that is a characteristic of the nonprofit organisations. 

One key element is seeing the innovation opportunity. Peter Drucker (2012) states that there are 7 opportunity 

areas: (1) unexpected occurrences, (2) incongruities, (3) process needs, (4) industry and market changes, (5) 

demographic changes, (6) changes in perception, and (7) new knowledge23. 

With various variations, I present 2 more “mathematical” models here: 

(1) Individual factors + Job factors + Contextual factors => The innovation process (Ideation + 

Implementation) 

(2) Intention for Innovation + Infrastructure for Innovation + Market Orientation (Influence) for Innovation 

+ Implementation Context for Innovation => Innovation Culture => Performance Outcomes24 

 

2) Social Innovation Models 

 

Sandra M. Bates (quoted by TEPSIE) proposes the following model for social innovation:  

● investigation involves defining the unmet needs and looking for opportunities to meet them;  

● innovation is about devising a workable solution and an effective social business model;  

● implementation involves ensuring that “the unique solution creates shared value among all 

stakeholders and engages techniques to ensure that ideas don’t become orphan innovations. 

 

TEPSIE project developed another 6-stage process, based on Young Foundation’s extensive research 

developing the “Open Book of Social Innovation”: 

1. Prompts – which highlight the need for social innovation; 

2. Proposals – where ideas are developed; 

3. Prototyping –where ideas get tested in practice;  

4. Sustaining –when the idea becomes everyday practice; 

5. Scaling – growing and spreading social innovations;  

6. Systemic change – involves re-designing and introducing entire systems and will usually involve all sectors 

over time25. 

 

One more well-known model for the stages of innovation is the following: (1) defining or recognising a problem, 

challenge or opportunity; (2) inventing or finding potential solutions or ideas and creating plausible options with 

 
23 Gao, L., Jackson, S., Jeon, Y., et al. (2015). “Innovation and the nonprofit model”, Capstone – Pratt Institute 
24 Dobni, C. Brooke (2008). "Measuring innovation culture in organizations: The development of a generalised innovation culture construct 

using exploratory factor analysis", European Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 11 Issue: 4 
25 Idem 13 (TEPSIE, 2015) 
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processes and plans; (3) implementing, testing, adapting, piloting; and then (4) scaling up or diffusing.26” (see 

Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1. Stages of Innovation 

 

3) Human-Centered Design and Design Thinking 

More recent approaches that transform innovation in clear, measurable, methodical processes have as main 

element the human in the center of the design challenge. There are several processes of innovation that could 

be quoted, the decision to refer to Human-Centered Design (HCD) and Design Thinking (DT) is because out 

of several other models, these 2 models are the closest, in my opinion, to what NGOs do (or should/could be 

doing)27. Human-Centered Design, and his more complex follower, Design Thinking, are concepts developed 

by IDEO. Though we can argue that participatory design goes back to Plato and ancient Greece, Human-

Centered Design started to be implemented a little before 1980. If related to innovation many academic papers 

can be found, academic materials related to HCD / DT are not that many, and this might be a sign that these 

processes are highly practical and fluid. 

In short, “design thinking is a human-centred approach to innovation that draws from the designer’s toolkit to 

integrate the needs of people, the possibilities of technology, and the requirements for business success. By 

using design thinking, you make decisions based on what future customers really want instead of relying only 

on historical data or making risky bets based on instinct instead of evidence.28” (David Kelley, founder of IDEO 

 
26 Whitehead, James (2016). “Innovation for impact How Australian NGOs nurture and scale up new ideas”, Australian Council for 

International Development  
27 Examples on using Design Thinking in the social field, as well as various tools, can be found here: http://www.designkit.org  
28 https://www.ideou.com/pages/design-thinking  

https://www.ideou.com/pages/design-thinking
https://www.ideou.com/pages/design-thinking
https://www.ideou.com/pages/design-thinking
https://www.ideou.com/pages/design-thinking
https://www.ideou.com/pages/design-thinking
https://www.ideou.com/pages/design-thinking
http://www.designkit.org/
https://www.ideou.com/pages/design-thinking
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and the Stanford d.school). What is great about Design Thinking is its phase of empathy with the user. As a 

personal opinion, even if NGOs propose projects based on beneficiaries’ needs, with Design Thinking it is the 

first time I am seeing this empathy phase so procedural and at the same time so profound - a great case of 

immersion in the life of the user, with all that it brings29. The framework, in the Design Thinking case, is 

composed of 5 main steps: Empathize - Define - Ideate - Prototype - Test. In the case of its predecessor, 

Human-Centered Design, there are 3 main stages: Inspiration - Ideation - Implementation. Another interesting 

framework brought by IDEO’s CEO Tim Brown is that successful innovation happens at the intersection of 

Desirability (human/customer-related), Feasibility (technical-related) and Viability (business-related). 

 

2.5.2. Types of Innovation 

Briefly, some categories of innovation could include (selection based on Moore, 2004, Davila et al. 2006, Goffin 

& Mitchell 2005, Kuczmarksi 200030): 

• “Type of innovation: product / service, process, business model, social, market-driven, experiential, 

marketing, structural, disruptive, technical vs. non-technical etc.  

• Type of newness: new to the world, new to the company, line extensions, improvements or revisions, 

product / service / repositioning, cost reductions etc. 

• Type of strategy behind: market penetration, product development, market development, 

diversification etc”. 

• Pull / Push: the organisation decides to develop a product / the market requests it. 

In a recent edition of the Oslo Manual (OECD, 2005), 4 types of innovation are considered: product, process, 

organisational and marketing innovations.  

Damanpour (1991) details 3 distinctive pairs of types of innovation31:  

• Administrative innovation - Technical innovation;  

• Process innovation - Product innovation; 

• Radical innovation - Incremental innovation. 

Let’s briefly talk about radical, incremental and one more type, which can be directly linked with technological 

breakthroughs: disruptive innovation. Incremental innovation is the so-called small-steps innovation: general 

improvement of products, services and of the existing processes (Leonard and Rayport, 1997). Radical 

innovation (see Figure 2) is visible, it is the “fundamental re-conceptualizing of a business” (Markides, 1998), 

and it can appear “on three levels: product (new ideas or technology), process (new methods of product and 

 
29  More information related to other types of innovation processes similar to Design Thinking can be found here: 

https://www.ntnu.edu/documents/139799/1270604448/%C3%98ystein+Askeland_Designteori_H15_Evaluation+and+selection+of+early
+stage+ideas+in+innovation+processes.pdf/ad67d5ef-54d0-47a8-9630-a26397397e9d - “Evaluation and selection of early stage ideas in 
innovation processes”, Øystein Askeland, Department of Product Design, Norwegian University of Science and Technology 
30 Review undertaken by Källman, Karin (2009). “Innovation Metrics – keys to increase competitiveness”, Stockholm School of Economics 
31 Quoted by Lala Popa, I., Preda, G., Boldea, M., “A theoretical approach of the concept of innovation”, West University, Timișoara, 

Romania 

https://www.ntnu.edu/documents/139799/1270604448/%C3%98ystein+Askeland_Designteori_H15_Evaluation+and+selection+of+early+stage+ideas+in+innovation+processes.pdf/ad67d5ef-54d0-47a8-9630-a26397397e9d
https://www.ntnu.edu/documents/139799/1270604448/%C3%98ystein+Askeland_Designteori_H15_Evaluation+and+selection+of+early+stage+ideas+in+innovation+processes.pdf/ad67d5ef-54d0-47a8-9630-a26397397e9d
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service delivery to consumers) and the combination of the two levels mentioned above” (Tushman and Nadler, 

1986)32.  

 

Figure 2. Radical Innovation 

 

Harvard Professor Clayton Christensen invented the term “disruptive innovation” (see Figure 3) during his 

research on the disk-drive industry. We can use it when referring to an innovation that “transforms an existing 

market or sector by introducing simplicity, convenience, accessibility, and affordability where complication and 

high cost are the status quo33”. It is what happened to, for example, Kodak - it went bankrupt after years of 

great success, when digital cameras and smartphones started to be used. Another term that came to use and 

can be paired with the disruptive innovation is “sustaining innovation” - the innovation through which, for 

example, a product is constantly improved.  

 

Figure 3. Disruptive Innovation 

 
32 Idem 21 (Lala Popa) 
33 Christensen, Clayton (1997). “The Innovator’s Dilemma” https://www.christenseninstitute.org/key-concepts/disruptive-innovation-2/ 

https://www.christenseninstitute.org/key-concepts/disruptive-innovation-2/
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Thompson (2004) defines another “pair” of words describing innovation: creative vs. adoptive innovation. 

Creative innovation is “the ability of the organization to implement and carry out technological innovation 

through its own system, usually materializing in new products or services”, while adoptive innovation is “the 

ability to use new ideas from outside the organization, adapting those ideas to implement change in the 

management system of the organization or in the relationship between the system’s components34”.  

The Bridgespan Group, which conducted one of the most relevant non-profit innovation surveys that I know 

of, considers that innovation can happen in 5 key areas of the organisation, namely: 

● Offerings: Developing new products, programs, or services. 

● Processes: Transforming internal work processes, cost structures, production systems, or delivery 

systems. 

● Funding: Generating revenue in new ways. 

● Organizational: Adopting new ways to recruit, develop, manage, or organize people. 

● Markets and systems: Changing the way a field, market, or system operates by, for example, 

influencing policy or changing stakeholders' incentives35. 

Jugaad Innovation. Maybe you heard this term, there are some interesting materials to be explored on the 

internet as well. Might be more relatable to the Romanian NGO context. Jugaad innovation “is a representative 

innovation paradigm that emerged from the Indian context, originating in India's far-reaching Jugaad culture36”. 

Jugaad means “breaking through various constraints and improvising effective solutions using limited 

resources” (Radjou et al., 2012). Basically, it means doing more with less, or finding new uses for everyday 

objects. Remember the picture with the pool (billiards) table from Africa, built out of dirt? That is Jugaad - 

finding a way to build a pool table. Jugaad is flexible, frugal and inclusive and has 6 simple principles, among 

which “Seek opportunity from adversity37”. 

Open Innovation is another term used nowadays. It is referring to cross-boundary innovation and cooperation. 

In this type of innovation, also suitable for and used by NGOs, the boundaries between business and the 

environment are not that clear anymore, internal and external knowledge mingle and cover the lack of internal 

innovation resources38. 

 

 

 
34 Quoted by Lala Popa, I., Preda, G., Boldea, M., “A theoretical approach of the concept of innovation”, West University, Timișoara, 

Romania 
35 Bridgespan Group, supported by the Rockefeller Foundation (2017). “Building the capacity to innovate. A guide for nonprofits”, The 

Bridgespan Group 
36 Chen, J., et al., (2018). “Holistic Innovation: An Emerging Innovation Paradigm”, International Journal of Innovation Studies 
37 Radjou, N., Ahuja, S., Prabhu, J. (2012). “Jugaad Innovation: Think Frugal, Be Flexible, Generate Breakthrough Growth”, Random 

House 
38 Chesbrough, Henry (2006). “Open Innovation: The New Imperative for Creating and Profiting from Technology”, Harvard Business 

Review Press 
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2.5.3. What is Innovation Capacity? 

We clarified what innovation is, now what does it mean to be innovative or to have innovation capacity? Though 

most definitions found in literature review refer to companies, I will extrapolate to the NGOs as well: 

● “An innovative firm is one that has implemented an innovation during the period under review.” (The 

Oslo Manual); 

● “Applying innovation is the application of practical tools and techniques that make changes, large and 

small, to products, processes, and services that results in the introduction of something new for the 

organization that adds value to customers and contributes to the knowledge store of the organization.” 

(O’Sullivan); 

● “Organizational innovativeness - an organization’s overall innovative capability of introducing new 

products to the market, or opening up new markets, through combining strategic orientation with 

innovative behavior and process.” (Wang and Ahmed, 2004); 

● Innovation capability has at least the following features39: a potential or ability to produce innovations; 

is internal capability; requires continuous improvement; aims to add value. 

As a general definition, I will refer to innovation capacity as it was defined for nonprofits by the Bridgespan 

Group: “an organization’s ability to innovate repeatedly over the long-run”. Academic literature agrees that 

innovation capability is a “multi-faceted construct” and that “there is no common way of analysis by which to 

study it, due to the variety of perspectives of innovation management.40” 

 

2.6. Nongovernmental Organisations and Innovation 

NGO. Nongovernmental organisation. In other countries, referred to as CSO (civil society organisations). Or, 

as Lester Salamon from Johns Hopkins University enumerates - “the ‘nonprofit,’ the ‘voluntary,’ the ‘civil 

society,’ the ‘third,’ the ‘social economy,’ the ‘NGO,’ or the ‘charitable’ sector41”. We could add a term often 

used in Romania: ‘the associative sector’.  

2.6.1. Raison d'être42 

Why do NGOs exist? Why this third sector? We could look first at the heterogeneity theory, also known as 

“market failure / government failure”: 

1. Market failure = The limitation of the market in producing public goods - goods that are 

available to all people independent of the fact that they pay for them or not; 

 
39 Saunila, Minna (2016) "Performance measurement approach for innovation capability in SMEs", International Journal of Productivity 

and Performance Management, Vol. 65 Issue: 2 
40 Idem 39 (Saunila, 2016) 
41 Salamon, Lester M. (2010). “Putting the civil society sector on the economic map of the world”, Johns Hopkins University, Annals of 

Public and Cooperative Economics 
42 French expression for “reason for existing”, used because it sounds good 
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2. Market failure justifies the presence of the government: the government exists so that it 

satisfies the demand for public goods not satisfied by the market; 

3. Government failure = due to differences of opinion, some public goods are generated through 

the public sector, and some public goods aren’t;  

4. Nonprofit organisations appear at the intersection of market failure and government failure, 

that is - to meet the unsatisfied demand for collective goods left behind as a result of 

failures of both the market and the state43. 

Two brief and relevant fragments describing NGOs will be presented below, substituting many pages of NGO 

theory. I will mark in bold relevant characteristics that need to be taken into consideration when talking about 

NGOs, as well as in the present study. 

Fragment 1 (Salamon, 2010) 

“Because of their unique combination of private structure and public purpose, their generally smaller 

scale, their connections to citizens, their flexibility, and their capacity to tap private initiative in support 

of public purposes, these organizations are being looked to increasingly to perform a number of critical 

functions: to help deliver vital human services, such as health, education, counseling, and aid to the poor, 

often in partnership with the state and the market; to empower the disadvantaged and bring unaddressed 

problems to public attention; to give expression to artistic, religious, cultural, ethnic, social, and recreational 

impulses; to build community and foster those bonds of trust and reciprocity that are necessary for political 

stability and economic prosperity; and generally to mobilize individual initiative in pursuit of the common 

good. 

(...)Unlike for-profit companies, they do not fundamentally exist to generate and distribute profits. They 

thus have a different production function from either businesses or governments: they are not profit-

maximizers like for-profit firms, nor do they exercise the legitimate use of force, as does the state. The 

essential criterion is that the [NGO] may not be a source of income, profit or financial gain to its owners 

or directors. 

(...)Only organizations that promote the ‘public good,’ encourage grassroots empowerment and participation, 

meet basic human needs, or promote solidarity are considered to be valid civil society organizations by this 

type of definition44”. 

Fragment 2 (TEPSIE, 2012) 

“The nonprofit sector, sometimes referred to as the third sector, is the source of many pioneering approaches 

to tackling social need, through campaigns, advocacy and the provision of services. The sector covers a 

huge variety of issues and addresses needs neglected by the state and market. This diversity means the 

majority of organisations are small and limited in their ability to scale. The sector also suffers from 

 
43 Salamon, Lester M., Anheier, Helmut K. (1998). “Social Origins of Civil Society: Explaining the Nonprofit Sector Cross-Nationally”, 

Volume 9, Issue 3 
44 Idem 41 (Salamon, 2010) 
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fragmentation - a lack of networks to facilitate communication between organisations working on the same 

issues means there can be inefficiency in the use of resources and a scattergun rather than strategic 

approach.  

While the sector receives finance from government contracts and other kinds of trading income, it is largely 

dependent on grants. This is problematic for a number of reasons. Grant making organisations and individual 

donors are often unpredictable which can make planning for the longer term challenging. Grant funded 

organisations are often the first to suffer in state budget cuts and in economic recessions. Grants are often 

cost based and so do not allow for the generation of internal surpluses that can finance growth. Finally, 

funders tend to prefer to fund direct programmes and projects rather than core or operating costs, which 

limits the ability of organisations to build up capacity and resilience45”. 

These 2 fragments above show in little words the general state-of-the-art of the “third sector”. NGOs are flexible 

and most prone to fast response to new, emerging needs that are at the intersection of market failure and 

government failure. One more thing is worth mentioning here: according to Edelman Trust Barometer Global 

Report for 2019, 69% of the informed public and 56% of the general population trust NGOs. Business, 

government, media and NGOs are presented as the key actors in this new integrated operating model. (see 

Figure 4) 

 

Figure 4. Edelman’s New Integrated Operating Model 

 

2.6.2 The NGO Sector in Romania 

 
45 Idem 12 (Caulier-Grice, 2012) 
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Without getting into too much detail, now that we separated in the last subchapter the NGOs from the business 

sector and the public sector, a few words worth mentioning related to the size and characteristics of the 

Romanian NGO sector. 

First thing that is worth mentioning here is that, unlike many other countries, and like all other communist 

countries in the region, Romania had a discontinuation of the civil sector activities during the communist 

regime. For decades, children were obliged to become pioneers - a communist, controlled, Russian-origin  

imitation of the scouts (scouts which existed in Romania between 1913 and 1937), and people in general were 

obliged to do a sort of compulsory volunteering for the country. So, even if at the beginning of the 20th century 

a series of cultural, sports and social organisations started to emerge (and also a law regulating NGOs 

appeared in 1924), there was a big interruption and inactivity before the fall of the communist regime, in 1989. 

Compared to other countries in which organisations celebrate 100 years of uninterrupted activity, we talk about 

a completely different stage of development.  

In 1990, approx. 300 NGOs were established every month, and a lot of expertise was brought with the support 

of international volunteers coming to Romania (Peace Corps, Médecins Sans Frontières etc). We can even 

argue that, in terms of training and new methodologies, the international NGOs and companies positively 

“infused” and helped the development of general expertise, from the early ‘90s. 

Between 2000 and 2015, the rate of activity of nongovernmental organizations in Romania has registered a 

slow but relatively steady growth: from 30,763 NGOs registered in 2000 to 88,650 NGOs in 201546. 

In 2000, 34% of the registered NGOs were economically active. In 2015, the total activity rate of NGOs is 

48.2%, more active than the Romanian companies, which registered in the same year an activity rate of 32.4% 

(the percentage was calculated considering the number of NGOs and respectively companies which submitted 

financial annual reports for 2015)47.  

After being in a study visit in Norway, I often think about 2 situations that show how different the NGO sector 

in Romania is. How developed they are, of course, but maybe, how we can shift the perspective and see all 

the opportunities to act we have around here. One of the situations was with the Norwegian Youth Council. 

We asked them what are the needs of their youth - and they replied “Our youth do not have needs, they have 

only wishes.” I often wondered, after that, how the activity of Romanian organisations would look like if they 

acted based on wishes and not on needs (because the needs, in this case, would be covered by the state). 

The second interaction was with a representative of an environmental coalition. He was telling us that he was 

working with that coalition for a couple of decades, that they have very small shifts in activity based on slight 

changes in environmental priorities, and that their coalition is a 100 years old coalition. We started telling him 

a little about our experiences in Romania and how different things are. And at that moment, the person said: 

“I think you don’t have any idea of how lucky you are that you live in this stage of the development of the NGO 

sector. You are able to explore, to find new ways to do things, you are creating history. You really have the 

 
46 Ashoka Romania (2018). “Building a Changemaking Romania”, Bucharest, Romania 
47 FDSC (2017). “Romania 2017. The Nongovernmental Sector. Profile, Tendencies, Challenges” 
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possibility to change things. We are past that stage, things are linear, everything is clear, we know what to do 

and we do it.” 

Without further details related to Romanian NGOs, my final remark is that within this research we can make 

very little comparisons with the business environment, from many perspectives - being it the size, 

professionalisation, expertise and funding of innovation. This also applies for comparing with NGO innovation 

in developed countries.  

 

2.6.3. NGOs and innovation 

Literature review shows that, while innovation is a key factor for success and survival of companies, for the 

non-profit sector it is still a new idea. However, it is also stated that “innovation  is the only way to improve 

service quality in nonprofits” (Kanter and Summers, 1987), and even that “ innovation might be the only means 

to justify the existence of nonprofits” (Young and Harris, 2000). 

As innovation is non-linear and unpredictable - and given the fact that while for-profits exist to maximize profits, 

nonprofits exist to achieve organisational missions composed of socially-oriented goals - without the profit-

driven function, quantifying a nonprofit’s success can be difficult (Murray, 2009).  

Data on innovation in NGOs is scarce. “Innovation studies in the nonprofit service sector are still rare and 

based on a narrow conceptualization of innovation, focusing only on the output of innovation48”.  Not to mention 

that, some countries such as Romania, general data related to NGOs is scarce. 

What happens if NGOs do not innovate? They are not competing for customers, as businesses, so there is no 

need to innovate from the competition point of view (except writing better and better projects that will be 

awarded grants). Still, they need to serve the needs of the beneficiaries better. They need more prompt and 

impactful responses to ever-changing external challenges. They need to become purposefully innovative - 

to use innovation self evaluation tools, to embed innovation in their functioning, to work on a culture and 

leadership that sustain innovation.  

Publications released on TEPSIE project argue that research related to NGO innovation is missing, and where 

it happens, it is mostly focused on case studies. Here is what they state:  

“Compared to its counterparts in business and technology, there has been little systematic analysis of how 

innovations in the social field are designed, diffused and supported. The bulk of analysis, where it exists, has 

focused on case studies (often heavily weighted in favour of successful examples), rather than on 

understanding patterns and stages of social innovation.  

Much of the literature focuses either on the early stage of ideation and creativity or on the later stage of diffusion 

and scaling. While the former is fundamental to the process of social innovation, it overlooks the important 

 
48 Choi, Sangmi & Choi, Jae-Sung (2014). “Dynamics of Innovation in Nonprofit Organizations: The Pathways from Innovativeness to 

Innovation Outcome”, Human Service Organizations Management, Leadership & Governance 
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stages of implementation and diffusion which make new ideas useful. As John Kao puts it, ‘Thomas Edison 

with his first light bulb in hand was an inventor; a light bulb deployed to change the lives of many is an 

innovation’.49” 

My personal addition to this is the following: the authors focus on the palpable part of innovation: input - process 

- output. We will also tackle this in the present research, but for me it is more than that. It is not that much 

about what organisations do, than it is about how to set up your organisation in order for it to be prepared for 

innovation. What are the essential criteria that an organisation has to fulfill in order for it to have a chance to 

be innovative. Because innovation cannot be forced. It comes from within. 

 

2.7. When culture kicks in 

Before talking about elements from literature review that constitute models, theories and data which will be 

taken into consideration when measuring the innovation capacity of Romanian NGOs, in the present research, 

one more important subject that needs its own subchapter: culture. 

As will be treated more detailed further during the research, an important role in the innovation capacity is 

played by organisational culture. It is not the scope of the present paper to define and analyse aspects related 

to culture, however it is crucial that a few considerations are made and some theories are briefly discussed 

from the point of view of possible relationship with innovation within organisations (possibility which will become 

more and more clear as we go in depth with the literature review, and - to be confirmed - during the qualitative 

and quantitative phases of the research). Theories related to organisational culture and climate, as well as 

research on this topic, can offer relevant information related to possible tendencies regarding the cultures of 

Romanian NGOs as well. 

(1) Geert Hofstede's cultural dimensions theory  

In 6 dimensions, Hofstede’s theory describes “the effects of a society's culture on the values of its members, 

and how these values relate to behaviour50”. The 6 dimensions and their scores for Romanian culture (see 

Figure 5) are51: 

 
49 Idem 12 (Caulier-Grice, 2012) 
50 Hofstede, G. (1997). “Cultures and organizations”, McGraw Hill, New York 
51 https://www.hofstede-insights.com/country/romania/  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Culture
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Value_(personal_and_cultural)
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/country/romania/
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Figure 5. Romanian Culture through the lens of the 6-D Model© 

 

● Power Distance is “the extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organisations 

within a country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally”. Romania scores high on this 

dimension (score of 90) which means that people accept a hierarchical order in which everybody has 

a place and which needs no further justification. In such a culture, subordinates expect to be told what 

to do. Power distance index shows very high scores for Latin and Asian countries, African areas 

and the Arab world. On the other hand, Anglo and Germanic countries have a lower power 

distance; 

● Individualism vs. Collectivism - “the degree of interdependence a society maintains among its 

members”. In Collectivist societies people belong ‘in groups’ that take care of them in exchange 

for loyalty. With a score of 30, Romania is collectivistic, that means loyalty is paramount, and 

over-rides most other societal rules and regulations.  

● Masculinity versus Femininity, the extent to which individuals are hard rather than soft, task oriented 

rather than harmony oriented. Romania scores 42, being rather feminine - that means liking what you 

do rather than wanting to be the best. This score (masculinity) is extremely low in Nordic countries: 

Norway - 8 and Sweden - 5, and very high in Japan (95), and in European countries influenced by 

German culture.  

● Uncertainty Avoidance, the extent to which people are comfortable or not with uncertainty, and “the 

extent to which the members of a culture feel threatened by ambiguous or unknown situations and 

have created beliefs and institutions that try to avoid these”. Romania shows very high preference for 

avoiding uncertainty, with a score of 90. 

● Pragmatic vs. Normative / Long term orientation -  “how every society has to maintain some links 

with its own past while dealing with the challenges of the present and future. Normative societies which 

score low on this dimension, for example, prefer to maintain time-honoured traditions and norms while 

viewing societal change with suspicion. Those with a culture which scores high, on the other hand, 

take a more pragmatic approach: they encourage thrift and efforts in modern education as a way to 

prepare for the future”. Romania scores 52, demonstrating it is between normative and pragmatic. 
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● Indulgence vs. Restraint, “the extent to which people try to control their desires and impulses, based 

on the way they were raised.'' With a very low score of 20, Romania is highly restrained. “Societies 

with a low score on this dimension have a tendency to cynicism and pessimism. People with this 

orientation have the perception that their actions are restrained by social norms and feel that indulging 

themselves is somewhat wrong.” 

Since organisational culture is dependent on social and cultural context, some characteristics of the national 

context in the 6 cultural dimensions could be linked to innovation and innovation capacity as well. 

 

 

 

(2) Organisational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI)  

One of the main theories of organisational culture, it uses 2 dimensions (flexibility vs. control and external 

focus vs. internal focus) in order to define 4 very distinct types of cultures - adhocracy, clan, market and 

hierarchy (Cameron and Quinn, 1999).  (see Figure 6) 

 

Figure 6. Organisational Culture Assessment Instrument  
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● Clan Culture: Friendly environment. Internal focus. Flexible. “People have a lot in common, and it’s 

similar to a large family. The leaders or the executives are seen as mentors or maybe even as father 

figures. The organization is held together by loyalty and tradition.52”; 

● Adhocracy Culture: Dynamic and creative environment. External focus. Flexible. “Employees take 

risks. Leaders are seen as innovators and risk takers. Experiments and innovation are the bonding 

materials within the organization. The organization promotes individual initiative and freedom.”; 

● Market Culture: Results-based. External Focus. Clear procedures, high pressure. “Emphasizes 

finishing work and getting things done. People are competitive and focused on goals. Leaders are 

hard drivers, producers, and rivals at the same time. They are tough and have high expectations. 

Reputation and success are the most important.”; 

● Hierarchy Culture: Internal focus. “Formalized and structured work environment. Procedures decide 

what people do. Leaders are proud of their efficiency-based coordination and organization. The long-

term goals are stability and results, paired with efficient and smooth execution of tasks. The personnel 

management has to guarantee work and predictability.”. 

If organisational learning and openness are factors that lead to greater innovation capacity (to be validated in 

the study), hierarchy is clearly the culture with a higher negative effect - its characteristics “inhibit autonomy, 

continuous change orientation, communication and dialogue, empowerment and risk-taking”, while adhocracy 

culture “has values (...) such as entrepreneurship, openness, risk-taking orientation and change orientation53.” 

The quoted study - "Linking organizational learning with technical innovation and organizational culture" - 

demonstrates that hierarchy is negatively correlated, and adhocracy is positively correlated with technical 

innovation and organisational learning (from which we can extrapolate to innovation in general, as well). 

However, “this study shows that neither an external orientation nor a flexibility orientation are enough”; clan 

and market culture demonstrated neither negative nor positive correlations with organisational learning or 

(technical) innovation. 

“Market-oriented firms are more innovative because they are more responsive to changes occurring in 

customers’ needs (Narver and Slater, 1990). A strong intensity of market orientation reflects a thorough 

understanding of customers’ needs and of the competitive situation (Tsai and Wensley, 2000)54”. If a company 

is led by the market, state Nerver and Slater (1994), it is automatically better at anticipating the developing 

needs, this being a source of innovation in terms of products. 

(3) The Human Synergistics Circumplex 

 
52 Details referring to types of cultures quoted from https://www.ocai-online.com/about-the-Organizational-Culture-Assessment-

Instrument-OCAI/Organizational-Culture-Types 
53 Sanz-Valle, R., Naranjo-Valencia, J. C., Jiménez-Jiménez, D., Perez-Caballero, L. (2011). "Linking organizational learning with 

technical innovation and organizational culture", Journal of Knowledge Management, Vol. 15 
54 Quoted by Lala Popa, I., Preda, G., Boldea, M., “A theoretical approach of the concept of innovation”, West University, Timisoara, 

Romania 

https://www.ocai-online.com/about-the-Organizational-Culture-Assessment-Instrument-OCAI/Organizational-Culture-Types
https://www.ocai-online.com/about-the-Organizational-Culture-Assessment-Instrument-OCAI/Organizational-Culture-Types
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Another instrument evaluating behaviours / styles, based on research, is the Circumplex. It describes 2 big 

types of culture: constructive and defensive, where the defensive culture is further analysed as 

aggressive/defensive and passive/defensive. 

“The Circumplex breaks down the factors underlying performance effectiveness (at individual, group, and 

organizational levels) according to 12 behaviours or styles. These styles are further grouped according to three 

general clusters: 

● Constructive styles encourage the attainment of organizational goals through people development; 

promote teamwork and synergy; and enhance individual, group, and organizational adaptability and 

effectiveness. 

● Aggressive/Defensive styles lead people to focus on their own needs at the expense of those of their 

group and organization and lead to stress, turnover, and inconsistent performance. 

● Passive/Defensive styles lead people to subordinate themselves to the organization, stifle creativity 

and initiative, and allow the organization to stagnate.55” 

1470 valid responses from 155 Romanian (business) organisations offered a profile of Romanian organisations 

in terms of organisational culture, in a survey carried out in 2008 by Human Synergistics56. (see Figure 7) 

 

Figure 7. Human Synergistics Organisational Culture Survey, Romania, 2008 

 
55 https://www.humansynergistics.com/about-us/the-circumplex  
56 Human Synergistics (2009). “The Culture of Romanian Organisations. Human Synergistics Romania National Research”  

https://www.humansynergistics.com/about-us/the-circumplex


 36 

As a mean, we score highest on 2 styles from the Aggressive/Defensive cluster: 

● Competitive - respondents rated highest affirmations like: it is expected from people to exceed their 

colleagues’ performances, to be seen, to be winners; 

● Oppositional - respondents rated highest affirmations like: it is expected from people to be perfectly 

objective, to underline mistakes and to give negative feedback, “for the good of the organisation”. 

Next 2 styles in order of their scores are: 

● A Constructive style: Self-Actualizing - respondents rated highest affirmations like: to perform in a 

good manner even simple tasks, to maintain their integrity, to like what they are doing; 

● A Passive/Defensive style: Conventional - respondents rated highest affirmations like: it is expected 

from people to always follow policies and procedures; to make a good impression; to conform. 

The first 3 styles with high scores are in the “task-orientation” quadrant, while the 4th (Conventional) is in the 

“people-orientation: quadrant. 

Even if it is a research dedicated to the business environment, it might correlate with tendencies in the non-

profit sector as well. 

 

(4) The Learning Organisation 

“Organizational learning and its output, knowledge, are frequently cited as antecedents of innovation (Kogut 

and Zander, 1992; Leonard-Barton, 1995; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Carneiro, 2000; Darroch and 

McNaugton, 2002; Crossan and Apaydin, 2010). The basic assumption here is that companies which are able 

to renew their knowledge stand a better chance of understanding the consequences of the changes in their 

environments and are better suited than competitors to respond faster and better to them (Sinkula, 1994; Slater 

and Narver, 1995; Tippins and Sohi, 2003)57”, according to Sanz-Valle et al (2011), which sum up the research 

linking learning with innovation 

 

For Peter Senge, a learning organisation is an organisation “where people continually expand their capacity 

to create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where 

collective aspiration is set free, and where people are continually learning to see the whole   together58”. 

Senge refers to 5 main areas that an organisation has to focus on for it to become a learning organisation 

(also, he mentions a series of negative mindsets, which he calls “learning disabilities”). And since learning is 

an important variable for innovation, his theory is worth being taken into consideration and explored further. 

Shortly, the 5 areas, or disciplines, as he calls them, are: 

 
57 Idem 53 (Sanz-Valle, 2011) 
58 Senge, Peter (2006), “The Fifth Discipline: The Art & Practice of The Learning Organization”, Deckle Edge 
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○ "Personal mastery is a discipline of continually clarifying and deepening our personal vision, 

of focusing our energies, of developing patience, and of seeing reality objectively. 

○ Mental models are deeply ingrained assumptions, generalizations, or even pictures of 

images that influence how we understand the world and how we take action. 

○ Building shared vision - a practice of unearthing shared pictures of the future that foster 

genuine commitment and enrollment rather than compliance. 

○ Team learning starts with 'dialogue', the capacity of members of a team to suspend 

assumptions and enter into genuine 'thinking together'. 

○ Systems thinking - The Fifth Discipline that integrates the other four.59" 

As a conclusion before moving on: “Culture eats strategy for breakfast” (Peter Drucker). One of the 

fundamental conditions for innovation is having a culture prone to innovate - academic papers state, further to 

be proved valid in this research.  

“Organization culture lies at the heart of innovation” (Tushman and O’Reilly, 1997). “Thus, a culture supporting 

innovation engage behaviors that would value creativity, risk taking, freedom, teamwork, be value seeking and 

solutions oriented, communicative, instill trust and respect, and be quick on the uptake in making decisions. 

One would expect these behaviors to be desirable and normal, and ones that should be embedded in the 

corporate fabric (Lock and Kirkpatrick, 1995). Similarly, one would expect such a culture to reject practices 

and behaviors that hinder innovation such as rigidity, control, predictability, and stability (Jassawalla and 

Sashittal, 2003)60”. 

 

 

2.8. Drivers and Obstacles towards Innovation - a Literature Review 

Dobni (2008) suggests where we can start measuring innovation: “In an organization environment, innovation 

is often expressed through behaviours or activities that are ultimately linked to a tangible action or outcome”. 

This subchapter will link literature review with the methodology and results of the research, so it will concentrate 

a series of models, survey questions and dimensions, theories and research data used in innovation research 

and in increasing innovation capacity.  

(1) Minna Saunila, in the paper "Performance measurement approach for innovation capability in SMEs", 

groups factors that lead to innovation (described in different authors’ works on innovation) in several 

determinants:  

● Leadership culture 

● Work climate and well-being 

● Ideation and organising structures 

● Know-how development 

● Exploiting external knowledge 

 
59

 Idem 58 (Senge, 2006) 
60 Idem 24 (Dobni, 2008) 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mental_models
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● Regeneration 

● Individual activities. 

She considers that there are also 2 types of enablers:  • Resources; • Vision and strategy. 

(2) The paper "Linking organizational learning with technical innovation and organizational culture", 

states that the following elements enhance innovation (as a general agreement in the literature: Wallach, 1983; 

Claver et al., 1998; Arad et al., 1997; Ahmed, 1998; Martins and Terblanche, 2003; McLean, 2005; Jang et al., 

2002; Crossan and Apaydin, 2010): • Creativity; • Freedom / autonomy; • Risk-taking; • Teamwork. Also, Arad 

et al., 1997; Ahmed, 1998; Claver et al., 1998; Martins and Terblanche, 2003; McLean, 2005; Jamrog et al., 

2006 suggest the following factors as drivers of innovation: • Availability of resources; • Customer orientation; 

• Employee participation and cooperation; • Continuous learning orientation; • Flexibility. 

(3) The most important research considered for this paper, “Building the capacity to innovate. A guide for 

nonprofits” by the Bridgespan Group, states that in the NGO sector there are 6 main drivers of innovation: 

• Diverse teams: people with wide-ranging perspectives and skills are present across the organization 

and individual teams 

• Porous boundaries: information flows easily across the organization, and between the organization 

and the outside world 

• Ready resources: staff have the resources they need to support innovation projects 

• Idea pathways: customized structures and processes help to identify new ideas and develop the best 

ones 

• Curious culture: the organizational culture encourages autonomy, candor, collaboration, and 

experimentation 

• Catalytic leadership: leaders at all levels inspire and empower others to innovate” 

(4) James Whitehead, in the report “Innovation for impact How Australian NGOs nurture and scale up 

new ideas,'' found the following enablers: 

(a) Internal: • understanding of local context • supportive organisational culture • strong staff engagement 

• committed leadership • taking risks and accepting failure • adaptive capability • robust evidence • 

willingness to share and collaborate  

(b) External • innovation agendas of Australian and multilateral/bilateral donors • funding mechanisms 

which give the space to pilot, test and scale up innovation • ecosystem that supports innovation 

Also, Whitehead considers that a few blockers are:  

(a) Internal: • lack of innovative intention • inadequate resourcing—people, time, funds • slow decision 

making • risk avoidance • rigid bureaucratic procedures • lack of evidence • reluctance to engage with 

more unusual allies  

(b) External: • over reliance on innovation funds • donor conservativism 
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(5)61 Creative Climate Questionnaire (CCQ) was developed by Göran Ekvall in a research program in 

Sweden in the 1980s. It evaluates conditions within organizations that promote or hinder creativity and 

innovation. His concept was validated through several large-factor analytic studies, in the United States and 

internationally. It is a 50-item questionnaire from 10 different climate dimensions (nine positively 

correlated, and one negatively correlated): 

1. Challenge 

2. Freedom 

3. Idea Support  

4. Trust/Openness  

5. Dynamism/Liveliness  

6. Playfulness/Humor 

7. Debates  

8. Conflict (negatively correlated) 

9. Risk Taking 

10. Idea Time 

(6) From a similar study that determined the characteristics and factors that differentiate innovative 

organizations from less innovative organizations (Saleh and Wang, 1993), following categories appeared: 

1. From the point of view of entrepreneurial strategy: • risk taking • proactive approaches to work 

•  a commitment to one’s work; 

2. From the point of view of organizational structure and group functioning aspect: • a flexible 

work structure • synthesis of other units and organization members • a collective orientation; 

3. With regard to the organizational climate factor: • an open and promotive climate • collegiality 

• the use of a reward system. 

“Furthermore, more innovative organizations were likely to better integrate talent into teams and task forces, 

have a better collective orientation among groups, and a reward system that promotes and reinforces 

entrepreneurial behavior.62” 

(7) Creative Environment Scales: Work Environment Inventory (WEI), created by Amabile & Gryskiewicz 

(1989), proposes, through a 135-items survey, that individual creativity within an organization depends on 

three components of the organization: 

1. skills in innovation management occurring primarily at the level of the local supervisor; 

2. motivation to innovate at the organizational level; and 

3. availability of resources, including materials, human capital and time. 

From the authors’ point of view (and further developed KEYS® instrument), the “Environmental Stimulants 

to Creativity” are: 

 
61 Models (5) to (9) are researched for at their original source but mainly reviewed from Ronquillo, John C. (2011). “The Innovation Climate 

in Public and Nonprofit Organizations”, 11th Public Management Research Conference, New York 
62 Ronquillo, John C. (2011). “The Innovation Climate in Public and Nonprofit Organizations”, 11th Public Management Research 

Conference, New York 
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1. “Freedom: freedom in deciding what to do in one’s work or how to do it, or to have a sense of control 

over one’s work. 

2. Challenge: a sense of having to work hard on challenging tasks and important projects. 

3. Resources: access to appropriate resources, including people, materials, and information. 

4. Supervisor: a supervisor who sets goals appropriately, supports the work group within the 

organization, values individual contributions, and serves as an intelligent, enthusiastic work model. 

5. Coworkers: a diversely skilled work group in which people communicate well, are open to new ideas, 

constructively challenge each other’s work, trust and help each other, and feel committed to the work 

they are doing. 

6. Recognition: fair, constructive feedback on work, leading to appropriate recognition and reward of 

good efforts; an atmosphere where employees’ interests as well as their skills are recognized. 

7. Unity and cooperation: a cooperative, collaborative organizational atmosphere in which there is a lively 

flow of ideas around a shared vision. 

8. Creativity Supports: an organizational atmosphere in which creativity is encouraged and mechanisms 

exist to foster the expression and development of creative ideas.” 

Same authors state that the “Environmental Obstacles to Creativity” are: 

1. “Time Pressure: too much work to do in the time allotted. 

2. Evaluation: threatening evaluation procedures; an atmosphere of excessive negative criticism of work. 

3. Status Quo: an emphasis in the organization on avoiding risks and doing things the way they have 

always been done. 

4. Political Problems: areas of the organization serving as hindrances to each other’s work, through 

destructive competition, excessive concern about protecting territory, and other political problems. 

(8) NASP-III (National Administrative Studies Project III) - a survey for managers in state government agencies 

and nonprofit organizations, undertaken several times in the US, based on the following statements the 

dependent variable of innovation, according to Ronqillo: 

1. Innovation is one of the most important values in the organization.  

2. Employees in this organization are afraid to take risks. (reversed)  

3. Top management in this organization is afraid to take risks. (reversed)  

4. Top management displays a high level of trust in this organization’s employees.  

5. How would you assess the level of red tape in your organization? (reversed)  

6. I feel a sense of pride working for this organization.  

7. I would rate the overall quality of work done in my organization as very good.  

8. There are incentives for me to work hard in my job.  

9. This organization has high ethical standards. 

(9) Contextual factors that drive innovation, according to Rothwell (1994), Van der Ven (1999), Mulgan and 

Albury (2003), Cormican and O’Sullivan (2004), Tidd and Bessant (2005) and Jacobs and Snijder (2008)63, 

are: 

 
63 Reviewed in: Eveleens, Chris (2010). “Innovation management; a literature review of innovation process models and their 

implications”, University of Utrecht 
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● Strategy - e.g. Time-based strategy (faster, more efficient product development); Customer focus at 

the forefront of strategy. 

● Culture e.g. Innovation accepting, entrepreneurship accommodating culture. 

● Leadership e.g. Top management commitment and visible support for innovation; Top management 

accepting of risk. 

● Organisational structure e.g. Organisational methods and routines; Strategies for horizontal 

collaboration. 

● Resources/Skills e.g. Flexibility and responsiveness to change. 

● (Links with) outside the organisation e.g The links of the organisation with its environment. 

 

(10) The Innovator’s DNA - as the book of Clayton Christensen is also called, I will end this review of relevant 

research related to factors that influence innovation, with the characteristics of the people that lead innovative 

organisations. Christensen states that there are 5 “discovery skills” that innovative leaders have64: 

● Questioning: Posing queries that challenge common wisdom 

● Observing: Scrutinizing the behavior of customers, suppliers, and competitors to identify new 

ways of doing things 

● Networking: Meeting people with different ideas and perspectives 

● Experimenting: Constructing interactive experiences and provoking unorthodox responses to see 

what insights emerge 

● Associating: Making connections between questions, problems, or ideas from unrelated fields. 

Besides the above-mentioned factors that will be compared against the results of the qualitative interviews, for 

the questionnaire will be taken into consideration several other instruments, especially relevant questionnaires 

on innovation in organisations, e.g. EU’s Community Innovation Survey, Innovation Self-Evaluation 

Questionnaire Worksheet from InnovationLabs etc. 

 

 

2.9. Last but not Least, Relevant Research Results 

 

2.9.1. Innovation Research in Business 

Community Innovation Survey - joint EU action between Eurostat and DG Enterprise, following an OECD 

initiative, which measures innovation activity in enterprises and contains a broad set of indicators on innovation 

activities of enterprises. 

● Community Innovation Survey 2014: Romania scored last of all European countries. 

“During the period 2012-2014, the highest proportions of enterprises with innovation activity were recorded in 

Germany (67.0% of enterprises), Luxembourg (65.1%) and Belgium (64.2%), ahead of Ireland (61.0%), the 

 
64 Idem 18 (Christensen, 2011) 
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United Kingdom (60.2%) and Austria (59.5%). In the same period, less than 30% of enterprises had innovation 

activity in Romania (12.8%) and Poland (21.0%), followed by Latvia (25.5%), Hungary (25.6%), Bulgaria 

(26.1%) and Estonia (26.5%).65” 

● Community Innovation Survey 2016 (published in March 2019) - 10th CIS carried out in the EU: 51% 

of the enterprises of 10 employees or more reported innovation activity during the period 2014-2016, 

slightly more than in the period 2012-2014 (49%).  

“The share of innovative enterprises increased or stayed the same in 20 EU Member States and decreased in 

eight. (...) During the period 2014-2016, the highest proportions of enterprises with innovation activity were 

recorded in Belgium (68% of enterprises), Portugal (67%), Finland (65%), Luxembourg (64%) and Germany 

(64%). In the same period, the share was below 30% in Romania (10%), Poland (22%), Bulgaria (27%) and 

Hungary (29%).66” (see Figure 8) 

 

Figure 8. Community Innovation Survey 2016 Results 

 

● PwC's Innovation Benchmark Report 201767 

A few results of the survey carried out with 1,200 executives in 44 countries: 

- 28% consider they lead their competitors in innovation; 

- 54% of companies struggle to align business strategy with innovation strategy; 

- 60% of the companies surveyed consider their employees the most important partner for 

innovation. 

 
65 https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/DDN-20170124-2 
66 https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/DDN-20190312-1 
67 https://www.pwc.com/us/en/services/consulting/innovation-benchmark-findings.html  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/DDN-20170124-2
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/DDN-20190312-1
https://www.pwc.com/us/en/services/consulting/innovation-benchmark-findings.html
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In terms of models of innovation used by companies, the results are the following: 

- 61% use an open innovation model; 

- 59% use design thinking; 

- 55% co-create with customers, partners and suppliers; 

- 34% use traditional Research&Development. 

 

● Capgemini Innovation Report 2017 

The research had 1,700 respondents from 340 organizations across 8 countries and 5 sectors, each with billion 

dollar annual revenue. 49% of companies had annual revenues over 10 billion dollars. Some interesting 

findings are highlighted here: 

- 87% of companies have a lab or space dedicated to innovation; in 1-year time since previous research, 

there was a 27% growth in innovation centres; 

- Out of the 87% of companies that have an innovation centre, only 17% state that innovation is carried 

out across the organization, i.e. beyond the innovation center; 

- whilst 75% of executives believed their organisation had a culture of innovation, experimentation and 

risk taking, just 37% of employees agreed; 

- just 7% of companies believed they could test and deploy new ideas quickly. 

 

2.9.2. Innovation Research in the NGO Sector 

Information related to innovation research in the nonprofit sector is scarce - non-existent in Romania, almost 

non-existent at the level of the EU (qualitative analysis of best practices, as TEPSIE concludes). When I started 

this research, I found it interesting to search for bodies that tackle innovation in NGOs specifically. 

Unfortunately, I did not find much - the most important discoveries were NESTA, an innovation foundation 

based in UK68, and the Bridgespan Group, with its relevant research, framework and materials for supporting 

NGOs to be more innovative. Of course, here I am referring only to innovation in NGOs. 

3 researches and their results worth mentioning here (all from the US): 

1) “The wake up call! A Study of Nonprofit Leadership in the US and Its Impending Crisis”, by Adrian 

Sargeant and Harriet Day (2018). The research was carried out in 2017 and had over 1000 

respondents. Mostly, leadership styles were tackled in this research, from the point of view of which 

is the most suitable (servant, transformational, transactional, charismatic). What is worth mentioning 

here is that, out of 20 development needs stated by respondents, innovation is on place 19. 

2) The research carried out by the Bridgespan Group, with support from the Rockefeller Foundation: they 

surveyed 145 nonprofit leaders on their organizations’ capacity to innovate. 80% reported that 

innovation is an urgent imperative. However, just 40% believed that their organizations were set 

up for innovation. 

 
68 https://www.nesta.org.uk/about-us/ 

https://www.nesta.org.uk/about-us/
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3) 2018 State of Good Report, carried out by PureCharity: there were over 200 respondents. For the 

question “Do you believe the nonprofit sector is leading or trailing other sectors in terms of innovation, 

defined as 'creating and executing new methods, ideas, and programs for making needed change?'”, 

the sector got a score of 2.9 out of 5, meaning the majority of respondents agreed the nonprofit sector 

was leading other sectors in terms of innovation. In the same report, the second most mentioned 

challenge, after lack of funding (58% on average, and 64% for smaller nonprofits), is the lack of 

innovation (29% on average, and 20% of the total of smaller nonprofits). Lack of innovation was 

followed by “Too slow to change / Can’t keep up with this ever changing world” (28% of all respondents, 

but this being in fact the second main challenge stated by largest nonprofits with budgets of over 5 mil 

$ - 44% of them). Largest nonprofits stated that their no. 1 challenge, with 50% of the total of 

respondents, is the socio-political environment. Other results: 

● 1 out of 3 nonprofit practitioners reported that they currently did not believe the nonprofit sector 

is in a healthy state. 

● For the question “Which do you feel is most important to focus on and invest in?”, creativity 

and innovation got only 11% of the responses. 



Chapter 3. Research Methodology 

 

3.0. Before the Big Research Question… the Big Challenge 

Given its subject, the research started with a big challenge, stated by many researchers and authors:  

“Data on innovation output and outcome are difficult to characterize and predict and become visible, if at all 

(Christensen et al. 2008). (...) Important aspects or critical factors of innovation such as knowledge, ideas etc. 

cannot be measured directly due to its intangible character and because the processes of measuring 

innovation related activities and intangible assets would require significant changes in internal practices and 

methods (Edvinsson et al. 2004; Smith 2005)69”. The way I solved the issue towards a tangible, quantitative 

research was accepting the uncertainty and starting with an exploratory qualitative research, followed by 

concrete analysis and comparison with academic literature, towards a quantitative phase. 

I started with general research questions, and only after the finalisation of the qualitative phase, based on its 

results, I was able to define the hypotheses of the research and independent variables. That might mean that 

the research is an innovation by itself. “Too much energy has gone into squeezing the last bit of juice out of 

old data collected for different purposes relative to the design of new types of data.70” This is why I consider 

that the exploratory phase of this research is very important in drawing a fresh portrait of a fresh subject: 

innovation in Romanian NGOs. 

This thesis can have a broader application of results, however entities participating in the study will possess 

all of the below attributes in order to create a comparable sample: 

1. Must be a Romanian non-governmental organisation, legally constituted; 

2. Must have had proven activity before year 2015; 

3. The respondents must be involved in the respective organisation’s projects and/or programmes and: 

a. (for qualitative phase) have been the managers / initiators of the project selected as 

innovative; 

b. (for quantitative phase) are familiar with the organisation's activity in the last 3 years. 

More about the respondents will be detailed in the subsequent subchapters below: for qualitative, and 

respectively quantitative, phase. 

 

3.1. Research Objective 

The research objective is to discover which are the factors that influence innovation in Romanian NGOs. The 

initiative of the research comes from a concern regarding the development and sustainability of the NGO sector 

 
69 Nilsson, S., Wallin, J., Benaim, A., Annosi, M. C., Berntsson, R., Ritzen, S., Magnusson, M. (2012). “Re-thinking innovation 

measurement to manage innovation-related dichotomies in practice”, Sweden 
70 Idem 9 (Fagerberg, 2005) 
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in Romania and what can be done to better develop leadership and expertise for the sector, especially in the 

direction of creating and implementing new and relevant initiatives in an impactful and sustainable way.  

I chose the word “factor” which means “a circumstance, fact, or influence that contributes to a result” (Oxford 

dictionary); its origins come from the latin verb “facere” - to do, to make, transformed later in “fact” (done). 

Something palpable, which has a series of characteristics that can positively or negatively influence innovation 

capacity. 

I did not choose the better-sounding expression “driver of innovation”, which can have a connotation related 

to positive development, or “trigger” which is related to action, an action that starts something. “Factors” have 

longer-term characteristics, that can be changed at organisational level through planned action and effort. 

 

3.2. Assumptions 

Not all NGOs are innovative, and some are more successful than others in proposing and implementing 

innovation. Behind these differences, there are several factors which might be related to management aspects, 

the work environment, profile of employees etc. I explored those in the interviews, which were held with NGOs 

that proved successful in implementing innovation, and, at a later stage of the research, these factors’ direct 

correlation with innovation capacity were proven true or false by comparing, in a quantitative questionnaire, 

innovative or non-innovative NGOs.  

 

3.3. Research Questions 

The MjRQ (Major Research Question) is: “What are the factors that lead to innovation in Romanian NGOs?” 

The BRQ (Big Research Question) is: “Are there any relevant/main internal factors that drive innovation in 

Romanian NGOs?” – could they constitute a model, a starting point for NGOs that want to become more 

innovative? Several other findings will be detailed in the present research, but given the fact that the first phase 

was a qualitative, exploratory one, at the moment of working on the research question no other questions or 

hypotheses were named. 

My main proposition at the beginning of the research is that there are specific factors that influence innovation 

(which will be revealed through the qualitative interviews and probed in the quantitative phase) and could be 

taken into consideration by other NGOs in order to instill innovation. This study hypothesises that innovation 

is positively associated with a series of internal characteristics of the NGOs. The hypotheses are formulated 

after the qualitative phase, and are as follows:  

(H1) [characteristic] has a positive influence on the innovation capacity of the organisation; 

(H2) ...etc, 

where each characteristic is transformed in the questionnaire in an affirmation from four main areas that 

influence innovation: employees’ profile, managerial relations, leader’s profile and organisational culture. 

Respectively, each affirmation from questions 10, 11, 13, 14 (see Annex 3) is a characteristic that has a 

positive influence on the innovation capacity of the organisation. 
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3.4. Research Framework and Phases 

The research was carried out in the period May 2018 - July 2019. In order to analyse innovation capacity from 

an organisational culture point of view (with respondents taking into account the last 3 to 5 years from the life 

of the organisation), for the purpose of this study, three main phases (see Figure 9) were implemented: 

1. Literature review: study of articles, studies, manuals, other relevant academic literature; 

2. Qualitative Phase: conducting semi-structured interviews with 10 NGOs that conceived and 

implemented 10 innovative projects, during the years 2014-2016; 

3. Quantitative Phase: conducting online questionnaire filled by respondents working in 91 unique non-

governmental organisations, all of them founded before 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*There is a knowledge gap related to innovation processes applied by NGOs and factors that support innovation in NGOs 
and specifically Romanian NGOs, so the results of the semi-structured interviews were verified only with either business 
theories and models or results of other research conducted for NGOs especially in the United States. 

Figure 9. Main Research Phases 

 

3.5. Qualitative Phase 

The Qualitative Phase has been carried out between May 2018 and April 2019 and consisted of: 

- Preparing the sample of organisations (May - June 2018) 

- Conducting interviews (July 2018) 

- Coding and analysing the results of the interviews (August 2018 - April 2019) 
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In this phase, 10 semi-structured interviews were carried out with 10 NGO professionals that implemented 

innovative projects with their organisations. The interview guidelines can be consulted in Annex 1. Innovative 

Projects; Semi-structured Interview Guidelines. 

The procedure of choosing an objective sample of NGOs that innovate was, briefly, choosing similar projects 

that were evaluated as being innovative at the moment of submitting a project proposal, that were awarded a 

grant and that were successfully implemented. The interviews had as a starting point the implementation of an 

innovative project, as I considered this was at the moment the most objective way I could generate a sample 

(given the fact that, otherwise, there is no relevant criteria that I know of to have a sample of innovative 

organisations). 

The detailed procedure of narrowing down a sample of 10 innovative NGOs, which implemented projects under 

a grant programme and can be interviewed, is as follows: 

a. There were a total of 390 projects that were implemented under the NGO Fund, part of EEA Grants (the 

biggest fund for NGOs that was implemented in Romania until the present moment, carried out by the Civil 

Society Development Foundation and its partners). The projects were implemented in 2014-2016; 

b. For applying objective criteria, I decided to narrow down to a smaller sample of NGOs that implemented 

projects for children and youth (education, civic participation, volunteering). There are 65 of the whole 390 

projects that directly and indirectly tackled, through the projects, children and youth. The reasons behind this 

choice are that I wanted a sample of projects that have a uniform common element in order to extract easier 

common characteristics related to innovation, and also from a field I am familiarised with and which I 

understand, in order to focus on general innovation aspects during the interview. To quote “The Oxford 

Handbook of Innovation”, “Measurement implies commensurability: that there is at least some level on which 

entities are qualitatively similar, so that comparisons can be made in quantitative terms” - the entities were 

similar in what regards implementing successfully innovative projects in the children and youth field. 

c. Narrowing down the sample of projects for the criteria “innovativeness of the idea”: from the scores received 

in their evaluation grids at the moment of evaluating their project proposal. In the initial evaluation grid of 

applications, evaluators scored proposals for innovation, defined as follows in the grid: “The project proves 

added value (for the targeted domain or community, against other similar initiatives etc)”. There were 2 

independent, external evaluators for each proposal, and the maximum average score was 5. There are 20 

projects from the sample that had a score of 4,5 or 5 for innovation/added value; 

d. Narrowing down the sample of projects with the criteria of “successful implementation of the project idea”: 

with the help of the grants officers (the people that monitored the implementation of the projects after their 

contracting), I selected 10 out of the 20 projects – the ones that have proven most successful in the 

implementation. The result was 10 organisations that successfully implemented 10 innovative projects, that 

were invited to an interview and all accepted; 

e. I conducted interviews in order to find out what where the main factors that led to innovation in those 

organisations – from proposing the idea to successfully implementing it. The interviews provided useful 

information on the most important factors that drive innovation, and what do those organisations do in order to 

encourage innovation processes. 
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The sample of organisations that (1) came up with new, different ideas and (2) successfully implemented those 

ideas resulted in approx. 85 pages of qualitative input. Information resulted from interviews was further coded 

and grouped on themes and subthemes. Each new subtheme was verified against all answers and further 

concentration of subthemes was made in order to have the most relevant subthemes for comparing with 

literature review and preparing the questionnaire. 

For the purpose of this research, the 10 organisations were anonymised. Details on their general area of 

expertise (organisational expertise + project theme) can be found in Annex 2. Respondents to Qualitative 

Interviews; Codes of Respondents. 

 

 

3.6. Quantitative Phase 

The Quantitative Phase has been carried out between May and July 2019. 

The questionnaire was created from comparing the subthemes resulted from the qualitative analysis with 

relevant literature review data (theories, models, studies). The subthemes were narrowed down and 

categorised. Each affirmation from the questionnaire is backed by at least one main theory related to the 

innovation process and/or appears in at least one relevant innovation questionnaire. The questions were built 

using the Likert scale. Even if “it is sometimes suggested that innovation is inherently impossible to quantify 

and to measure(...), measurement implies commensurability: that there is at least some level on which entities 

are qualitatively similar so that comparisons can be made in quantitative terms.71” 

When the case, open questions were used. 

The detailed questionnaire is annexed as Annex 3. Capacity of Romanian Nongovernmental 

Organisations to Innovate; Questionnaire. The questions fall into the following main categories: 

1. Perception related to innovation: e.g. how important is innovation, how much they innovated in the last 

3 years, how prepared they are to innovate, who innovates in the organisation, which are the 

processes of innovation used. 

2. Perceptions on a series of factors that can positively influence the capacity to innovate, grouped as 

characteristics of the organisation in 4 main areas: Employees’ Profile, Management relations; 

Leadership; Culture. Each of these affirmations constituted a hypothesis of research, and will be 

further detailed in Chapter 4. A few affirmations were reversed (from literature review, they were 

considered as inhibitors for a culture of innovation). 

3. Open questions related to triggers and barriers, examples of innovation in Romanian NGOs and tactics 

that they would recommend to other NGOs that want to be more innovative. 

4. Demographics (role of the respondent, size of organisation - no. of employees, last year’s budget, 

age, field of activity). 

The profile of respondents was restricted to persons involved, directly or indirectly, in proposing and 

implementing projects and programmes, familiarised with the evolution of the organisation in the last 3 years, 

 
71 Idem 9 (Fagerberg, 2005) 
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coming from organisations established before 2015. I considered important as well as congruent with the 

analysis done in the qualitative phase that I should not analyse younger organisations, from 4 main reasons: 

(1) to be able to analyse the capacity to innovate of Romanian NGOs that reached a maturity level, a culture 

and managerial procedures which can be evaluated, (2) to have information related to how did the organisation 

innovate in the first 3 years, these years not being the first years of the organisation's existence, (3) I 

subjectively presumed that younger organisation have a different perspective on how much they innovate, 

since they just started doing what they do, and (4) I consider that the real challenge to improve innovation 

capacity is for organisations that already have a maturity level, a formed culture, managerial procedures. 

Relatively to the age of the organisation, previous research conducted in the NGO or business environment in 

the US, EU, or other contexts, requested an answer related to how much has the organisation innovated in 

the last 3 years72. 

In order to have as much objectivity as possible, I did not request organisations to have an official answer to 

the questionnaire - as long as they fit the profile, the respondents were encouraged to answer the 

questionnaire, presuming that people interested in increasing organisation’s capacity to innovate are the ones 

that are most suitable, as well as the ones motivated to answer.  

The questionnaire was designed using ESurveysPro.com, a professional web-based survey service, and 

answers were collected online. The questionnaire was promoted freely on several channels, especially the 

ones resulting in fast reaction (social media), including direct invitation, and the period in which it could be 

filled was a total of 11 days, in July 2019. We can presume that the respondents are the ones that are active, 

prompt, and interested to increase their organisation’s capacity to innovate. 

In order to have an image for the total number of unique organisations that answer the questionnaire, towards 

the end of the questionnaire, I requested respondents to state the name of their organisation, in order to check 

if there is more than 1 respondent from each organisation. This criteria was also very helpful in checking the 

eligibility of the respondents.  

Although the sample size (namely the number of unique organisations’ representatives that completed the 

questionnaire) is small relative to the universe of all Romanian nongovernmental organisations, we can 

consider that, with a certain degree of error, the results can be extrapolated to the universe of active NGOs in 

Romania and can constitute a starting point for further research, especially related to the hypotheses that 

proved true. 

Out of a total of 216 responses, 104 were completely filled. With further eligibility check, out of them: 

- 2 were considered ineligible because they were public education institutions, not NGOs (potential for 

further research in the educational field, though);  

- 6 were eliminated in order to have 1 respondent per organisation - there were 4 organisations with 2 

respondents and 1 organisation with 3 respondents, and the criteria used was to keep the first answer 

received from that organisation, chronologically; 

 
72 Oslo Manual, EU Community Innovation Survey (CIS): “During the three years 20xx to 20xx, did your enterprise introduce: New or 

significantly improved goods (exclude the simple resale of new goods and changes of a solely aesthetic nature) Yes/No; New or 
significantly improved services Yes/No.” 
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- For the purpose of accepting one response per organisation, the respondents that did not disclose in 

any way the identity of their organisation were eliminated. 

After double-checking the year of establishment, either as an NGO or as an informal group that was formalised 

later (I am interested not in legal establishment before 2015 but in an organisation that conducted activities 

before 2015, even if not legally formed) and the unique respondents, the database was set to start interpreting 

the results. 

91 responses from representatives of unique organisations are analysed in the present research. Besides 

general percentages, direct correlations between different series of factors were made, in order to go in depth 

with the analysis on relevant factors that drive innovation (for organisations that considered in their responses 

that are innovative), the specificities of different types of organisations etc. Links with results from the 

qualitative phase are made, often underlined with relevant quotes. The data was processed in SPSS73.  

 

3.7. Research Limitations 

The limitations of this research are various, starting from the theme (challenging to define and measure), the 

samples used for the qualitative phase and the quantitative phase, and the subjectivity of carrying out a 

quantitative research based on the perception of respondents.  

The greatest challenge was comprising a measurable definition of innovation and finding relevant academic 

materials related to innovation in NGOs. More than that, a greater challenge was to find and apply palpable 

characteristics, that can be measured in a quantitative research. As a report of the European Commission 

states:  

”The lack of data on the social innovation sector has various causes — first and foremost, as we have shown 

the very concept of social innovation is far from having a clear definition; in this sense, the difficulty in 

categorising a social innovation as such depends on the broadness/narrowness of the definition. Related to 

this, the boundaries and players of the sector are not homogeneously defined, and even those major sectors 

traditionally related to social innovation lack comprehensive and homogeneous data. Indeed, there is a lack of 

data on the social sector itself (which, incidentally, does not necessarily imply the innovation component) 

whose scale and scope across Europe remains somewhat of an unknown factor.” Considering this quote as 

being relevant for innovation in the non-governmental area, and if at EU level such lack of data is affirmed, the 

challenge is even bigger at the level of Romania. 

The main limitations of the research are the following: 

a. Theme challenging to define and measure. As stated in other research and academic papers (some 

of them mentioned throughout this research), innovation in the non-profit field is challenging to define 

and measure, both in terms of the innovation process and result itself and in terms of drivers of 

innovation. I overcame this limitation by:  

 
73 With support from Irina Opincaru. 
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- choosing to focus on outputs, and not on inputs: both the interview and the questionnaire 

directed respondents towards focusing on concrete, realized innovation (output), not (only) on 

innovative ideas (input); 

- having a clear working-definition for the scope of this research and conducting a series of 

qualitative interviews in order to narrow down characteristics, checking with relevant models 

from academic literature, and formulating affirmations as clear as possible in the 

questionnaire. The comparison of organisational factors between organisations, taking into 

account the dependent variable - innovation, will demonstrate correlations between these 

factors and innovation capacity.  

A big challenge when starting the research was which criteria to apply in order to find organisations 

that do not innovate, and can explicitly and objectively evaluate themselves; I consider that by the 

quantitative questionnaire I overcame this challenge, because respondents could have clear answers 

related to innovation in their organisations in the last years. 

b. How the sample of respondents was chosen. The research is dedicated to measuring innovation 

capacity in Romanian NGOs. The qualitative sample used objective, visible criteria in order to find 

organisations that successfully implement innovation: the direction of this phase of the research was 

related to developing and implementing innovative initiatives, and not identifying innovative 

organisations overall (which can be approached in future research). 

The sample for the quantitative phase was a sample of convenience, where NGOs self-selected into 

participating, rather than a random sample. The latter was not possible due to practical considerations. 

This choice presumably biased responses towards organizations that were interested in the theme of 

innovation, but responses suggest these organizations rely on innovation in various degrees 

The research has as final aim supporting organisations in discovering what factors lead to innovation 

and where they would need to focus in order for them to increase innovation capacity and I consider 

that both the sample for the qualitative phase as well as the sample for the quantitative phase support 

this aim. 

c. Number of organisations interviewed in the exploratory qualitative phase. The qualitative phase 

was an exploratory research, aiming at identifying how organisations innovated by using a specific 

project as a starting point of the discussion. By having 10 organisations, it could be considered that 

the sample is too small. However, being an exploratory research, some patterns emerged even from 

the first 3 interviews. All results (themes, subthemes, how often they appeared) resulted in a theoretical 

framework which was compared against already existing academic models and research and 

validated through the quantitative phase. 

d. Degree of subjectivity in the perception of respondents in the quantitative phase. The 

questionnaire is based on the perception of respondents, and a certain degree of subjectivity is to be 

expected. In the way the questionnaire was built, I tried to eliminate as much as possible subjective 

statements and to formulate them as clear as possible, starting with what is innovation and what do 

they mean by innovation in their organisations, and following with a series of clear affirmations related 

to their employees’ profile, management relations, leadership and elements of culture.  
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A good aspect of the research is that it was carried out by an independent person and it was not an 

official research, one that could bring a degree of motivation to “make a good image” of the 

organisation while answering. However, social desirability bias (defined as “the tendency of some 

respondents to report an answer in a way they deem to be more socially acceptable than would be 

their ‘true’ answer”74) is a limitation and can influence answers to the survey. Given the subject of the 

research - respondents might see innovative organisations as good, active working environments that 

bring work satisfaction - a need to consider own organisation innovative might appear. In this case, I 

consider that cognitive dissonance might influence answers (far-fetched example: preferring to believe 

the workplace environment is a positive one, rather than facing that the workplace might not be suitable 

for own needs and aspirations) or confirmation bias (far-fetched example: when asked a question 

about culture, preferring to remember positive examples that enforce a good organisational culture).  

The results of the study can be analysed bearing in mind this limitation. I will also do a specific 

correlation for variables more prone to subjectivity (I will underline the difference, if any, in the answers 

of CEOs and team managers, compared to the answers of project managers in the “Aspects related 

to managerial relations” section).  

e. Correlation does not necessarily mean causation. The quantitative questionnaire captures the 

independent variables and the dependent variables at the same time (i.e. cross sectional) and from 

the same source (same respondent). This means the correlations presented here could 1) be 

explained by some omitted variables and 2) be explained by the respondent's bias towards 

agreeing/disagreeing with generally positive statements about their organisation (e.g. as highlighted 

above, a certain degree of social desirability bias is associated with 'innovation', but also its 

determining factors, such as 'open culture'). These two aspects mean it is not possible to make 

definitive causal statements. However, I remind the reader the qualitative interviews complemented 

by the open ended answers allow for a more nuanced interpretation that goes beyond the traditional 

limitations of survey research. 

Even if this research has various limitations, the research endeavour and final results can be considered a 

valid and reliable source in terms of percentages and considering qualitative results (detailed answers by 

respondents, both during the interview and in the open questions of the questionnaire). My goal was to have 

a minimum of 10 qualitative interviews and a minimum of 40 respondents from unique organisations, and the 

result was 10 qualitative interviews and 91 respondents from unique organisations. 

 

 

 
74 Lavrakas, Paul J. (2008). “Encyclopedia of Survey Research Methods”, SAGE 
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Chapter 4. Research Findings 

 

4.1. How do Romanian NGOs innovate? An exploratory endeavour in 10 interviews 

The present research journey started with 10 semi-structured interviews with respondents from 10 

organisations that have proven successful in proposing and implementing innovative grant-based projects. 

The respondents were either the project managers of the respective projects, or the CEOs of the organisations 

(and also actively involved in the projects) or had both CEO and project manager role. 

The interview guide can be consulted in Annex 1. Innovative Projects; Semi-structured Interview 

Guidelines. The respondents are coded from O1 to O10, in the chronological order of the interviews. The key 

areas of expertise of the organisation and/or the project can be consulted in Annex 2. Respondents to 

Qualitative Interviews; Codes of Respondents. 

The discussions were rich in details related to what do respondents consider innovation is, how does 

innovation appear in the organisation, what are the factors that drive or inhibit innovation from the point of view 

of the respondents. The questions were both general questions and very specific questions, related to the 

project. The responses are anonymised, however should the respondents decide to assume and use their 

answers publicly they are free to do so. 

This subchapter is meant to describe in a concentrated way the analysis of the results, with the aim of 

fundamenting the questionnaire.  

(1) Related to the definition of innovation, all respondents linked it to a degree of novelty, of proposing 

something new.  

“Innovation is a project, an action, an activity that brings something new, and, if possible, 

lasting and efficient. Something that has an impact, that leaves a mark, not necessarily 

something new for the sake of novelty. Something for which there is a need that I know. I 

know that it is a reality, I can document it somehow. I know what has been done so far and 

I can try to do it differently. I know that things are not ok, or that what is done is not enough, 

and then I can come up with something different.” (O1) 

“In a way, for me, innovation is something that is new for us and our organisation, 

something that we haven’t done before and it challenges our limits, it makes us develop 

the activities and get results that are better than the previous ones. (...) Not necessarily 

innovation in the sense of something new for the planet, but a step forward, different than 

what we have done before, with better results. (...) Innovation has some characteristics 

that make it a bit more fluid and a bit more whimsical. It is like a muse, and like inspiration 

in thought, I don’t think you can say: ‘Ok, now I am inspired and I will write 3 good 

poems…’.” (O5) 

“I am a linguist, so innovation has to mean to bring something new. New and beneficial. To 

explore ways others haven’t explore before you. A lot of creativity. To use creativity a lot in 
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a way that it is really a working instrument for you in your association, in everything you 

do. In identifying solutions to problems, in finding new opportunities, in the way you 

implement projects.” (O6) 

“I think we always looked at the areas where nothing happens, where things happen 

inefficiently or when things could happen differently in order for them to have a greater 

impact. Innovation is for us a consequence, it happens without us aiming to innovate.” (O9) 

Other elements related to the definition that the respondents talked about are:  

- “Technology is somehow naturally related to the idea of innovation, but you can also have 

social innovation.” (O2) 

- “To be connected to what happens around you: you see a new idea, you see a tendency, 

you read a case study in which you see that someone did something interesting (...) and 

to propose something more.” (O3) 

- “To bring something new in the community. In our case, everything new is welcomed and 

useful to the children and youth. Something with which you can attract them, because we 

have special children and youth, but unfortunately they are not always in the right place at 

the right time. [Especially in small communities like ours, if we don’t do something for them] 

we lose them.” (O4) 

- “To transform the way you do your job. To project yourself in the future and, as Otto 

Scharmer said in U Theory, to be able to think in the future and not remain in the same 

pattern, doing the things as you always did.” (O7) 

- “[Defining innovation is] a big challenge. It is exactly like talking about social change, what 

is social change, which are the indicators that measure them, which is the process, what 

might this be.” (O8) 

- “I think of innovation in the NGO sector when an organisations, after evaluating the 

problems of the communities in which it works, finds new, impactful ideas, eventually cost-

efficient as well, through which they can solve those problems.” (O10) 

(2) Some of the respondents, when asked if they innovated in the last years, stated that they never thought 

about their activity in terms of innovation. However, all of them offered details related to the direction in which 

they innovated, from creating a first youth centre in a disadvantaged community, with all the new activities it 

brough, to developing ideas that are new for the Romanian context or reaching out other types of beneficiaries 

or other areas. Most of them hesitated to state that they would be the only ones or the first ones doing what 

they do (even if they had reasons to consider themselves “road-openers”), or even to consider it innovation. 

When O6 stated “I don’t see it as innovation, none of us have the feeling that we did something extraordinarily 

innovative, or that it hasn’t been done before.”, I specifically asked: “Does anyone do what you do in 

Romania?”, and then the respondent stated: “Hm, now that I think about it, yes, there is no other association 

specifically on the culture of protest, that is why I am saying it is a niche association. But still it is a bit 

presumptuous, for me to state this would mean that I know everything that happens in this country, and I don’t.”  

One of the respondents stated: “We did not invent the wheel. We were just the ones to introduce these 

concepts in Romania, in a particularised way.” (O8) 
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As a subjective thought - I sensed a lot of modesty in assuming they innovate and in acknowledging the wide 

range of information they still do not know. 

(3) Related to the process of innovation, a large number of respondents (over 8 out of 10), stated that they 

do not have a planned process in place, but a flexible one. The closest planned process to a process of 

innovation is when they have a deadline for submitting a project - the deadline and framework of the call for 

proposals gives an external structure of the process, that is doubled by an organised internal process in order 

to meet all requirements and submit a good project in time. 

More than half of the respondents stated they have a group process, not individual work that leads to 

innovation. 6 of them stated innovation starts with individual ideas, 7 mentioned informal discussions and 

brainstorming as main methods used. As a general pattern, respondents stated that they generally built an 

innovative initiative through teamwork, based on a series of individual ideas. Some routines are described in 

the following quotes: 

“If an idea comes to any of us, most probably we meet when we have lunch and say “Hey, 

I thought about this” - and from here a discussion starts”. (O2) 

“I feel that we actually rely on each other and that many times it starts from an idea that is 

transformed, and finally it becomes a good, viable idea, that we like and that is innovative.” 

(O5) 

“It cannot be an individual process. There are individual initiatives, but they need support 

of a group in order for them to have strength.” (O9) 

“I don’t feel innovation as a result of a process. We talk, it is a flexible process, this is how 

ideas are born. As a mechanism in the organisation I can’t say we have something fixed - 

like tuesdays at that hour we meet and talk.” (O1) 

“We have meetings of conceptualising and setting details. The process itself is not difficult 

anymore. We think about an instrument or an action. We find it in 10 minutes. That found 

action is usually a classical one. We give it up quickly and think about how we could do it 

differently, how would that action look like at 180 degrees. This is how that ‘different’ is 

born.” (O10) 

(4) Related to how is innovation encouraged in the organisation, some elements appeared as common to 

more than half of the respondents. I will enumerate them and offer one relevant quote for each:  

- Open and flexible relationship with the management level of the organisation: “We have this 

very free relationship between management and non-management, in the sense that practically 

everybody can express their views and most of the times there are no management decisions that say 

‘You cannot do this’.” (O2) 

- Participative culture: “When you feel good, you feel equal with the others, you are not afraid to 

express your ideas. People have the courage to say what they think, what their ideas are - good, very 

good, less good. We put them up on the wall. We have this flexibility and equality, as an organisational 

culture.” (O5) 
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- The leader as a driver towards innovation: “I don’t know how much the organisation encourages 

innovation, and how much it is one person that does it. X [name of the leader of the organisation] is 

active and fluid, and a good professional in the field.” (O1) 

- General openness in the organisation towards discussing and debating: “There is a culture of 

conversations in our organisation, we constantly ask questions about what is right, what does not work 

in our approaches, conversations with others from which we find out what is missing. Also, time for 

research is encouraged, time for going to conferences or for participating in international networks, 

where we can find inspiration”. (O9) 

- A habit of informal discussions on subjects of interest: “We use every occasion to talk. A trip, a 

road from Sfantu Gheorghe gave us a genius idea for a project that we will implement this autumn.” 

(O8) 

- Idea pool: “At some point, I proposed that when we do not have a busy period we can write down 

ideas or situations we have encountered - Let's make a list of ideas as if we had all the money in the 

world! And because it was not a process in which you analyse a funding opportunity and its priorities, 

and you find some actions that can fit - it was a free process - more innovative ideas appeared.” (O3) 

Some of these characteristics will be explored further below, while we discuss other answers of the 

respondents. 

(5) Related to the needs the innovative projects tackle, all respondents described how innovation appeared 

due to lack of existent programmes tackling the needs of the target group. Another common element is 

the direct contact with beneficiaries - grassroots work through which the needs of the beneficiaries 

are found out, as a base of the innovation process: 

- “To always be anchored in reality. And in the environment you work with. That means - 

always knowing the trends, what is fashionable, to know to build initiatives, to know very 

well the people you work with or the ones you want to work with, or the ones that you want 

to reach with your message. Because it is no good if I dream green horses on the walls75 

if the message will not reach who I want it to reach.” 

- “I am 36 years old and I don’t think I am representative for highschool students anymore. 

Do you think that without consulting the volunteers, the highschool students around us, we 

could find innovative ideas that have an impact for them? I think this is the main aspect - 

to listen to your beneficiaries and to trust them, afterall they know best what is attractive for 

them.” (O10) 

(6) Related to how was the project born and implemented, there were some elements that appeared 

transversally at the large majority of the respondents (7 to 10 respondents explicitly stated it). As a general 

observation, all initiatives were based on previous endeavours or experience, and most of the respondents 

claimed that the project appeared in order to respond to the roots of some problems that they 

previously addressed, to act earlier, in a more impactful way. Other than that, the following elements 

appeared: 

 
75 ‘Green horses on the walls” = “Cai verzi pe pereti”, Romanian expression meaning to dream of something impossible, or something 

very big. 
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- The need to have an impact and the sense of urgency (“something had to be done”); 

- A good knowledge of the field, as one of the main factors that led to innovation; 

- Previous motivation to develop an initiative in that field (enhanced by the occurrence of the funding 

opportunity); 

- Initiative that contributes to fulfilling the mission of the organisation and/or addresses a strategic 

direction of the organisation. 

In a few cases, the innovative initiatives were proposed by one person that wanted to change something in 

their community: 

“First, I tried to create a place where young people can carry on their activities. We are a 

small community, full of pubs, with a lot of free time, parents going to work abroad, lack of 

jobs and lack of adequate spaces to attract youth in different activities or for them to 

discover something different. And then I thought about creating this space where they could 

find a place, and I searched a lot for information. I proposed a lot of activities within the 

project. Exactly on areas of interest and risk factors for young people.” (O4) 

Another element worth mentioning is that most of the respondents were on one side critical towards what did 

not work as planned (mostly transforming these issues, during the interview, in what they would do differently 

next time) and on the other side content with achieving more results than initially planned. A general attitude 

of wanting to achieve more was demonstrated along the interviews. 

During the specific discussion related to proposing and implementing the innovative project, over half of the 

respondents made comments related to “doing more with less money”, and specifically stating about either 

the project itself (when the case of a small grant, under 35,000 eur) or other initiatives they proposed, that 

when motivation exists, you can innovate with very small amounts of money. At the same time, lack of funds 

is a big challenge in terms of continuity and impact. 

(7) Related to importing ideas and models from other countries, most respondents stated they are linked 

to international networks and events. 5 respondents stated that they take inspiration from other countries, one 

way or another: 

- “For working with youth, we were inspired by the community organising model - I 

participated as a fellow in a community organising programme in the US, with CeRe 

[Resource Centre for Public Participation]. (...) About hate speech I heard when I came into 

the organisation,around 2010. We were already partners in the International Network in 

Cyber-Hate.” (O2) 

- “We look around a lot. On Facebook examples are everywhere, because people do some 

things that are absolutely extraordinary. And there you can already see so many directions 

for action.” (O6) 

- “In the beginning, I though ideas come from developed countries, but now I don’t think that 

way anymore. I think in many Eastern European countries there is a lot of innovation in 

LGBT-related projects, especially because the conditions are tougher. Yes, indeed, nordic 

countries are a lot more developed but for example Critical Norm Approach, which comes 

from the north and we tried it, might not be so suitable to the way Romanians think. Now I 

look closer to our country profile.” (O7) 
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- “We read a lot of literature from abroad. I really love to explore what happened in America 

with the afro-americans, and the mexican movement there. ‘Together in University’, I don’t 

know if you know our campaign with roma students, I found it as ‘Together in Harvard’, 

implemented by our brothers, as we call them, the afro-americans there. And we did it, 

without any money, it didn’t cost us anything.” (O8) 

(8) Related to the profile of the employees, some important qualities were described when referring to 

persons that innovate in the organisations: 

- Curiosity and openness towards discovering new things: “Sometimes there is a great 

resistance towards new things, which I also feel at myself sometimes - even when you see 

that a Windows or an Office which you got used to very much changes, and you get 

annoyed, you want to go back to how it was. It is a natural tendency to be resistant, but 

you just have to rise above yourself and say ‘Hey, if I am so obsessed with things staying 

the same, there is something wrong. Let’s make some research and move on!’ And rise 

above things that are about commodity and the comfort zone.” (O3) 

- Determination: “Determination is a key thing, together with the will to discover, to know, to 

learn all the time. If you have this small gift you have to use it in order to bring the ‘new’ in 

your community as well.” (O4) 

- Courage: “We are afraid of routine and of getting stuck in the same things. We are 

personally oriented towards doing new things - you can call it personal development, it is 

some kind of courage, maybe.”(O5) 

- Perseverance: “At a personal level, it helps a lot that I don’t like to start a thing and to let it 

suspended somewhere. The things you start cannot die, you have to take them forward.” 

(O4) 

- Knowing yourself and your personal mission: “I think people that innovate and have 

initiative are a bit further, they know themselves better, what they do has a sense for them 

in the bigger picture.” (O7) 

- Regenerating your own energy / Resilience: “When you are physically and mentally tired, 

ideas don’t come. This is one of the main conditions for ideas to come to you - for you to 

be relaxed, to search for ideas and solutions and to positively charge from the people 

around you. When you are tired, you say: ‘I can’t do it anymore, look what happens in this 

country, what happens in society, what kind of laws they give, what is going on around 

us...” But when you go in the communities and talk to those people, you can say: “Those 

people up there are in their mad world, but these people we work with live in reality, they 

are our reality. (...) People that innovate take risks and most of the times you give more. 

And you have to be very well organised - time management, stress management. You 

have to be very ok with yourselk, know yourself very well, in order to work with innovation.” 

(O8) 

- Expertise: “When you have personal experience in the field, you know what are the roads 

taken and you know what are the problems on those roads already taken and you think of 

trying something new.”(O2) “If you don’t have a real and profound knowledge of the field, 
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nothing good comes up. We have a good experience, as an organisation and as 

individuals.” (O1) 

- Motivation: “We don’t have petty thoughts like ‘This is how much we said we would do, this 

is exactly what we do.’ We are all like this - we all want to make the most of it. We want to 

get results not as to declare them, but because for us it is important to make a difference - 

when we say we want to bring positive change in the community, we really believe it.” (O6) 

(9) The leader of the organisation came up as an important driver of innovation. 9 of 10 respondents explicitly 

brought her/him into the discussion, even the interview did not have explicit questions related to the leader. 6 

of these respondents were not the leaders themselves, they were project managers. They described their 

leaders (or themselves) as having the following qualities: 

● “There are people which can integrate certain concepts, make the necessary connections 

- our leader, the person that founded the organisation, always makes some connections 

which result in new approaches. We don’t always understand them from the beginning.” 

(O3) 

● “I always encouraged the team, we say ‘Let’s search for something different, something to 

challenge us to not remain in the same paradigm.’ To get out of it, to find ourselves joy in 

the change - because in a way innovation is a change of something - of methodology, of 

perspective, of beneficiaries.” (O5) 

● “X [the leader] comes many times with ideas, because he also has very good ideas, he is 

a very creative guy. He surfed a wave, with winning the Protester of the Year prize and 

such things that keep him in shape to find new ideas. He always was the incontestable 

leader of the group and many ideas came from him.” (O6) 

● “The organisation was in a continuous crisis, except when X [the leader] was a CEO for 

one year or two - with her we had more stability, a team, this is when we wrote these 

projects. Back then we had weekly meetings, there was this feeling we were going in the 

same direction together.” (O7) 

● “We are always encouraged by X [the leader] to come up with ideas. (...) He never says 

No, but he comes and puts something extra: ‘Your idea is very good”, and he builds on the 

idea, because he has much more experience than we do. Sometimes he lets us hit the wall 

as well, he lets us take decisions and see what happens.” (O8) 

(10) Some elements related to the organisational culture appeared in several interviews, such as: 

- A culture of open debate: “We are 100% oriented towards debate. And I think it is a 

matter of trust. I mean, we trust each other a lot.” (O2); “Anyone of us can say that an idea 

is good or not. Anyway, the idea is that we encourage anyone that comes in the association 

to propose projects and implement them. (...) It is related to the state of mind of the 

organisation - which is more ‘punk’. No strict rules, no tie around our neck. It is about the 

culture of debates and conducive to debate. We are all friends, on some subject we 

contradict, we can argue in an ugly way on things we disagree, but in the end we all know 

we are working for the same thing.” (O6) 
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- A culture of participation: “In our association there is no one person that decides what 

projects are development and, especially, what is the idea of each project. It is a constant 

consultative process.” (O10) 

- A culture that explicitly encourages innovation: “We have in our internal Regulations a 

day called Innovation Day - it means that if in a random day you have an idea - it can be 

any idea - you can go work on it wherever you want. But until now nobody formally took 

that day, because in our association innovation appears when we do a brainstorming, when 

we think together what we want to do with the life of our association and our own lives. We 

have Innovation Day because we value the fact that you can sit, think, create a new thing 

in a free way, under a tree. Nobody took an Innovation Day but everybody is highly pleased 

that we have it.” (O5) 

- A culture of shared vision and beliefs: “It happens very naturally, we never asked 

ourselves how. When we gathered together, we had a common vision and common beliefs, 

that without a doubt constitute the core around which people gather. (...) I don’t know if we 

ever had interviews for new members like: ‘Ok, let’s check a series of criteria - homofobia, 

xenofobia, racism, what else…’. It never ever happened for a person that did not 

correspond to our list of values to come in our association. I tend to believe that the image 

of all our actions states clear enough who we are, if the people that come towards us fulfill 

so naturally all the criteria.” (O6) 

- A positive climate / good atmosphere: “I can’t make a direct link, but I have always 

considered that the humour in our association helps in many circumstances, inclusively in 

implementation of project. Maybe even more in the creativity phase.” (O5) 

(11) In several of the interviews, a pattern appeared - the discussed project was built on previous other 

initiatives, but was developed in a way that addresses the root cause of the problem. This happened 

wither by addressing younger and younger people in the project than in the previous ones, either by addressing 

the multiplying factors (e.g. teachers) 

 

A final remark related to the qualitative phase is that the interviews were very rich in information about 

innovation and beyond it, about why, what and how do organisations propose and implement projects and 

programmes. I detailed in this subchapter the patterns revealed in more than half of the interviews (some of 

them were related by 10 out of 10 respondents). Based on these results, and at the intersection with factors 

that lead to innovation detailed in subchapter 2.8. Drivers and Obstacles towards Innovation - a Literature 

Review, the quantitative questionnaire was developed. The questionnaire will reveal: (1) the state-of-the-art 

related to innovation in Romanian NGOs (an image created from the 91 respondents, respectively 91 unique 

organisations) and (2) possible correlations between these factors and the innovative organisations (based on 

auto-determination and perception).  
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4.2. Results of the quantitative study  

The results presented in this subchapter are based on the answers of 91 respondents from 91 unique 

organisations to the questionnaire that can be consulted in Annex 3. Capacity of Romanian 

Nongovernmental Organisations to Innovate; Questionnaire. 

When presenting the results, starting from subchapter 4.2.1, I will keep the numbers of the questions as 

presented in the questionnaire and will present the results in that certain order. 

 

4.2.0. Respondents’ profile 

The organisations had the following profiles: 

● By year of founding: most respondents (40.7%) were organisations established between 2000 and 

2009, while 30.8% were established between 2010 and 2014 and in a comparative percent (28.6%, 

before 1999 (see Figure 10) 

 

 

Figure 10. Age of Organisation 

 

● By profile, the most organisations work in the field of Education/Children and youth, followed by the 

Social/Charity/Health field and Democracy/Human Rights/Anti-corruption.  

● By number of employees: 30.8% of the respondents were organisations with 1-5 paid staff, and 23.1% 

were organisations with over 25 paid staff, 19.8% of the organisations had 6-10 paid staff, while 15.4% 

have 11-25 paid staff. 11% of the respondents are organisations that work on a volunteering basis 

(see Figure 11) 
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Figure 11. Number of Employees 

 

● By budget registered in 2018: 35.2% of respondents are organisations with budgets between 100,001-

500,000 eur, 26.5% had budgets of over 500,000 eur, a comparative percentage (25.3%) are 

organisations with budgets between 10,001-100,000 eur and 13.2% had in 2018 a budget of under 

10.000 eur - 13.2% (see Figure 12) 

 

Figure 12. Annual Budget for 2018 of the Organisation 

 

As for the profile of respondents, 47% are CEO/President of the organisation, 30% are project managers, 21% 

team or department leaders, and 2% volunteers (see Figure 13). 
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Figure 13. Role of the Respondent in the Organisation 

 

4.2.1. The perception towards innovation in Romanian NGOs  

 

Given the working definition, “we define innovation as being a process that brings added value and novelty to 

the organisation and its clients (beneficiaries), through: 

- developing new procedures, solutions, products and services; 

- using existing products and services in new ways, or adapting them to new types of beneficiaries and 

new fields of interest”, 

 

(1) Related to the importance of innovation for their organisation:  

91.3% of the respondents consider innovation important and very important for their organisation, while only 

4.4% consider that, for their organisation, innovation is not important. 

 

(2) Related to the percentage of new/innovative services and products offered by the organisation 

in the last 3 years:  

55% of the respondents consider themselves highly innovative, perceiving that between 51 and 100% of their 

total of services and products offered by their organisation in the last 3 years were new/innovative services 

and products for the field of interest, for the beneficiaries or for the organisation. Only 16.5% of the respondents 

consider that their organisation had less than 25% of their total of services and products were new or 

innovative. 
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(3) Related to the type of innovation conducted in the organisations in the last 3 years:  

A large amount of organisations, 74.7%, implemented in the last 3 years at least a project that was not 

implemented before by the organisation or for the beneficiaries, while 67% implemented a new, unique project, 

which has not been previously offered by any organisation. More than half of the respondents state that in the 

last 3 years their organisation significantly improved one of their core programmes. 4.4% consider their 

organisation did not make any significant change in the last 3 years. 

 

(4) Related to the main motivation of the organisations to innovate (see Figure 14. Motivation to 

Innovate): 

Almost half of the respondents (48.4%) answered that their main motivation to innovate was to solve 

observable needs of the community, and 22% consider as main motivation for innovation the need for solving 

complex or systemic problems. 15.4% innovated for solving new social, economical or political trends. 13.2% 

had as main motivation the process innovation, aiming at improving performance. The high score received for 

“solving observable needs” (almost half of the respondents) make a great case for using Design Thinking / 

Human Centered Design or similar methods for innovation processes, namely processes that are based on 

empathy with the beneficiaries as a starting point for suggesting appropriate, novel solutions to solve their 

challenges. 

 

Figure 14. Motivation to Innovate 

 

4.2.2. Process-related information: how do Romanian NGOs innovate 
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(5) Related to the method used in the creation phase of the innovation process - the method that 

generated most often new ideas: 

The majority of respondents (62.6%) stated that “idea associations of more persons and debates with the 

whole team” was the most effective for the ideation phase. On second place, almost 20% of respondents 

pointed as most effective method “building with the team an intervention based on an individual idea”. Only 

7.7% of respondents stated that in their organisation innovation appears from “individual work of one person”. 

 

(6) Related to processes that generate most often innovative initiatives (see Figure 15. Processes 

that Lead to Innovation): 

Almost 80% of the respondents state they use, in their organisations, free, flexible processes. The question 

had the possibility of multiple answers. On the second place, being used by 54.9% of the respondents, 

processes of writing project proposals for open calls generate innovation. On the third place, 41.8% innovate 

during strategic planning processes. 30,8% innovate when doing organisational development processes. 

26.4% innovate when using monitoring, evaluation and research processes. Only 5.5% state they innovate 

using a clear innovation process, and 5.5% innovate as a result of suggestions and decisions of the board. 

 

Figure 15. Processes that Lead to Innovation 
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(7) Did respondent organisations use, in the last 3 years, an innovation process based on a clear 

methodology? 

60 out of the 91 respondents to this open question stated they did not use a clear innovation methodology 

(aprox 66% of the organisations that took part in the study), and other 8 respondents did not offer answers 

related to an innovation process, but to innovative initiatives that they implemented as concrete projects. Out 

of the persons that described a clear innovation methodology, the most often named were Design Thinking 

and Human Centered Design - 8 respondents. An interesting fact is that from these 8 respondents, 6 of the 

organisations were founded after 2010, and 2 of them between 2000 and 2010. Other methods that were 

named were monitoring and evaluation processes, strategic planning processes, project development based 

on the needs of the beneficiaries, a series of flexible methods - several types of brainstorming, debates, 

informal discussions, relaxed talk with Socratic questioning -, Canvas, Outcome Mapping, Community-Led 

Local Development.  

One respondent wrote: “We use a mix of 5-15 specific methods: problem solving / creative thinking / 5W1H / 

Fish-bone / Brainstorming / Multi-voting etc”. 

Another respondent wrote: “We use a cluster-of-innovation type methodology. In a training room, there are 

several trainers that answer in real time to a problem related to the topic of the training. The level of expertise 

of the trainers has to be very high from a methodological, as well as from a contents’ point of view.” 

One more detailed answer is worth mentioning: “After evaluating the impact of some projects, local 

coordinators involved in activities with beneficiaries were consulted as for what are the most urgent needs we 

can address through a new project/programme. From these information, we do team sessions of conscious 

dreaming - “What if” type. The most valuable, innovative and realistic elements become part of the future 

project.” 

 

(8) Related to how many of the members directly involved in projects and programmes of the 

organisation propose innovative approaches: 

60.4% of the respondents state that less than half innovate, 16.5% state that they have a clear team that 

innovates, and in 23% of the organisations all people innovate. 

 

4.2.3. Will, potential, resources of Romanian NGOs to innovate  

 
(9) The affirmations received the following answers from the respondents (see Figure 16): 

1. Our organisation wishes to innovate: 88% of the respondents agree and strongly agree that their 

organisation wants to innovate (out of which 50% strongly agree). 

2.  Our organisation has the potential to successfully innovate: almost 84% agree and strongly agree they have 

the potential to successfully innovate (out of which 39.6% strongly agree). 
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3. Our organisation has the necessary financial resources to successfully innovate: only 37.4% agree they 

have the necessary financial resources, out of which only 9.9% strongly agree. 

4. Our organisation offers to its employees time in the working schedule to innovate: 48.4% agree and strongly 

agree. 

5.  Our organisation is more innovative than similar organisations: 54,1% agree and strongly agree they are 

more innovative than similar organisations. 

As a conclusion, while 88% the organisations wish to innovate, and 84% consider they have the potential to 

innovate (though the potential to innovate registers 10% less “strongly agree” answers than the wish to 

innovate), only 37.4% have the financial resources to do so (out of which approx. 10% strongly agree they 

have the necessary resources), and less than half of the respondents state they have the necessary time in 

their working schedule to innovate. 

 

 

Figure 16. Will, Potential, Resources 

 

For the following sections (4.2.4 to 4.2.7, respectively aspects related to employees’ profile, managerial 

relations, profile of the leader and culture) we are measuring on average how much organisations “fit the 

profile” of an innovative organisation, according to results of the qualitative phase and to theories related to 

innovativeness and innovation culture in organisations. These affirmations will be further compared, in 

subchapter 4.2.9. Characteristics of innovative organisations, with the dependent variable (in this case, 

with how did innovative organisations answer to these questions), in order to find out which are the most 

relevant characteristics needed in order for an organisation to innovate. Besides the capacity to innovate, 

these statements can offer a radiography, a state-of-the-art of active organisations in Romania. 
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4.2.4. Aspects related to employees’ profile 

 

(10)  Related to the employees and/or volunteers directly involved in the process of proposing and 

implementing the organisation’s projects and programmes, the following statements were evaluated 

in what regards own organisation: 

 

1. They have a continuous curiosity to discover new things in our fields of interest: 76.9% of the 

respondents agree and strongly agree. 22% disagree and strongly disagree. 

2. They manifest initiative: 74.7% of the respondents agree and strongly agree. Only 8.8% disagree and 

strongly disagree with this statement. 

3. They have a thorough individual experience in the field in which they operate: 70.3% of the 

respondents agree and strongly agree, while 12.1% disagree. 

4. They are oriented towards changing what frustrates them: 73.6% of the respondents agree and 

strongly agree, while only 8.8% disagree and strongly disagree with this statement. 

5. They manifest determination when facing obstacles: 70.3% of the respondents agree and strongly 

agree, while only 7.7% disagree and strongly disagree. 

6. They are realistical, they understand that change is made with small steps: 70.3% of the respondents 

agree and strongly agree, while 8.8% disagree and strongly disagree. 

7. They work with enthusiasm and emotional involvement: a total of 83.5% of the respondents agree and 

strongly agree, out of which almost 40% agree with this statement; 14.3% disagree or strongly 

disagree. 

8. They use effective strategies to relax and regenerate their energy: only 36.3% of the respondents 

agree and strongly agree that them and their colleagues use effective strategies against fatigue and 

burn-out, out of which only 4.4% strongly agree. Almost the same percentage disagrees and strongly 

disagrees - 30.8%. 28.6% neither agree nor disagree. 

9. They manifest the will to find the causes of the problems and to act earlier: 60.4% of the respondents 

agree and strongly agree. 

10. They have a strong motivation to contribute to fulfilling the organisation's mission: 74.7% of the 

respondents agree and strongly agree, while 23% disagree and strongly disagree. 

11. They know very well the reality and the needs of the beneficiaries, from direct contact with them: 79.1% 

of the respondents agree and strongly agree, while only 3.3% disagree or strongly disagree. 

12. They feel they have autonomy and freedom to act: 73.6% of the respondents agree and strongly agree, 

but approx. 24% disagree with this statement. 

13. They feel they can communicate their ideas in an open and direct way, even when the ideas are 

unconventional or controversial: 83.5% of the respondents agree and strongly agree, while only 6.6% 

disagree. 
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14. They are focused on obtaining supplementary results compared to what they initially envisaged: 68.1% 

of the respondents agree and strongly agree. Only 5.5.% disagree, because 26.4% neither agree nor 

disagree or can’t answer this question. 

15. They prefer to do things as they were done before and as they are used to do them (reversed): 29.7% 

of the respondents agree and strongly agree, and 29.7% disagree and strongly disagree. 36.3% 

neither agree nor disagree. 

 

As a conclusion: the most relevant result at a general level is the one related to using effective strategies to 

relax and regenerate their energy - roughly 36% of NGO professionals that answered the survey think that 

people working in NGOs know how to relax and regenerate effectively.  

In terms of highest scores, over 80% of respondents state that in their organisation people work with 

enthusiasm and emotional involvement and that in their organisations they can openly communicate their 

ideas, even if the ideas are unconventional and controversial. Third affirmation in the order of the scores is 

that 79% of respondents think their colleagues know very well the reality of the beneficiaries, from direct 

contact with them. Fourth in terms of agree/strongly agree score is the curiosity to discover new things in their 

field of interest - 77%.  

The lowest two scores - except the affirmation that registered 36% - were between 60-70%, namely: 

manifesting the will to find the causes of the problems and to act earlier: approx. 60% (most interviewees in 

the qualitative phase described how they grew their programmes, innovating in a way that could solve the root 

of the problem they were addressing), and focusing on obtaining supplementary results: 68% (the will to do 

more than initially planned being a natural way towards flexible implementation, discovering new ways of doing 

things and achieving more, different results).  

In what regards the reversed question - preferring to do things as they were done before and as they are used 

to do them, an equal number of respondents either agree/strongly agree or disagree/strongly disagree - 29.7%. 

It is possible that a part of the respondents which answered “agree/strongly agree” might have believed this is 

an affirmation leading to innovation, as the others, and answered in conformity with a possible expectation of 

the study, otherwise this is a characteristic that is presented reversed in the academic literature - that means 

that acting how we are used to act without challenging our assumptions is an inhibitor of innovation. So there 

is a possibility that the power of habit is strong in Romanian NGOs. 

 

4.2.5. Aspects related to managerial relations 

 

(11)  Related to the managerial relations, the following statements were evaluated in what regards own 

organisation: 

 

1. Relationships between the employees and the management team are based on trust, openness and 

honesty: 80.2% of the respondents agree and strongly agree (out of which over 50% strongly agree). 

Only 4.4% disagree with the statement. 



 71 

2. The management team coordinates efficiently teams composed of people with different skills, 

expertise and points of view: 68.1% of the respondents agree and strongly agree, while 8.8% disagree 

and strongly disagree and 23% do not have an opinion on this issue. 

3. The management team encourages employees to come up with new ideas, to experiment and to take 

risks: 89% of the respondents agree and strongly agree (out of which over 50% strongly agree). 3.3% 

disagree (moderately). 

4. Our structure allows us to make decisions quickly: 81.3% of the respondents agree and strongly agree 

(out of which over 50% strongly agree). 8.8% disagree. 

5. The management team's approach is to treat failure as a constructive learning opportunity: 80.2% of 

the respondents agree and strongly agree. 3.3% disagree. 

6. In evaluating the activity of the organization, often the feedback provided is negative and it is 

highlighted what did not go well (reversed): 23.1% of the respondents agree and strongly agree. 51.6% 

disagree and strongly disagree. 

 

Out of the 6 affirmations, four register scores over 80%, out of which three affirmations have over 50% of the 

respondents strongly agreeing. The lowest score was registered regarding the capacity of the management 

team to coordinate efficiently teams composed of people with different skills, expertise and points of view. The 

reversed question, regarding negative feedback and highlighting what did not go well, is stated as an inhibitor 

in academic literature - an environment that is critical, leading to not seeing failure as a learning opportunity: 

“it is wrong to make mistakes”. However, almost 52% of the respondents disagree with this statement, meaning 

that in their organisations received feedback is not mainly negative, highlighting what went wrong, while 25% 

do not have any opinion on this issue (neither agree nor disagree + I don’t know/I can’t answer). 

In the subchapter 4.2.9. Characteristics of innovative organisations some differentiations will be made in 

what regards what respondents in managerial positions answered, compared to project managers. 

 

4.2.6. Aspects related to leader’s profile 

 

(12)  In order to objectively evaluate the characteristics of the leader, a YES/NO question was asked. Out 

of the 91 respondents, 45 stated they are not the same person as the leader of the organisation, and 

evaluated items related to question (13). Thus, 45 leaders of 45 organisations were evaluated in terms 

of innovation characteristics by another respondent in their organisation. 

(13)  Related to the leader’s profile, the following statements were evaluated in what regards own 

organisation: 

 

1. The leader of the organisation explicitly encourages innovation in the organization: 89% of the 

respondents agree and strongly agree, and almost 47% strongly agree. 

2. The leader of the organisation is a person whom the employees naturally follow: 78% of the 

respondents agree and strongly agree. 20% neither agree, nor disagree. 
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3. The leader of the organisation is a visionary person: 80% of the respondents agree and strongly agree. 

8.9% disagree and strongly disagree. 

4. The leader of the organisation asks questions about how we can do things better: 91% of the 

respondents agree and strongly agree, out of which 66.7% strongly agree. 

5. The leader of the organisation makes associations of ideas from which new ideas and approaches 

result: 82% of the respondents agree and strongly agree. 

 

All affirmations scored between 78 and 91%, demonstrating that, in most cases, the leaders fulfill these criteria 

towards innovation. Most prominent answer in terms of agreement is related to the leader asking questions 

about how the organisation can do things better - 91% are in agreement with this statement, and almost 67% 

strongly agree. This question is related to the capacity of questioning, one of the attributes that Christensen 

found as of key importance in “The Innovator’s DNA”. Questioning is one of the key elements but it is not 

enough for getting out of the trap of only doing the same things (or even the wrong things) better and better. 

  

4.2.7. Aspects related to the organisational culture 

 

(14)  Related to the organisational culture, the following statements were evaluated in what regards own 

organisation: 

 

1. We have an organisational orientation towards continuous learning and doing new things: 87% of the 

respondents agree and strongly agree, while only 3.3% disagree. 

2. We are permanently oriented towards finding better solutions for fulfilling the mission and strategic 

directions of the organization: 92.3% of the respondents agree and strongly agree. 

3. We are used to having in-depth discussions on topics of interest to the organization: 78% of the 

respondents agree and strongly agree. 16.5% neither agree nor disagree. 

4. We are used to debate easily when we have different opinions and perspectives: 72.5% of the 

respondents agree and strongly agree, 17.6% neither agree nor disagree, and 10% disagree. 

5. We have a good atmosphere in the office (relaxation, humour): 83.5% of the respondents agree and 

strongly agree, with 55% strongly agreeing. 

6. Employees' participation in courses, events, in national and international networks is encouraged: 

96.7% of the respondents agree and strongly agree. 

7. The members of our team function very well together: 82.4% of the respondents agree and strongly 

agree, 14.3% neither agree nor disagree or do not know what to answer. Only 3.3% disagree. 

8. For a new approach, detailed investigation and analysis is encouraged to the detriment of direct 

experimentation (reversed): 49.5% of the respondents agree and strongly agree. 34% are neutral, and 

16.5% disagree and strongly disagree. 

9. When a conflict arises, direct discussion between the parties involved is avoided in our organisation 

(reversed): 19.8% of the respondents agree and strongly agree, while 64.8% disagree and strongly 

disagree. 
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Most agreement was registered regarding 2 affirmations: participation in courses, events, in national and 

international networks is encouraged - almost 97%, and orientation towards finding better solutions for fulfilling 

the mission and strategic directions of the organization - 92%. 5 percentages lower, the third affirmation, 

registering 87%, is organisational orientation towards continuous learning and doing new things. The habit of 

debating easily when we have different opinions and perspectives has the lowest score - 72.5%, if we don’t 

take into consideration the reversed questions. 

In terms of culture of innovation, academic literature states there are 2 main inhibitors: detailed analysis instead 

of direct experimentation - almost 50% of the respondents agree their organisation presents this inhibitor, and 

avoidance of direct discussion when a conflict arises - this item has a better score, 64.8% of the respondents 

stating that in their organisation direct discussion is not avoided in a conflict. Having open discussion when 

conflicts appear is a step towards solving problems as they appear, a sign of not having (or going into) an 

passive-defensive culture, and a proof of trust and openness. 

 

4.2.8. Responses related to factors that drive innovation in Romanian NGOs: drivers, obstacles, 

solutions, examples 

 

(15)  Factors that favor innovation in this moment of the organisation’s life, in the opinion of the 

respondents (open question): 

 

Intuitively, a large amount of the respondents sumed-up key innovation factors. What is to be underlined is 

that many respondents brought into discussion external factors. 

Internal factors: 

Around 25% of the respondents mentioned as main factor the team: good collaboration, communication, 

socialisation, team dynamics, agile team (in the case of a small organisation in particular). The diversity and 

different backgrounds was mentioned as an asset. Initiative, permanent development and quality idea 

exchange were also mentioned. 

Over 35% of respondents mentioned different aspects related to employees: know-how and experience, 

continuous learning, creativity, the need for personal development, curiosity, enthusiasm, personal motivation 

and ambition, autonomy, will to change. Existence of volunteers was also mentioned as innovation trigger. 

Related to both employees and the team, some respondents underlined the competences in the team for 

innovation and innovative spirit and the overall quality and (practice-based) experience of employees and of 

the team. Other respondents had slightly different opinions – while stating that stability and continuity of 

employees and team is a positive factor, at least 3 respondents underlined that a key factor for innovation is 

having new persons in the team 

Some qualities and values mentioned were: generally, a value-based activity and the values of the members 

as trigger for innovation, and specifically motivation for impact and to offer quality work to the beneficiaries and 
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communities, perseverence and determination to do more, passion, the wish to experiment and seeing things 

in perspective, general atmosphere at work. 

In terms of culture and organisational aspects, a few answers were related to an organisational culture open 

to new and innovation, general openness to new approaches, capacity to mobilise resources, experience of 

the organisation and organisational capacity, strategic direction. Also, a supportive environment, valuing and 

motivating employees, allocating time for personal development, appreciation of each employee’s role for 

achieving the mission, transparency and participatory decision-making processes. 

A few respondents mentioned the leadership, good management and a management team that supports 

employees to come up with new ideas, a visionary leader oriented towards innovation. Some respondents 

considered that encouraging experimentation, allowing mistakes and positively learning from them and 

encouraging risk are important factors.  

Over 10% of respondents wrote about flexibility: flexible organisational structure, flat structure, flexibility of 

organisation and members, flexible schedule offered by the organisation, freedom to discuss and search for 

solutions, capacity to be flexible and adapt + freedom to innovate. 

External factors: 

Some respondents stated that simply the need to adapt and change is a factor in itself, and being aware of it. 

Also, a few answers were about the fact that old methods do not function anymore, so innovation is needed. 

Also being mentioned by over 30% of the respondents were aspects related to the beneficiaries. What drives 

innovation is: the permanent analysis of the needs and interests of the beneficiaries, the changing needs and 

the challenges of the communities, the connection with the beneficiaries and with the market, the motivation 

to make things better for the beneficiaries and lack of public services for the beneficiaries. 

Almost 35% of respondents mentioned funds, but from two different perspectives. Most of them stated that 

lack of funds is a trigger for innovation in itself, and also cost reduction and improving work practices can 

trigger innovation. General lack of resources – time, money, people – was mentioned, and also competition 

(for funds) and the need to survive on the market. Some of them mentioned as trigger either existing or new 

funds and financial mechanisms, flexible funders, trust-based relationships with the funders, the funders that 

explicitly encourage innovation, openness of the corporate sector to fund NGOs. 

Over 10% of respondents mentioned social, economic, demographic changes and challenges, including 

technological advances and all the opportunities that these bring (on the other hand, the technological 

advances were mentioned by only 2 respondents).  

5% of respondents think that legal external requirements and legislative challenges are triggers for innovation. 

As one respondent wrote: “At the present moment, for NGOs in Romania it is more external factors that trigger 

innovation than internal factors”. 

One thing worth mentioning here is that only a couple of answers mentioned characteristics from the range of 

tolerance of uncertainty. Innovation is very much about trial and error, and a certain mental setup is needed 

for that. If organisations want to succeed innovating from the first try, this might not be an attitude that helps 

bring great ideas to life. 
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(16)  Obstacles to innovation in this moment of the organisation’s life, in the opinion of the respondents 

(open question): 

 

More than 50% of the respondents mention lack of funding as main obstacle (which, as it was seen mentioned 

as a factor that triggers innovation as well, some organisations see as a driver to innovation – so lack of funding 

is paradoxically both an opportunity and – more – an obstacle). A significant number of respondents mention 

inflexible funders, lack of funding opportunities that prioritise innovaiton and the reticence of investing in 

participative design processes that include testing / piloting. Lack of dedicated funding for innovation is another 

obstacle. 

Around 25% of the respondents state that lack of time is an important obstacle – generally not enough time, 

not giving time for innovation processes, too little time to pilot and concluding too fast. Work overload is also 

mentioned. 

In terms of staff, several answers mention lack of specialised staff, and another couple of answers mention 

that lack of new employees with different opinions is an obstacle. One respondent states: “Older employees 

tend to set some traditions that sometimes create the feeling of safety, but by this they make it impossible for 

us to try something new.” Over 10% mention fear of change of the employees – a respondent details: “Change 

comes with risk – we have an already tested dynamics that works”. The low motivation and involvement of 

staff is mentioned by some respondents, and others mention routine and burnout. It is no surprise here, as it 

turns out as a result of the questionnaire, NGOs had very low scores regarding the affirmation “Employees 

know how to relax and how to regenerate their energy.” Some other answers mention: conformism, commodity. 

More than 10% of answers mention that the national context does not favorise innovation, and also the 

complex legislation, procedures, standards, excess of bureaucracy. A couple of respondents mention 

relationships with public authorities, and the low expertise of the persons from public institutions with which 

they should collaborate. 

At organisational level, lack of an innovation framework, a management team and employees not oriented 

towards innovation, are also mentioned. Almost 10% of respondents state that the management sees 

innovation as a possible failure from the start. Others mention lack of autonomy, imposed decisions, focus on 

the operational, organisational strategy (4 answers), lack of vision, an organisational culture that does not 

encourage innovation, lack of trust within the team and lack of flexibility. 

As a conclusion, it is a vicious circle – no time allotted for innovation, no funds, no innovation. An interesting 

thing to mention is that organisational strategy is mentioned as an obstacle by several people, while there are 

only 1 or 2 answers that mention strategy as a factor driving innovation. If innovation is not included in the 

strategy, it most probably will not happen. 

 

(17)  How many of the non-governmental organizations in Romania innovate? 
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Even if 55% of the respondents consider themselves highly innovative - according to Question (2) - over half 

of the respondents (51.6%) consider that under 25% of the Romanian NGOs are innovative. Only 16.5% of 

the respondents consider that more than half of the Romanian organisations innovate. 

 

(18)  When asked about the most innovative initiative of a non-governmental organisation in 

Romania (in their opinion): 

 

There were 26 respondents that could not think of an initiative. From the other 65 answers, some of the 

respondents stated that there are too many innovative initiatives and they cannot pick only one. We will start 

with some opinions referring to innovative initiatives in Romania: 

Questionnaire respondent: “Unfortunately the national context does not offer chances for innovation. The fact 

that we are behind in so many areas leaves little space for innovation, so we are obliged to borrow practices 

from others, and to innovate, maybe, in using these practices in a new way based on the needs of the target 

groups. Either that, or we reuse initiatives that were applied before, which we dress in new clothes, suitable to 

actual needs and problems.” 

Questionnaire respondent: “At the moment I think we ‘run too much’ after innovation (including our 

organisation), when in Romania not even the regular things are done properly.” 

Questionnaire respondent: “In Romania, NGOs innovate by improvising - because they do not have the 

necessary resources in order to implement innovation processes.” 

Questionnaire respondent: “It is hard for me to choose only one initiative, because it is not clear to me which 

are all the indicators that should be achieved by an NGO in order to have a project that is considered 

innovative. I feel that associations are, in any case, some sort of innovation nurseries for the social, cultural, 

community development fields, at least at local level.” 

Questionnaire respondent: “They are many and small, but relevant considering the resources, the effort, the 

impact (especially if they would multiply).” 

Several respondents named as innovative initiatives: “We build a hospital”, Wise Travel and MagiCamp. 

Besides them, several other initiatives were named: NoRo Center for Rare Diseases, Digitaliada, Code Kids 

(programming clubs in rural areas), Ajugem Mari (volunteering programme in orphanages), Stiintescu Fund 

(local philantrophy), “Every child in kindergarten” legislative initiative, Recicleta, Teach for Romania 

programme of placing well-prepared teachers in disadvantaged communities, DoR Live, EfDEN solar house, 

Factual, IMPACT Clubs, Gradinescu, Tandem initiative of accesibilizing through beacons public transport for 

visually impaired people, Via Transilvanica, creative actions of Beard Brothers, Color the Village, ART Fusion 

using Living Library and Forum Theatre in different contexts, Childrens’ Forest, “Pending coffee” and similar 

ideas, Universitatea Alternativa and other collaborative management examples, CeRe and community 

development programmes, the project of creation of Fagaras National Park, Bistro Cuib from Iasi (alternative 

to industrial food consumption). 
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Other respondents wrote examples of actions: Crowdfunding doubled by donors’ participation in decision-

making, direct debit initiatives, developing digital apps in order to facilitate free informational and services 

access to citizens, free vet services for street animals, teleassistance and monitoring of socio-medical services 

addressed to elderly people, the alarms for cutting trees, qualifying homeless people for a job. 

 

(19)  Invited to describe a tactic or advice that helped respondent’s organisation be more innovative and 

that they would recommend to others, respondents detailed several tactics that worked for them. 

 

There are a few categories of ideas, and they don’t fill all the spectrum of needed action towards innovation. 

Most ideas are related to understanding beneficiaries, creating diverse teams, participatory processes, idea 

generation, resources, and many ideas related to the necessary state of mind, innovation process. Some of 

them are presented below in a few categories. Quotes are presented one after another, from different 

respondents, clustered: 

1. Risk and courage: Take risks; Assume a potential failure; Dare; Dissent; Persevere; Encourage people to 

experiment, ensure support, offer a safe space in which they are not afraid of possible failure. A more relaxed 

attitude towards managing mistakes is the starting point for innovation. Unblock yourselves from old ways of 

doing things, have the courage to try new approaches even if it will not be perfect from the first try. Break rules, 

force legal limits and assume it. In our organisation we try not to put too much pressure on each other, and 

when we make mistakes we assume them together, we find solutions together instead trying to find out who 

is guilty for this, and this brings relaxation in the team. Get to action, without being too afraid. Evolve from the 

interior towards the exterior. 

2. Partnerships, training, networking: Openness to partnerships with organisations that want to innovate. 

Exchange experience with international partners. See what happens abroad. Combining in an innovative way 

organisation’s experience, practices, knowledge, with what can be learned from others. Keeping close the 

resource persons and external collaborators. Send employees to all sort of trainings. Look outside, things work 

better and easier in other places. 

3 Team and communication within the team: Create teams with diverse skills. Involve volunteers. Involve 

youth. Bring in the team new people with new profiles. Ensure the freedom to express ideas for all. Encourage 

autonomy and initiative. Invest in the team. Offer to the employees what they need, when they need it and in 

a suitable way.  

4. Participatory management: Horizontal management. Ensure the openness to express ideas in the team 

meetings. Decisions made based on open debate, in which all participants have equal positions. Invest more 

time in the employees. Mentors not bosses. Recruit based on mindset, values, depth and only after these 

based on the experience in the field. Autonomy on projects and an organigram with few conditionalities - as 

horizontal as possible. Invest in “empowering” leadership for the team and an organisational culture open to 

feedback, learning and autonomy. Focus on individual and group potential of the team – some people have a 

vision and a potential that are outstanding. Always evaluate results (in conformity with the mission), especially 

in strategic planning processes. 
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5. Resources: Lower pressure regarding time and resources means new ideas – people are more confident to 

make innovative proposals. 20% of the working time for trying new things. Ensure sustainability by creating 

social economy units. Make innovation a priority in the strategy but also budget-wise. 

6. Innovation proceses: Think big. See the processes as a whole. Never lose sight of the objective. First plan, 

then act. Pay attention to all starting points and reasons to innovation that were gathered in the past. Pilot and 

learn from mistakes. Prioritize – you cannot make everyone happy. Find the courage to start. Have vision, 

courage, passion and a good plan; money will come. Knowledge management. Brand and visibility. 

7. Ideation phase: Weekly brainstorming meetings, in various combinations. Informal talk. Create discussion 

groups on new needs that appear in the organisation. Idea generation in the team. Co-creation workshops, 

using nonformal methods, with direct beneficiaries, aiming at developing and choosing together the most 

innovative ideas in order to achieve a certain objective. Involve specialists from complementary fields. Find 

ways to stimulate creativity. Take time together to generate answers to why you do what you do and how you 

do it. 

8. Context and beneficiaries: Get to know the context. Take each problem / need of beneficiaries, debate it, 

find solutions. Find solutions with the beneficiaries. Listen attentively. Revisit the external context. Understand 

better what communities need and do not respect only what funders say. Consulting all stakeholders as a 

starting point for new ideas. Getting constant feedback from stakeholders. Give power to youth with initiative, 

will and vision, teach them how to function as a whole, and they will “make history”. Openness towards new 

tendencies in the social field. 

Last quote: “See with new eyes, try new approaches, get out of the pattern of ‘we know how to do things’.” 

 

4.2.9. Relevant factors that drive innovation in Romanian NGOs, resulted from cross tabulation 

 

This subchapter will mainly show the particularities of different types of organisations (based on budget size, 

number of emplyees, year of establishing), variations in answers depending on the position of the respondent 

in the organisation and the relationship of the main dependent variable - innovation, with the other variables 

in the questionnaire. Where the case, out of the affirmations for the 4 areas (employees’ profile, managerial 

relationships, leader, culture), the ones that correlate more with the innovation capacity of organisations will 

be underlined. Mosty throughout the analysis I chose to analyse only the “strongly agree” percentages, in order 

to see the strength of the factor. I will start by describing differentiations in answers based on the visible 

differences between organisations.  

 

When talking about correlating the independent variables with the dependent variable – innovation (see 

Subchapter 4.2.9.2. Who Innovates vs Affirmations), there was a big challenge in choosing the questions 

that were most relevant for differentiating innovative NGOs against non-innovative NGOs. As concrete a 

definition can be stated, the question that could give the clearest answer related to how innovative an 

organisation is was hard to find. Why? Here are the answers to the most relevant questions: 
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A. Only 16.5% of the respondents consider that in their organisation less than 25% of their total of services 

and products were new or innovative. 55% of the respondents consider themselves highly innovative, 

perceiving that between 51 and 100% of their total of services and products offered by their organisation in 

the last 3 years were new/innovative services and products for the field of interest, for the beneficiaries or for 

the organisation 

B. 67% of the respondents state that their organsation implemented in the last 3 years a new, unique project, 

which has not been previously offered by any organisation. Only 4.4% consider their organisation did not make 

any significant change in the last 3 years. 

C. Related to processes that generate most often innovative initiatives, almost 80% of the respondents state 

they use, in their organisations, free, flexible processes. Only 5.5% state they innovate using a clear innovation 

process. 

D. For the statement “Our organisation has the potential to successfully innovate”: almost 84% agree and 

strongly agree. 

E. Related to how many of the members directly involved in projects and programmes of the 

organisation propose innovative approaches, 60.4% of the respondents state that less than half innovate, 

16.5% state that they have a clear team that innovates, and in 23% of the organisations all or almost all people 

innovate. 

I will focus my analysis on the answers to this last questions, because in my opinion it is the closest question 

that discriminates organisations that have a culture oriented towards innovation. Even if it has its limitations 

(e.g. it is easy to answer that “all or almost all employees innovate” especially if you are a representative of a 

smaller organisations). However, the comparison will be done related to the answer “less than half innovate” 

but also to the answer “We have a clear team that innovates”, answer which can be given by bigger 

organisations. But first, we will start with the analysis of answers given by different profiles of organisations 

and respectively respondents having different roles. 

 

 

4.2.9.1 Profile of the Organisation and of Respondent vs Affirmations: 

 

(1) Age of organisation vs Affirmations 

 

Only the affirmations that register clear differences have been shown in the table (see Annex 4 – Table 1. 

Age of Organisation vs Affirmations). As a general tendency, the “older” the organisation, the lesser the 

wish to innovate (35% for organisations established before 1999, compared to 71% for organisations founded 

after 2010), and respectively the perceived potential and the perceived resources to innovate. Affirmations 

related to factors that lead to innovation generally register higher scores, based on the age of the organisation 

(the younger the organisation, the higher the score). In terms of perceived innovation, almost half of the 

respondents from over 20 year old organisations consider that their organisation offered new/innovative 

products and services in the last 3 years. The percentage of perceived innovation in the last 3 years increases 

as the age of the organisation decreases. 
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In terms of employees’ profile, organisations founded between 2000 and 2009 register lower motivation in 

terms of working with enthusiasm, respectively motivation towards fulfilling the mission. The same pattern 

appears related to the leader being a visionary and a person that employees naturally follow. In order to 

understand why this happens, further research has to be done to discover the factors that lead to these lower 

scores – it might be a factor from a different category than the ones that are the subject of this research, for 

example related to expectations or pressure to perform. 

Related to the scores referring to the leader encouraging explicitly innovation in the organisation and the leader 

being a person that employees naturally follow, the scores registered by organisations founded before 1999 

are less than half of the scores registered by young organisations (over 2010) 35% vs 75%, respectively 30% 

vs 67%. The same can be said about the organisational culture oriented toward continuous learning and doing 

new things – 31% vs 68%, and debating easily when employees have different opinions – 23% vs 50%. In 

terms of overall functioning of the team, 57% of younger organisations consider they function well together, 

compared to 27% for both the other 2 categories. 

In terms of encouraging participation of employees in external events and networks, it is the new organisations 

that have again the higher scores 89% strongly agree, compared to 61-70% in the other categories. 

Affirmations that have not been shown in this table do not register clear differences (except, for example, aspects 

such as: for the reversed question “When a conflict arises, direct discussion between the parties involved is 

avoided in our organisation”, 19% of respondents from organisations older than 20 years preferred not to give 

an opinion (on the agree or disagree spectrum), the same did 22% of respondents from organisations founded 

between 2000 and 2009, compared to only 3.6% that preferred not to have an opinion, from newly established 

organisations). 

Older organisations have the potential to increase their innovation capacity, and theoretically having a stronger 

organisational culture and long-term habits in place they might be most challenged when starting such an 

endeavour. Out of the 10 organisations interviewed in the qualitative phase, I find it useful to extract an excerpt 

from the interview in order to show a way of natural, continuous innovation by being responsive to the 

environment: see Annex 5 – Continuous Innovation as a Response to Changes in the Environment – A 

Case-Study. 

 

(2) Number of Employees vs Affirmations 

 

Only the affirmations that register clear differences have been shown in the table (see Annex 6 – Table 2. 

Number of Employees vs Affirmations). Related to the aspirational questions, the will to innovate is almost 

double in organisation with less than 5 employees (64%) compared to organisations with over 25 employees 

(33%), even if respondents from this latter category have the highest perceived potential to innovate (52%). In 

terms of financial resources, none of the respondents from organisations with over 25 employees strongly 

agree they have them (but 48% of them mildly agree). Highest financial resources are perceived by 

organisations with 11-25 employees, even if only 7% of respondents from this type of organisation perceive 

they have the time to innovate; despite this, 50% of the respondents from these organisations believe they are 
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more innovative than other organisations. Organisations with 6-10 employees display the least confidence 

(11%) that they are more innovative than other organisations. This might mean they aspire to become more 

innovative and search for examples (or are surrounded by) organisations that are more innovative than them. 

These aspects require more research, in order to make objective correlations we should take into account the 

development phase of the organisation and other important factors outside the scope of this research. Related 

to the percentage of new/innovative products and services, as the number of employees increases, the 

perception that in the last 3 years over 75% of their products and services were new increases as well, from 

11% for organisations with less than 5 employees to 24% for organisations with over 25 employees. 

Theoretically, as the capacity of the organisation increases, the programmes diversify as well towards new 

beneficiaries, new geographical regions as well as starting initiatives that are new for the organisation and 

require new processes and approaches. 

  

In terms of affirmations related to employees’ profile, managerial relations, leadership and culture, I eliminated 

the categories of managerial relations and leadership from the analysis, considering that organisations with 

less than 10 employees have from the start different dynamics among them. However, there are some scores 

that worth mentioning from the other 2 categories: employees’ profile and culture. 

For the statement “Employees have a thorough individual experience in the  field in which they operate”, an 

outstanding 95% is registered for respondents that agree and strongly agree, from organisations over 25 

employees. From the same category, the statement related to knowing very well the reality of the beneficiaries 

gets the highest percentage again from organisations with over 25 employees – 62%, compared to ranges 

between 25% and 39% for the other 3 categories. This might mean that a main premise for innovation – 

expertise + knowing the beneficiares – is fulfilled by organisations that have over 25 employees, the challenge 

is to use these into an innovation process. Only 19% of respondents from the same category of organisations, 

with over 25 employees strongly agree that in their organisation employees are oriented towards changing 

what frustrates them, compared with more than double (39%) in organisations with under 5 employees. With 

a generally very low percentage at a general level, the affirmation related to the capability of employees to 

relax and regenerate their energy gets a high percentage of “agree” responses – 57%, from organisations with 

over 25 employees. Lowest scores are registered in some categories by organisations with 11-25 employees: 

enthusiasm, motivation, treating failure as a learning opportunity. 

14% of respondents from organisations that have 11-25 employees strongly agree that they debate easily 

when they have different opinions and perspectives, compared to 29% of respondents from organisations with 

over 25 employees. 

 

(3) Budget in 2018 vs Affirmations 

 

Only the affirmations that register clear differences have been shown in the table (see Annex 7 - Table 3. 

Budget in 2018 vs Affirmations). Analysing from the perspective of yearly budget, the wish and the potential 

to innovate does not show any pattern. In terms of financial resources, naturally, organisations with budgets 

over 500,000 register the highest percentage – 62. In comparison, less than half of the respondents in the next 

inferior category of budget in terms of size (100,001-500,000) perceive they have the necessary budget (28%), 
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in the same range with the other 2 categories: 25-30%. Least time to innovate perceived is in the 100,001-

500,000 category (12% vs 21-33% the range for the other categories) – might be because of the workload; 

the same category scores lowest in thinking they are more innovative than other organisations – 16%. In terms 

of new/innovative products and services offered in the last 3 years, no relevant pattern can be seen. 

Related to employees’ profile, there are some affirmations for which organisations with a budget between 

100,001 and 500,000 eur scored lowest, respectively: curiosity, initiative, enthusiasm, obtaining supplementary 

results, and also a low score is registered related to the capacity of the management team to coordinate teams 

composed of diverse people (a score of 19%, less than half than the one registered by organisations with a 

score of over 500,000 eur – 46%). 

There are some trends in the answers, and generally either the organisations with smallest budgets, either the 

organisations with largest budgets, score highest (there are some exceptions – for example curiosity, initiative, 

best atmosphere, relationship with the management team based on trust and openness registered in 

organisations with a budget of 10,001-100,000). 

Organisations with biggest budgets score highest for employees knowing how to relax and regenerate energy 

(50% of respondents agree to the statement), display strong motivation to fulfill organisation’s mission (46% 

strongly agree) and know the reality of the beneficiaries (50% strongly agree). Also 71% of respondents from 

these organisations disagree that the feedback provided in the organsation is mostly critical. Scores are lower 

as the budget is bigger for some affirmations related to the leader: explicitly encourages motivation (37% 

strongly agree, from the respondents from organisations with budgets over 500,000 eur), is s person that 

people naturally follow (26%) and is a visionary person (21%), compared to volunteer-based organisations 

(budgets under 10,000 eur), where these scores are between 50 and 75% (strongly agree). Related to having 

in-depth discussions and debating easily – these 2 affirmations display a score descending as the budget 

increases – only 37%, respectively 21% of respondents with budgets over 500,000 eur strongly agree. On the 

other hand, this type of organisations reaches the highest score in the reversed question related to preferring 

detailed investigation rather than direct experimentation (25%, compared to 0 to 17% in the other types of 

organisations) – direct experimentation is one of the factors that help innovation, rather than only implementing 

when we are sure what we do is right. 

Another score worth mentioning is the one related to participating in courses, events, in national and 

international networks – only 58% of respondents from organisations with biggest budgets agree, compared 

to scores of 72, 75 and respectively 100% as the budgets are lower. New ideas and associations of ideas can 

come from such participation. 

(4) Role of the respondents vs Affirmations 
 
In the questionnaire, the leaders of organisations did not evaluate themselves, due to the conditional question 

before the section that made it possible only for people that have other positions in the organisation to evaluate 

factors related to the leader. However, not the same logic was applied for managerial relations. This is why, 

especially for this section, I am making a comparative analysis of the answers. I will also underline differences 

in answers related to employees’ profile – for this section, only the affirmations that register clear differences 

have been shown in the table (see Annex 8 - Table 4. Role of the respondents vs Affirmations). 

Surprisingly, respondents that have coordination roles other than CEO/president, register lower scores in 

evaluating the capacity of the management team: 32% of them think relations with employees are based on 
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trust, openness and honesty, compared to 48% of project managers and 60% of CEOs/presidents. Generally 

low scores are registered related to strongly agreeing that the management team is able to coordinate 

effectively teams composed of diverse people, however the lowest score (16%) is again registered by the area 

managers/team leaders, while for the project managers the percentage is almost double. Encouragement of 

employees to come up with new ideas, to experiment and take risks again has a score of 32% on the side of 

team leaders, being almost double as perceived by CEOs (60%) and with a score of 52% as perceived by 

project managers. 67% of CEOs believe they have a structure that supports in taking decisions quickly – 

roughly half of the other categories of respondents agree. Treating failure as a learning opportunity is again 

scored higher by CEOs – 53% compared to 32-37% for the other 2 categories of respondents. Almost 80% of 

team leaders disagree and strongly disagree with the reversed question referring to the feedback that is given 

being mostly negative. Only 48% of the employees share the same view. Of course, respondents are from 

different organisations, but a tendency can be observed, given the considerable difference in the scores. 

If we would extrapolate, we might say that, overall, area managers/team leaders are evaluating themselves 

more harshly.  

Related to employees’ profile, the scores are less different. There are only a few affirmations that register clear 

differences. The curiosity to discover new things is rated at 5% by team leaders, related to the employees, 

while 26% of project managers strongly agree with this affirmation. In terms of freedom to act, half of the 

CEOs/presidents consider that employees have autonomy, while only 16% of team leaders perceive it. A very 

low score of 5% of team leaders that strongly agree is registered referring to employees feeling that they can 

communicate their ideas openly, even if they are unconventional or controversial. More than 50% of CEOs 

strongly agree with this statement. 

 

4.2.9.2. Who Innovates vs Affirmations: 

 

For this section of the research, I present a table with all affirmations from the 4 relevant categories 

(employees’ profile, managerial relations, leadership, culture), that constitute independent variables (see 

Annex 9 - Table 5. Who Innovates vs Affirmations. 

Related to who innovates in the organisation (all or almost all, less than half, noone, or the organisation has a 

specific team that innovates), we might consider that organisations that have a team which innovates could be 

professionalised in terms of innovation. On the other hand, this might mean that the organisation is 

professionalised enough so that it has a separate team than writes projects or seeks for funds, for the 

development of the organisation. I will briefly compare, in this section, the answers to the question: “Analysing 

your organisation now, how many of the members directly involved in projects and programmes of the 

organisation propose innovative approaches, in your opinion?”. 

24% of respondents that believe that all or almost all of their colleagues involved in projects/programmes 

innovate believe they have the financial resources to innovate, compared to 47% of respondents coming from 

organisations that have a specific team that innovates. On the other hand, 42% of respondents from 

organisations in which everybody (persons involved in projects/programmes) innovates state they have the 

necessary time in their schedule, while only 20% of respondents which state they have specific teams that 

innovate consider they are given time to innovate in their work schedule. 
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For most affirmations, the organisations in which all or almost all people innovate have the highest scores. 

There are, however, some affirmations for which organisations that have a clear team that innovates score 

higher: are oriented towards changing what frustrates them, manifest determination when facing obstacles, 

use effective strategies to relax and regenerate their energy. An outstanding score is registered for this 

category for “knowing very well the reality of the beneficiaries” – 60% strongly agree, while the other 2 

categories register less than half. Also a couple of outstanding scores, but for organisations in which all or 

almost all people innovate, are registered for “working with enthusiasm and emotional involvement” – 62%, 

compared with 32-33% for the other 2 categories and for “feeling they have autonomy and freedom to act” – 

67%, compared to 30-33% for the other 2 categories. 

In terms of managerial relations, leadership and culture, the large majority of highest scores are registered for 

the category of organsations where all or almost all people innovate. 
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Chapter 5. Conclusions 

 

5.1. Results of the Research in a Nutshell 

A. In what regards how organisations perceive their innovation capacity and how much they innovated in the 

last 3 years: 

• 91.3% of the respondents consider innovation important and very important for their 

organisation, while only 4.4% consider that, for their organisation, innovation is not important. 

• 55% of the respondents consider themselves highly innovative, perceiving that between 51 

and 100% of their total of services and products offered by their organisation in the last 3 

years were new/innovative services and products for the field of interest, for the beneficiaries 

or for the organisation. Only 16.5% of the respondents consider that their organisation had 

less than 25% of their total of services and products were new or innovative. 

• A large amount of organisations, 74.7%, consider they implemented in the last 3 years at least 

a project that was not implemented before by the organisation or for the beneficiaries, while 

67% implemented a new, unique project, which has not been previously offered by any 

organisation. More than half of the respondents state that in the last 3 years their organisation 

significantly improved one of their core programmes. 4.4% consider their organisation did not 

make any significant change in the last 3 years. 

• Almost half of the respondents (48.4%) answered that their main motivation to innovate was 

to solve observable needs of the community, and 22% consider as main motivation for 

innovation the need for solving complex or systemic problems. 15.4% innovated for solving 

new social, economical or political trends. 13.2% had as main motivation the process 

innovation, aiming at improving performance. 

• The majority of respondents (62.6%) stated that “idea associations of more persons and 

debates with the whole team” was the most effective for the ideation phase. On second place, 

almost 20% of respondents pointed as most effective method “building with the team an 

intervention based on an individual idea”. Only 7.7% of respondents stated that in their 

organisation innovation appears from “individual work of one person”. 

• Almost 80% of the respondents state they use, in their organisations, free, flexible processes. 

The question had the possibility of multiple answers. On the second place, being used by 

54.9% of the respondents, processes of writing project proposals for open calls generate 

innovation. On the third place, 41.8% innovate during strategic planning processes. 30,8% 

innovate when doing organisational development processes. 26.4% innovate when using 

monitoring, evaluation and research processes. Only 5.5% state they innovate using a clear 

innovation process, and 5.5% innovate as a result of suggestions and decisions of the board. 

• In terms of innovation processes, the questionnaire respondents mentioned that they use the 

following methods: several types of brainstorming, debates, informal discussions, relaxed talk 

with Socratic questioning, Canvas, Outcome Mapping, Community-Led Local Development, 
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clusters of innovation, “What if” and “5 Whys 1 How” types of exercises. Most frequently 

named methodologies were Design Thinking / Human Centered Design – 8 responses, 6 from 

organisations founded after 2010, and 2 of them from organisations founded between 2000 

and 2010. However, roughly 80% of the respondents to this open question stated they do not 

purposefully use methods that lead to innovation. 

• 60.4% of the respondents state that less than half of the people from their organisation 

involved in projects/programmes innovate, 16.5% state that they have a clear team that 

innovates, and in 23% of the organisations all people innovate. 

• While 88% the organisations wish to innovate, and 84% consider they have the potential to 

innovate, only 37.4% have the financial resources to do so, and 48% of the respondents state 

they have the necessary time in their working schedule to innovate. 

• Over half of the respondents (54%) think they are more innovative than similar organisations. 

B. In what regards the characteristics of innovation resulted from the qualitative research and literature review 

(“Agree” and “Strongly Agree” answers): 

B1 – Employees’ Profile 

In terms of highest scores, over 80% of respondents state that in their organisation people work with 

enthusiasm and emotional involvement and that in their organisations they can openly communicate their 

ideas, even if the ideas are unconventional and controversial. Third affirmation in the order of the scores is 

that 79% of respondents think their colleagues know very well the reality of their beneficiaries, from direct 

contact with them. Fourth in terms of agree/strongly agree score is the curiosity to discover new things in their 

field of interest - 77%. 

The most relevant result at a general level is the one that registered the lowest score, related to using effective 

strategies to relax and regenerate their energy - roughly 36% of NGO professionals that answered the survey 

think that people working in NGOs know how to relax and regenerate effectively. The lowest two scores - 

except the affirmation that registered 36% - were between 60-70%, namely: manifesting the will to find the 

causes of the problems and to act earlier: approx. 60% (most interviewees in the qualitative phase described 

how they grew their programmes, innovating in a way that could solve the root of the problem they were 

addressing), and focusing on obtaining supplementary results: 68% (the will to do more than initially planned 

being a natural way towards flexible implementation, discovering new ways of doing things and achieving 

more, different results). 

B2 – Managerial Relations 

Out of the 6 affirmations, four register scores over 80% - relationships between the management team and 

the employees are based on trust and openness, the management team encourages employees to come up 

with new ideas and take on risks, the organisational structure allows fast decisions to be made, and the 

management team treats failure as a learning opportunity. The lowest score was registered regarding the 

capacity of the management team to coordinate efficiently teams composed of people with different skills, 

expertise and points of view. 

B3 – Leadership 
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All affirmations scored between 78 and 91%: the leader explicitly encourages innovation, the leader is a 

visionary person, the leader is a person that is followed naturally, the leader makes associations of ideas out 

of which new ideas and approaches appear. Most prominent answer in terms of agreement is related to the 

leader asking questions about how the organisation can do things better - 91% are in agreement with this 

statement, and almost 67% strongly agree. 

B4 – Organisational Culture 

Most agreement was registered regarding 2 affirmations: participation in courses, events, in national and 

international networks is encouraged - almost 97%, and orientation towards finding better solutions for fulfilling 

the mission and strategic directions of the organization - 92%. 5 percentages lower, the third affirmation, 

registering 87%, is organisational orientation towards continuous learning and doing new things. The habit of 

debating easily when we have different opinions and perspectives has the lowest score - 72.5% (without taking 

into consideration the reversed questions). 

In terms of culture of innovation, academic literature states there are 2 main inhibitors (presented as reversed 

questions): detailed analysis instead of direct experimentation - almost 50% of the respondents agree their 

organisation presents this inhibitor, and avoidance of direct discussion when a conflict arises - this item has a 

better score, 64.8% of the respondents stating that in their organisation direct discussion is not avoided in a 

conflict. 

C. In what regards the organisational profile 

C1 – Age of Organisation 

As a general tendency, the “older” the organisation, the lesser the wish to innovate (35% for organisations 

established before 1999, compared to 71% for organisations founded after 2010), and respectively the 

perceived potential and the perceived resources to innovate. Factors that lead to innovation generally register 

higher scores based on the age of the organisation – the younger the organisation, the higher the score. 

Related to the scores referring to the leader encouraging explicitly innovation in the organisation and the leader 

being a person that employees naturally follow, the scores registered by organisations founded before 1999 

are less than half of the scores registered by young organisations (over 2010) 35% vs 75%, respectively 30% 

vs 67%. The same can be said about the organisational culture oriented towards continuous learning and 

doing new things – 31% vs 68%, and debating easily when employees have different opinions – 23% vs 50%. 

In terms of overall functioning of the team, 57% of younger organisations consider they function well together, 

compared to 27% for both the other 2 categories. 

In terms of encouraging participation of employees in external events and networks, it is the new organisations 

that have again the higher scores 89% strongly agree, compared to 61-70% in the other categories. 

C2 – Number of Employees 

The will to innovate is almost double in organisation with less than 5 employees (64%) compared to 

organisations with over 25 employees (33%), even if respondents from this latter category have the highest 

perceived potential to innovate (52%). In terms of financial resources, none of the respondents from 

organisations with over 25 employees strongly agree they have them (but 48% of them mildly agree). Highest 
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financial resources are perceived by organisations with 11-25 employees (50%), even if only 7% of 

respondents from this type of organisation perceive they have the time to innovate. 

For the statement “Employees have a thorough individual experience in the  field in which they operate”, an 

outstanding 95% is registered for respondents that agree and strongly agree, from organisations over 25 

employees. From the same category, the statement related to knowing very well the reality of the beneficiaries 

gets the highest percentage again from organisations with over 25 employees – 62%, compared to ranges 

between 25% and 39% for the other 3 categories. Only 19% of respondents from the same category of 

organisations, with over 25 employees strongly agree that in their organisation employees are oriented towards 

changing what frustrates them, compared with more than double (39%) in organisations with under 5 

employees. 

With a generally very low percentage at a general level (36%), the affirmation related to the capability of 

employees to relax and regenerate their energy gets a high percentage of “agree” responses – 57%, from 

organisations with over 25 employees. Lowest scores are registered in some categories by organisations with 

11-25 employees: enthusiasm, motivation, treating failure as a learning opportunity. 

14% of respondents from organisations that have 11-25 employees strongly agree that they debate easily 

when they have different opinions and perspectives, compared to 29% of respondents from organisations with 

over 25 employees. 

C3 – Annual Budget 

Analysing from the perspective of yearly budget, the wish and the potential to innovate does not show any 

pattern. In terms of financial resources, naturally, organisations with budgets over 500,000 register the highest 

percentage – 62. In comparison, less than half of the respondents in the next inferior category of budget in 

terms of size (100,001-500,000) perceive they have the necessary budget (28%), in the same range with the 

other 2 categories: 25-30%. Least time to innovate perceived is in the 100,001-500,000 category (12% vs 21-

33% the range for the other categories). 

Related to employees’ profile, there are some affirmations for which organisations with a budget between 

100,001 and 500,000 eur scored lowest, respectively: curiosity, initiative, enthusiasm, obtaining supplementary 

results, and also a low score is registered related to the capacity of the management team to coordinate teams 

composed of diverse people (a score of 19%, less than half than the one registered by organisations with a 

score of over 500,000 eur – 46%). 

There are some trends in the answers, and generally either the organisations with smallest budgets, either the 

organisations with largest budgets, score highest (there are some exceptions – for example curiosity, initiative, 

best atmosphere, relationship with the management team based on trust and openness registered in 

organisations with a budget of 10,001-100,000). 

Organisations with biggest budgets score highest for employees knowing how to relax and regenerate energy 

(50% of respondents agree to the statement), display strong motivation to fulfill organisation’s mission (46% 

strongly agree) and know the reality of the beneficiaries (50% strongly agree). 
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Scores are lower as the budget is bigger for some affirmations related to the leader: explicitly encourages 

motivation (37% strongly agree, from the respondents from organisations with budgets over 500,000 eur), is 

a person that people naturally follow (26%) and is a visionary person (21%), compared to volunteer-based 

organisations (budgets under 10,000 eur), where these scores are between 50 and 75% (strongly agree). 

Related to having in-depth discussions and respectively debating easily – these 2 affirmations display a score 

descending as the budget increases – only 37%, respectively 21% of respondents with budgets over 500,000 

eur strongly agree. 

D. Factors that Trigger Innovation 

In terms of proving which factors are directly correlated to innovation in the context of Romanian organisations, 

more research needs to be done. The large majority of scores for the category of organisations in which all or 

almost all people involved in projects/programmes innovate are visibly higher (sometimes double) than the 

other 2 categories: organisations where less than half of the people innovate and organisations that have a 

clear team that innovates. From the overall research we can conclude that all these affirmations are related to 

innovation, and further research needs to be done in order to find out which of them are most relevant. 

 

5.2. Comments related to Research Results 

This last subchapter is dedicated to expressing some opinions and recommendations based on the research 

result. When approaching this subchapter we have to consider the profile of Romanian NGOs and the 

differences not only between companies and them, but also between NGOs from developed countries and the 

Romanian NGO profile. 

Observation 1: Positive perception related to how innovative their own organisation is 

Data: Romanian organisations score very high related to the will to innovate: 91% consider innovation 

important and very important. 55% consider that from the total of their services and products offered in the last 

3 years over 50% were new/innovative. 75% consider that they implemented in the last 3 years a new-unique 

project which has not been previously offered by their organisation (this statement might include, from the 

point of view of the respondents, not only pure innovation but also a project that received funding and had a 

different flow of activities than the projects implemented before). 67% state that in the last 3 years their 

organisation offered a programme/project that was not offered by any organisation. 54% of the organisations 

think they are more innovative than similar organisations, but over half of the respondents (52%) consider that 

under 25% of the Romanian NGOs are innovative. 

Opinion: “Most of the smartest people work for someone else” (Bill Joy, Sun Microsystems co-founder). If we 

analyse these numbers, as a tendency, most respondents tend to think their organisation is very innovative. 

Half of them think they are more innovative than others similar to them. Note however, that also half of them 

think that very few other NGOs innovate. A very positive image of the Romanian nonprofit sector could be 

drawn from the statistics above. However, these results are in stark contrast with the other results from the 

survey: Romanian NGOs do not have innovation as a top strategic priority, they do not invest in resources for 

innovation, they do not have in place well-established innovation processes. A possible explanation is that 
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these inconsistent results are due to the difficulty of (self) assessing innovativeness, a more interesting 

question is however, if these NGOs are innovating, how are they doing it, given that they are not purposefully 

doing so? 

Recommendation: Even if we talk about highly innovative organisations, inspiration can come from outside the 

organization itself. Or, as a respondent nicely put it: “Look outside, things work better and easier in other 

places.” 

Open innovation is a good solution: organisations have porous boundaries, and very clever ideas can come 

from outside the organisation. In order for this to be a systematic endeavor, some organisational processes 

can be set up so that the environment can be scanned. Importantly, these processes should include how to 

adapt/adopt these ideas internally. 

Observation 2: Actual capacity to innovate 

Data: A large majority of respondents (60%) state that less than half of the people from their organisation 

involved in projects/programmes innovate. 37% of the organisations do not have the necessary resources to 

innovate. Less than half have time oficially allotted in their working schedule. However, as stated above, over 

half of the respondents consider their organisations are more innovative than similar organisations on the 

market, and 84% consider they have the potential to innovate. 

Opinion: A paradoxical situation – NGOs innovate in a flexible, open way. 1 in 2 organisations does not offer 

time to their employees to innovate in their working schedule. Innovation is, thus, not a priority. A little less 

than 2/3 of the organisations consider they do not have the necessary resources to innovate. This is a vicious 

circle – if an organisation does not prioritise in their strategic plan innovation, then people innovate only after 

they finish all the other priorities (unless external pressure appears). If people do not innovate, they cannot 

attract funds for innovative, competitive projects. If the organisation does not have funds for innovation, the 

organisation cannot afford to have innovation as a priority. Lack of time, specialists and funds are often 

mentioned in the survey as obstacles. 

Recommendation: “What gets measured, gets done” (Peter Drucker); “What is not measured does not exist” 

(Brené Brown). If innovation becomes a priority, and the organisation has the top management’s support for 

innovation, innovation will happen; resources will become available or will be attracted. NGOs have an intrinsic 

sense of urgency – they deal so much with what urgently needs to be done in terms of mission, and 

beneficiaries, so that there is hardly any time for innovation, or it may seem very unimportant. In companies, 

there is always the pressure of competitors, of profit generation. A first step is to get ready for making 

innovation an organisational priority – introducing it in the strategic plan, including indicators, and evaluating 

the progress periodically. 

Observation 3: Unstructured innovation process 

Data: 80% of respondents use free, flexible innovation processes. 55% innovate when writing projects for calls 

for proposals. 5% of the respondents use a clear innovation process. Roughly 80% of the respondents state 

they do not purposefully use methods that lead to innovation. Some respondents  named ideation methods 

(methods that are used for generating ideas). 8 respondents mentioned Design Thinking / Human Centered 

Design. Out of these 8 respondents, 6 belonged to organisations established after 2010. 
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Opinion: “The future is already here. It’s just not evenly distributed” (William Gibson). A large majority of 

organisations innovates without purposefully planning a full, proper process of innovation. This volatility and 

flexibility supports innovation, but not systematically. They might help organisations to be responsive to open 

calls for funding, but not innovate on a daily basis. Responses related to the  methodology used related to 

innovation processes show that in the NGO sector there is, generally, a lack of understanding about what 

innovation is and what processes can be used. It can be a consequence of not having it as an organisational 

priority, or a consequence of not paying attention to how innovation processes are carried out by other entities 

or not reading / attending trainings on this specific theme. All of these can be solved. 

Recommendation: A starting point of understanding the basics of innovation can be the innovation literacy 

chapter from this thesis. Besides it, very important are the methodologies and their constituting elements, 

which go from idea generation to the final product/service. If NGO managers don’t know what innovation can 

bring to the organisation, and don’t have an idea about ways of innovating, they don’t know where to start. If 

they don’t know where to start, they cannot propose an innovation process. And innovation will happen 

randomly or when requested from the outside world. Either way, an openness towards the business world is 

to be taken into consideration – the most recent and relevant materials related to innovation come from there. 

Observation 4: Motivation to innovate 

Data: Almost half of the respondents state that their main motivation to innovate was to solve observable needs 

of the community (48%). As stated above, they do not have an innovation process in place (though for this 

kind of motivation a very good methodology exists, namely Human Centered Design). 

Opinion: Half of the respondents innovate in order to solve observable needs of the community. To this answer, 

we can add the factors that drive innovation that respondents detailed in the respective open question – about 

1/3 of them clearly stated that the permanent analysis of the needs and interests of the beneficiaries is a driver 

of innovation. It is worth mentioning here that 79% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the 

statement: “Employees know very well the reality of the beneficiaries from direct contact with them”. A more 

in-depth discussion would be possible here in order to analyse what “knowing the reality of the beneficiaries” 

mean. It is true that organisations are permanently very close to their beneficiaries. However, when does the 

illusion of knowledge appear? The expert’s certain mind? Very few of the respondents use an innovation 

method which allows them to go on a systematic exploration of their beneficiaries’ needs (Human Centered 

Design or Design Thinking). 

Leaving this aside, a conclusion that can be drawn from the research is that in NGOs the type of “pull” 

innovation is predominant (innovation as result of external pressure). “Push” innovation would mean that 

innovation comes from the inside, from internal initiative, not from an external needs (beneficiaries’ needs, 

funders’ priorities etc). Organisations that do not have basic innovation literacy will not know how to do “push” 

innovation. Also, given the fact that they do not have processes of innovation in place, there is the danger that 

when they try answering external environment’s challenges they are either inefficient or propose activities 

based on the already known information and methodologies. 

Recommendation: As a result of the research, in terms of organisational culture (OCAI model), in order to 

become innovative, NGOs should transit towards a flexible culture / external focus culture (adhocracy). Even 
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though they scored high related to knowing the needs of the beneficiaries, this is not always a sign of a culture 

oriented towards the external environment, responsive to the market. Understanding the difference between 

what it takes for “push” innovation to appear, and cultures oriented internally in the OCAI model (clan and 

respectively hierarchy) would also be a step forwards. Last but not at all least – information related to Human 

Centered Design / Design Thinking can be easily found (from presentation to manuals, methods, free online 

courses). In order to be innovative in the long term, you have to approach innovation systematically. 

Observation 5: Elements related to employees’ profile, managerial relations, leader and culture 

Data: Organisations scored differently based on profile (age, number of employees, last year’s budget), but 

relevant data can be drawn also from the average percentages. 

Opinion: It is worth mentioning here is that there are a series of characteristics employees should have in order 

to drive innovation (curiosity, enthusiasm, courage and so on – to say it simply); team leaders should 

encourage new ideas and experimentation, respectively managerial relations should be based on trust, 

decisions should be made fast; innovation needs leaders who explicitly encourage innovation, who ask 

questions, make correlations, are visionary and whom people follow naturally; the culture should be 

participative, flexible, based on continuous learning and always finding better solutions. Encouragement of 

expressing one’s opinion (even if it is different or controversial), open debate and dialogue, are also key factors. 

Also, last but not least, knowing how to relax and regenerate energy – with lowest score (36%), which means 

action should be directed towards finding ways to regenerate. 

Recommendation: “Culture eats strategy for breakfast” (Peter Drucker). Organisations can use this instrument 

(the questionnaire) in order to analyse the perception of the whole team towards the innovation capacity of the 

organisation. Related to the employees, as a respondent said, “Recruit based on mindset, values, depth and 

only after these based on the experience in the field”. In what regards the culture and managerial relations, 

there is a need to set an intent and walk the talk. Some challenges arise even from the national context: if we 

take for example Hofstede’s cultural dimensions theory, Romania scores high (90) at both Power distance and 

Uncertainty avoidance – 2 key areas for innovation. Innovation needs open, flexible culture oriented towards 

empowerment and autonomy (not hierarchical relations based on power) and great tolerance for uncertainty 

(a basic skill, because innovation is highly based on trial and error). If we analyse the results of the Human 

Synergistics Circumplex in Romania, the highest 2 scores were for competitive and oppositional, which both 

kill innovation: innovation is collaborative (ideas can get born from a person, but for prototyping and 

implementing you need a team), and innovation is based on brainstorming (opposition kills ideas before 

knowing if they are good, and for the ideation phase in innovation creativity is the key). As a conclusion, will 

and perseverance are needed in order to ensure that the factors which drive innovation at organisational level 

are constantly analysed and enhanced. 

 

5.3. Closing Remarks and Future Work 

In the fast paced, hyper competitive business environment of today, corporations have by and large embraced 

and adopted the need for innovation, the affordances as well as the strings that come with it: the pursuit of 

innovation is costly and its outcomes often uncertain. However, in order to stay competitive, for profit 

organization have to have some type of innovation focus. 



 93 

A number of other organisational lessons have translated well into the nonprofit world, but do indeed NGOs 

need to innovate and if so, what, if anything, is particular about their practices? 

The scarcity of previous work on this topic gives way to many interesting questions of which this work has 

explored a few. As detailed above, yes, it seems NGOs do want to innovate, in particular in relation to their 

beneficiaries. However strong the desire to innovate, too few NGOs seem to have an articulate innovation 

strategy, and as of now we can only speculate whether indeed corporate innovation lessons would work in the 

nonprofit environment.  

Future work should further investigate how NGOs can become better prepared internally in order to create a 

culture of innovation, and also the boundaries of when and how an innovation strategy is relevant and 

applicable for them. In Romania, but also more generally, NGOs are relatively small organisations, with a 

volatile portfolio of projects, operating across vastly different domains of activity. Surely there is no 'one size 

fits all' response with respect to innovation strategy. The relatively small sample used in this study does not 

allow for a quantitative exploration of such questions, but it can serve as a starting point for more nuanced, 

contextualised research.  

Finally, it would further be interesting to explore whether some of the things that NGOs do well, for example to 

the relative lack of organisational routines and increased role flexibility, are conducive to innovation in a for 

profit environment as well. 
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Annexes 

 

Annex 1. Innovative Projects; Semi-structured Interview Guidelines 

  

A. Introduction and warm-up (10 minutes) 

Presentation of the interviewer, of the objective and the duration of the discussion – the objective of the discussion 

is to identify the drivers that contributed to the creation and successful implementation of an innovative idea. 

Presentation of basic rules related to the interview: there are no right or wrong answers, the interview is an 

exploration. Request to record. Explain confidentiality principles. 

  

A.1. Tell me a little bit about the organisation and your activity. How is a day at the office? 

  

B. Exploration of perceptions and attitudes toward innovation (25 minutes)  

B.1. What does innovation mean to you? How would you define innovation in the non-profit sector? What are, from 

your point of view, the main characteristics of innovation in this field? 

B.2. Looking at your organisation, what are the areas in which you could say the organisation innovated in the last 

5 years? (Probing: projects for beneficiaries / internal processes). 

B.3. How does innovation appear in the organisation? Is there a way in which it is encouraged? (Probing: natural 

process or assisted process through various management means). 

B.4. From the way the organisation functions, what do you think encourages innovation? (Probing: organisational 

culture, strategy, processes). 

B.5. How do these aspects contribute to innovation? How do they facilitate it? 

B.6. Who innovates in your organisation? Is innovation an individual or group process? What is the profile of the 

persons which innovate, what do they do different from other employees? What helps them innovate, in your 

opinion? 

B.7. Which are, in your opinion, the main obstacles in the way of innovation (because of which your organisation 

innovates less)? 

  

C. Exploration of the innovative character of the project and endogenous variables (20 minutes) 

In the following minutes, I would like us to discuss in detail about the project (…) which you implemented under the 

NGO Fund (EEA Grants) during the years 2013-2016. 

C.1. What were the objectives of the project? Were the objectives attained? What were the results? Did you achieve 

results that were not initially planned? 
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C.2. How does the project correlate with organisation’s mission? 

C.3. Try to remember how the project appeared. Which was the process? (Probing: brainstorming, a series of 

discussions, individual initiative). 

C.4. How would you characterize the process? (Probing: planned, spontaneous idea). 

C.5. Who contributed to the project’s development? What was your role in generating the concept and implementing 

the project? 

C.6. Was the initiative something the organisation has done in the past? Did you use a model? If so, where from? 

(Probing: replication of a past initiative, inspiration from the external environment). 

C.7. From what you know, where there similar initiatives being implemented at that moment? (Probing: generally or 

for the persons involved as beneficiaries in the project). 

C.8. Taking into account what we discussed earlier about innovation, how would you characterize the project from 

this perspective? Describe both the conception phase and the implementation phase. 

C.9. Which do you think were the drivers that favored innovation? 

- We refer to the whole project: conception and implementation 

- Re-launches: minimum 3 drivers, either internal or external; what/who helps you innovate? 

C.10. From your point of view, what led to the successful implementation of the project? Also, were there obstacles 

(from generating the idea towards the finalisation of the project)? How did you overcome the obstacles? 

C.11. What happens to the initiative now? If it continues, how? If it doesn’t continue, what would you have needed 

in order to continue (minimum 2 drivers)? 

 

D. The non-governmental sector and innovation (5 minutes) 

Do you think that Romanian NGOs produce innovation? 

Can you think of NGO initiatives which, from your perspective, represent innovation? 

Can you think of NGOs (especially in the education field, or related to children and youth) that you consider 

innovative? Why? 

 

E. Closing 

  

Thank you, details regarding the next steps of the research, agreement on aspects that should be kept confidential, 

if the case. 
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Annex 2. Respondents to Qualitative Interviews; Codes of Respondents 

 

No. Organisation (in chronological order of 

the interviews) and code 

Key words (maximum 2 main areas of expertise of 

the organisation and/or the project) 

1. Organisation 1 - O1 Media literacy; Capacity building 

2. Organisation 2 - O2 Hate speech monitoring; Youth empowerment 

3. Organisation 3 - O3 Environment protection; Capacity building 

4. Organisation 4 - O4 Volunteering; Youth resource center at local level 

5. Organisation 5 - O5 Volunteering; Social justice 

6. Organisation 6 - O6 Democracy; Human rights 

7. Organisation 7 - O7 LGBT rights; Anti-bullying 

8. Organisation 8 - O8 Roma rights; Youth empowerment 

9. Organisation 9 - O9 Philanthropy; Capacity building 

10. Organisation 10 - O10 Volunteering; Youth resource center at local level 
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Annex 3. Capacity of Romanian Nongovernmental Organisations to Innovate; Questionnaire 

  

  

This questionnaire is part of a research which will support us in doing a radiography of the factors that lead to 

innovation and of the challenges that are in the way of innovation, for Romanian NGOs. Filling the questionnaire 

lasts between 12-20 minutes. 

Your answer is anonymous or will be anonymised. No direct link will be made between your answer and the 

identity of your organisation in this research – an overall analysis will be carried out. Only the aggregated results 

of the research will be made public. 

The profile of the ideal respondent is: person directly involved, directly or indirectly, in proposing and 

implementing projects and programmes, familiarised with the evolution of the organisation in the last 3 years. 

For the scope of this research, organisations that are targeted by this questionnaire are the organisations 

established by 2014 inclusively. 

The questionnaire can offer you a reflection moment related to innovation in the nonprofit sector and your 

organisation’s capacity to innovate. 

Thank you! 

  

  

The perception towards innovation in your organisation: 

  

For the scope of this research, we define innovation as being a process that brings added value and novelty to 

the organisation and its clients (beneficiaries), through: 

• developing new procedures, solutions, products and services; 

• using existing products and services in new ways, or adapting them to new types of beneficiaries and 

new fields of interest. 

  

1. Based on the above-mentioned definition, how important is innovation for you in organisational context? (1 – 

very unimportant; 2 – somewhat unimportant; 3 – neither important, nor unimportant; 4 – somewhat important; 5 

– very important). 

  

2. Based on the above-mentioned definition, what percentage of the total of services and products offered by 

your organisation in the last 3 years were new/innovative services and products for the field of interest, for the 

beneficiaries or for the organisation? (1-100%). 

 

3. In the last 3 years, your organisation (tick all that apply): 

- implemented at least one new project, which has not been previously offered by any organisation; 

- implemented at least one new project, which has not been previously offered by your organisation in the 

respective area or for the respective beneficiaries; 

- significantly improved one of its core programmes; 

- did not make significant changes in its programmes. 
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4. Which was, in the last 3 years, the main motivation of your organisation to innovate? 

- innovation for solving observable needs of the community 

- innovation to perform (for example, in the fundraising or operational area) 

- innovation for solving complex or systemic problems 

- innovation for solving new social, political or economical trends 

- no motivation to innovate 

  

5. If your organisation innovated in the last 3 years, which is the method that generated most often new ideas? 

- individual work of one person 

- building with the team an intervention based on an individual idea 

- idea associations of more persons and debates with the whole team 

- informal discussions 

- other (how?) 

  

6. Which are, in your organisation, the processes out of which result, most often, innovative initiatives? 

- free, flexible process, in which team members are involved 

- processes of writing projects for calls for proposals 

- processes of strategic planning 

- processes of organisational development 

- processes of monitoring, evaluation and research 

- processes of implementation based on suggestions or decisions of the board 

- innovation process based on clear methodology 

- our organisation does not have any process from which results innovative initiatives 

  

7. Did you use in your organisation, in the last 3 years, an innovation process based on a clear methodology? If 

so, please describe briefly the methodology used: 

  

8. Analysing your organisation now, how many of the members directly involved in projects and programmes of 

the organisation propose innovative approaches, in your opinion: 

- all or almost all 

- less than half 

- there is a distinct team that innovates 

- none 

  

9. How much do you agree with the following affirmations? (0 – I don’t know / I don’t answer; 1 – strongly disagree; 

2 – mildly disagree; 3 – neither agree, nor disagree; 4 – mildly agree; 5 – strongly agree) 

  

1.          Our organisation wishes to innovate. 

2.          Our organisation has the potential to successfully innovate. 
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3.          Our organisation has the necessary financial resources to successfully innovate. 

4.          Our organisation offers to its employees time in the working schedule to innovate. 

5.          Our organisation is more innovative than similar organisations. 

  

  

Aspects related to employees’ profile: 

  

10. How much do you agree with the following affirmations related to the members of your team – the employees 

and/or volunteers directly involved in the process of proposing and implementing the organisation’s projects and 

programmes? (0 – I don’t know / I don’t answer; 1 – strongly disagree; 2 – mildly disagree; 3 – neither agree, nor 

disagree; 4 – mildly agree; 5 – strongly agree) 

  

●           They have a continuous curiosity to discover new things in our fields of interest 

●           They manifest initiative 

●           They have a thorough individual experience in the field in which they operate 

●           They are oriented towards changing what frustrates them 

●           They manifest determination when facing obstacles 

●           They are realistical, they understand that change is made with small steps 

●           They work with enthusiasm and emotional involvement 

●           They use effective strategies to relax and regenerate their energy 

●           They manifest the will to find the causes of the problems and to act earlier 

●           They have a strong motivation to contribute to fulfilling the organisation’s mission 

●           They know very well the reality and the needs of the beneficiaries, from direct contact with them 

●           They feel they have autonomy and freedom to act 

●       They feel they can communicate their ideas in an open and direct way, even when the ideas are 

unconventional or controversial 

●           They are focused on obtaining supplementary results compared to what they initially envisaged 

●           They prefer to do things as they were done before and as they are used to do them (Reversed) 

  

  

Aspects related to managerial relations: 

  

11. How much do you agree with the following affirmations related to the managerial relations?  

(0 – I don’t know / I don’t answer; 1 – strongly disagree; 2 – mildly disagree; 3 – neither agree, nor disagree; 4 – 

mildly agree; 5 – strongly agree) 

  

●    Relationships between the employees and the management team are based on trust, openness and honesty 

●      The management team coordinates efficiently teams composed of people with different skills, expertise and 

points of view 

●  The management team encourages employees to come up with new ideas, to experiment and to take risks 
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●        Our structure allows us to make decisions quickly 

●        The management team's approach is to treat failure as a constructive learning opportunity 

●      In evaluating the activity of the organisation, often the feedback provided is negative and it is highlighted 

what did not go well (Reversed) 

  

  

Aspects related to leadership: 

  

12. Are you the CEO / the leader of the organisation? 

Yes / No; If No, then Q13. 

  

13. How much do you agree with the following affirmations related to the leader of the organisation? 

(0 – I don’t know / I don’t answer; 1 – strongly disagree; 2 – mildly disagree; 3 – neither agree, nor disagree; 4 – 

mildly agree; 5 – strongly agree) 

  

●           The leader of the organisation explicitly encourages innovation in the organisation 

●           The leader of the organisation is a person whom the employees naturally follow 

●           The leader of the organisation is a visionary person 

●           The leader of the organisation asks questions about how we can do things better 

●       The leader of the organisation makes associations of ideas from which new ideas and approaches result 

  

  

Aspects related to culture: 

  

14. How much do you agree with the following affirmations related to  the culture of your organisation? (0 – I 

don’t know / I don’t answer; 1 – strongly disagree; 2 – mildly disagree; 3 – neither agree, nor disagree; 4 – mildly 

agree; 5 – strongly agree) 

  

●           We have an organisational orientation towards continuous learning and doing new things 

●      We are permanently oriented towards finding better solutions for fulfilling the mission and strategic directions 

of the organisation 

●           We are used to having in-depth discussions on topics of interest to the organisation 

●           We are used to debate easily when we have different opinions and perspectives 

●           We have a good atmosphere in the office (relaxation, humour) 

●           Employees' participation in courses, events, in national and international networks is encouraged 

●           The members of our team function very well together 

●    For a new approach, detailed investigation and analysis is encouraged to the detriment of direct 

experimentation (Reversed) 

●       When a conflict arises, direct discussion between the parties involved is avoided in our organisation 

(Reversed) 
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15. Thinking about your organisation, what are the factors that favor innovation in this moment? (internal and / or 

external) 

  

16. Thinking about your organisation, what would be the main obstacles to innovation in this moment? (internal 

and / or external) 

  

17. In your opinion, how many of the non-governmental organisations in Romania innovate? (1-100%) 

  

18. What is the most innovative initiative of a non-governmental organisation in Romania, in your opinion? 

  

19. What would be a tactic or advice that helped your organisation be more innovative and that you would 

recommend to others? (if the case) 

  

  

General data: 

  

19. What is your role in the organisation? 

-             CEO / President 

-             Coordinator of a department 

-             Project manager 

-             Volunteer 

-             Other (please write your role) 

  

20. The year your organisation was established (or the informal group, if the organisation initially activated as an 

informal group): 

- up to 1999 inclusively 

- between 2000 and 2009 

- between 2010 and 2014 

- after 2015 

  

21. Your organisation has: 

- 0 paid staff 

- 1-5 paid staff 

- 6-10 paid staff 

- 11-25 paid staff 

- over 25 paid staff 

- the organisation functions on a volunteering basis 

  

22. Which is the main area of activity of your organisation? 
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- Education / Activities dedicated to children and youth 

- Social / Charity / Health 

- Environment / Healthy life / Sports 

- Arts / Culture / Hobby 

- Democracy / Human Rights / Anti-corruption 

- Other (which one) 

 

23. Which was the annual budget for the year 2018 of your organisation? 

- under 10.000 eur 

- 10.001 – 100.000 eur 

- 100.001 – 500.000 eur 

- over 500.001 eur 

  

24. At the end, we kindly ask you to transmit to us the name of your organisation. This information will be used 

only for the purpose of processing the questionnaires taking into account the number of organisations from which 

there were several respondents. No connection will be made between your response and the identity of the 

organisation in the research - the answers will be analysed as a whole. Only the aggregate results of the research 

will be made public. 

  

25. If you want to receive the results of the research by e-mail, please leave us your e-mail address here, or 

contact us at popescu.adriana@gmail.com. The research results will be presented within an MBA thesis at the 

Maastricht School of Management and will be made public to support the development of the non-profit sector 

in Romania. Thank you! 
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Annex 4 – Table 1. Age of Organisation vs Affirmations 

Affirmation 
Founded 

before 1999 

Founded 

2000 - 2009 

Founded 

2010 - 2014 

Will, Potential, Resources 

Our organisation wishes to innovate 

(strongly agree) 
35% 46% 71% 

Our organisation has the potential to 

successfully innovate (strongly agree) 
27% 40% 50% 

Our organisation has the necessary 

financial resources to successfully 

innovate (strongly agree, respectively 

agree and strongly agree) 

8% 

23% 

13% 

40% 

7% 

46% 

Our organisation offers to its employees time in the 

working schedule to innovate (strongly agree) 
34% 54% 53% 

Our organisation is more innovative than 

similar organisations (strongly agree) 
42% 65% 57% 

% of the total of services and products offered  

by the organisation in the last 3 years were  

new/innovative services and products for the field of  

interest, for the beneficiaries or for the organisation 

(76-100%, respectively the total of over 51%) 

4% 

46% 

13% 

49% 

29% 

75% 

Innovation Drivers 

Employees are oriented towards changing 

what frustrates them (agree and strongly agree) 
64% 70% 85% 

Employees are realistical, they understand that 

change is made with small steps (strongly agree) 
15% 24% 32% 

Employees work with enthusiasm and emotional 

Involvement (strongly agree) 
38% 27% 54% 

Employees have a strong motivation to contribute 

to fulfilling the organisation’s mission (strongly agree) 
46% 16% 46% 

Employees are focused on obtaining 

supplementary results compared to what they 

initially envisaged (strongly agree) 

15% 24% 39% 

Relationships between the employees and the 

management team are based on trust, openness 
42% 46% 64% 
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and honesty (strongly agree) 

Our structure allows us to make decisions quickly 

(strongly agree) 
38% 46% 68% 

The management team's approach is to treat 

failure as a constructive learning opportunity 

(strongly agree) 

31% 49% 50% 

The leader of the organisation explicitly encourages 

innovation in the organization (strongly agree) 
35% 38% 75% 

The leader of the organisation is a person whom 

the employees naturally follow (strongly agree) 
30% 23% 67% 

The leader of the organisation is a visionary 

person (strongly agree) 

35% 23% 42% 

Organisational orientation towards continuous 

learning and doing new things (strongly agree) 

31% 38% 68% 

Permanent orientation towards finding better 

solutions for fulfilling the mission and strategic 

directions (strongly agree) 

35% 46% 61% 

We are used to having in-depth discussions on topics 

of interest to the organisation (strongly agree) 

35% 40% 64% 

We are used to debate easily when we have different 

opinions and perspectives (strongly agree) 

23% 27% 50% 

We have a good atmosphere in the office - relaxation, 

Humour (strongly agree) 

46% 51% 68% 

Employees' participation in courses, events, in national 

and international networks is encouraged (strongly 

agree) 

61% 70% 89% 

The members of our team function very well together 

(strongly agree) 

27% 27% 57% 



 105 

Annex 5 – Continuous Innovation as a Response to Changes in the Environment – A Case-Study 

Continuous adaptation to the environment and to the needs of the beneficiaries. In some cases, it is innovation. 

During the interviews, many stories worth sharing appeared. I will present one of them, as it was told, in a live 

discussion. The identity of the organisation (Q1) will be kept anonymous in order to respect the general rule of 

this research report. Should the organisation want to disclose its identity and use the story, they are invited to 

do so.  

“I think that innovation is a condition for the NGO that resists on the market. I don’t think it is possible for an 

organisation that was born to do one thing to do that thing over and over again - I don’t think they can resist forever 

like that. The innovativeness is an intrinsic characteristic… or maybe you can remain just an organisation selling 

doughnuts. That can be an organisation as well. But in this area of human rights, of media, everything you do is born 

out of a reality. You cannot not be innovative. We can’t do the same things we did in 1998. When I came in this 

organisation, in 1998, we did trainings for students, for journalists, and we had enormous waiting lists. Literally there 

were queues at our door. It was normal, it was the ‘90s, there was this extraordinary thirst for new things, the 

journalistic education had just been created in 1990, before it there was only a postgraduate degree at Stefan 

Gheorghiu [communist university]. We couldn’t handle the need. And at some moment, these queues disappeared. 

And we understood that our recipe was not good anymore, they were not interested in long-term trainings anymore, 

information became accessible in other ways. It was clear we had to change something. And we refined somehow 

our formulas. We started doing workshops, we started combining them with practical stuff. In the meantime, the 

situation with the press changed. The black years, 2000-2004, came - why would someone go do journalism courses, 

cause they couldn’t say a word in the editorial office. The economical situation of the press went down, with all the 

consequences it has on the direct activity of the journalist. So if we stayed like we were, we would have died in 2002-

2003. An NGO that represents something as an organisation and as a value, as a product, it cannot live without 

adapting. NGOs have a great support in the freedom they have and an institution, for example, does not have. The 

NGO was born for a thing it chose to do, and it has that freedom to do things. And I think this favorises innovation. 

Look, for example, who would issue now a magazine on paper? We did projects for highschool students from around 

‘99. We did summer schools - these we did for many years. And every time we had the occasion, we increased the 

complexity. These summer events had the purpose to make the kids issue a magazine. They started from 0 media 

knowledge and in 10 days they had the magazine published. This was more or less the structure. On the other hand, 

at that time we could make the kid a creator of contents under the guidance of the teacher. Now the kid, and anyone 

else, is a contents’ creator by himself. So the situation changed completely - we had to innovate. I can’t come up 

with something I had 10 years ago. Nobody needs it anymore. Now I have to teach the kids to defend themselves 

of some things when it comes to the media, and to be conscious of the risks they assume, and the responsibilities 

they have now as contents’ creators. Before, we brought them here and gave them a set of rules, taught them some 

techniques, and there was always an editor that was supervising. The kids could not do it by themselves, they could 

do it in a certain context which was not always easy to reach, but now it’s totally different. And this media literacy 

project [we discussed during the interview] was born because we wanted go further than the kids, to reach the 

multipliers - the teachers”. 
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Annex 6 – Table 2. Number of Employees vs Affirmations 

 

Affirmation 
1-5 

employees 

6-10 

employees 

11-25 

employees 

Over 25 

employees 

Will, Potential, Resources 

Our organisation wishes to innovate 

(strongly agree) 
64% 50% 50% 33% 

Our organisation has the potential to 

successfully innovate (strongly agree) 
36% 28% 43% 52% 

Our organisation has the necessary financial  

resources to successfully innovate (strongly agree,  

respectively agree + strongly agree) 

4% 

25% 

11% 

39% 

36% 

50% 

0% 

48% 

Our organisation offers to its employees time in the 

working schedule to innovate (strongly agree) 
36% 17% 7% 14% 

Our organisation is more innovative than 

similar organisations (strongly agree) 
29% 11% 50% 19% 

% of the total of services and products offered  

by the organisation in the last 3 years were  

new/innovative services and products for the field of  

interest, for the beneficiaries or for the organisation 

(76-100%, respectively the total of over 51%) 

11% 

64% 

17% 

39% 

14% 

57% 

24% 

49% 

Innovation Drivers 

Employees have a thorough individual experience 

in the field in which they operate (strongly agree,  

respectively agree + strongly agree) 

25% 

54% 

22% 

72% 

14% 

79% 

48% 

95% 

Employees are oriented towards changing what  

frustrates them (strongly agree) 
39% 33% 29% 19% 

Employees work with enthusiasm and emotional  

involvement (strongly agree) 
61% 33% 14% 38% 

Employees use effective strategies to relax and  

regenerate their energy ( strongly agree,  

respectively agree + strongly agree) 

11% 

32% 

0% 

33% 

0% 

29% 

5% 

57% 

Employees manifest the will to find the causes of 

the  

problems and to act earlier (agree and strongly 

agree) 

61% 56% 57% 71% 

Employees have a strong motivation to contribute to 

fulfilling the organisation’s mission (strongly agree) 
50% 22% 21% 43% 
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Employees know very well the reality and the needs 

of the beneficiaries, from direct contact with them 

(strongly agree) 

25% 39% 29% 62% 

Employees feel they can communicate their ideas in 

an open and direct way, even when the ideas are 

unconventional or controversial 

54% 33% 36% 29% 

We are used to debate easily when we have 

different opinions and perspectives (strongly agree) 
36% 44% 14% 29% 

Permanently oriented towards finding better 

solutions for fulfilling the mission and strategic 

directions (strongly agree) 

 

50% 56% 29% 48% 
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Annex 7 - Table 3. Budget in 2018 vs Affirmations 

Affirmation 

Budget ‘18 

< 10,000 

Eur  

Budget ‘18 

10,001 – 

100,000 

Eur 

Budget ‘18 

100,001 – 

500,000 

Eur 

Budget ‘18 

> 500,000 

Eur 

Will, Potential, Resources 

Our organisation wishes to innovate 

(strongly agree) 
58% 48% 56% 42% 

Our organisation has the potential to 

successfully innovate (strongly agree) 
42% 43% 31% 46% 

     

Our organisation has the necessary financial  

resources to successfully innovate (strongly agree,  

respectively agree + strongly agree) 

0% 

25% 

4% 

30% 

9% 

28% 

21% 

62% 

Our organisation offers to its employees time in the 

working schedule to innovate (strongly agree) 
33% 26% 12% 21% 

Our organisation is more innovative than 

similar organisations (strongly agree) 
25% 30% 16% 29% 

% of the total of services and products offered  

by the organisation in the last 3 years were  

new/innovative services and products for the field of  

interest, for the beneficiaries or for the organisation 

(76-100%, respectively the total of over 51%) 

17% 

75% 

9% 

65% 

16% 

37% 

21% 

56% 

Innovation Drivers 

Employees have a continuous curiosity to  

discover new things in our fields of interest 

(strongly agree) 

25% 39% 19% 25% 

Employees manifest initiative (strongly agree) 25% 35% 9% 25% 

Employees are oriented towards changing what 

frustrates them (strongly agree) 
58% 48% 41% 37% 

Employees work with enthusiasm and emotional 

involvement (strongly agree) 
33% 52% 31% 37% 
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Employees  use effective strategies to relax and 

regenerate their energy (strongly agree, 

respectively agree + strongly agree) 

8% 

33% 

9% 

35% 

3% 

38% 

0% 

50% 

Employees  have a strong motivation to contribute 

to fulfilling the organisation’s mission (strongly 

agree) 

17% 30% 34% 46% 

Employees  know very well the reality and the 

needs of the beneficiaries, from direct contact with 

them (strongly agree) 

17% 22% 41% 50% 

Employees  are focused on obtaining 

supplementary results compared to what they 

initially envisaged (strongly agree) 

42% 26% 16% 33% 

Relationships between the employees and the 

management team are based on trust, openness 

and honesty (strongly agree) 

50% 65% 50% 37% 

The management team coordinates efficiently 

teams composed of people with different skills, 

expertise and points of view (strongly agree) 

25% 35% 19% 46% 

Our structure allows us to make decisions quickly 

(strongly agree) 
50% 61% 53% 37% 

The management team's approach is to treat failure 

as a constructive learning opportunity (strongly 

agree) 

58% 56% 37% 33% 

In evaluating the activity of the organisation, often 

the feedback provided is negative and it is 

highlighted what did not go well – reversed 

(disagree and strongly disagree) 

58% 35% 47% 71% 

The leader of the organisation explicitly  

encourages innovation in the organisation  

(strongly agree) 

75% 37% 57% 37% 

The leader of the organisation is a person whom the 

employees naturally follow (strongly agree) 
75% 50% 36% 26% 

The leader of the organisation is a visionary person 

(strongly agree) 
50% 50% 36% 21% 

Organisational orientation towards continuous 

learning and doing new things (strongly agree) 
67% 43% 41% 42% 

We are used to having in-depth discussions on 

topics of interest to the organisation (strongly agree) 
58% 48% 47% 37% 
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We are used to debate easily when we have 

different opinions and perspectives (strongly agree) 
50% 35% 34% 21% 

We have a good atmosphere in the office - 

relaxation, humour (strongly agree) 
50% 74% 53% 42% 

Employees' participation in courses, events, in 

national and international networks is encouraged 

(strongly agree) 

100% 78% 72% 58% 

For a new approach, detailed investigation and 

analysis is encouraged to the detriment of direct 

experimentation – reversed (disagree and strongly 

disagree) 

 

0% 17% 16% 25% 
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Annex 8 - Table 4. Role of the respondents vs Affirmations 

 

 

 

 

 

Affirmation CEO / 
president 

Area 
Manager / 

Team Leader 

Project 
Manager 

Managerial Relations 

Relationships between the employees and the  

management team are based on trust, openness  

and honesty (strongly agree) 

60% 32% 48% 

The management team coordinates efficiently  

teams composed of people with different skills,  

expertise and points of view (strongly agree) 

37% 16% 30% 

The management team encourages employees  

to come up with new ideas, to experiment  

and to take risks (strongly agree) 

60% 32% 52% 

Our structure allows us to make decisions  
quickly (strongly agree) 
 

67% 32% 37% 

The management team's approach is to treat  

failure as a constructive learning opportunity  

(strongly agree) 

53% 32% 37% 

In evaluating the activity of the organisation,  

often the feedback provided is negative and  

it is highlighted what did not go well – reversed  

(disagree and strongly disagree) 

44% 79% 48% 

Employees profile 

Employees have a continuous curiosity to  

discover new things in our fields of interest 

(strongly agree) 

35% 5% 26% 

Employees feel they have autonomy and  

freedom to act (strongly agree) 
49% 16% 37% 

Employees feel they can communicate their  

ideas in an open and direct way, even when  

the ideas are unconventional or controversial 

(strongly agree) 

53% 5% 37% 
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Annex 9 - Table 5. Who Innovates vs Affirmations 

Affirmation 

All people 
involved in 
projects / 

programmes 
innovate 

Less than 
half 

innovate 

We have a 
specific 

team that 
innovates 

Employees’ profile 

Have a continuous curiosity to discover new  

things in our fields of interest (strongly agree) 
38% 21% 33% 

Manifest initiative (strongly agree) 38% 15% 26% 

Have a thorough individual experience  

in the field in which they operate (strongly  

agree) 

43% 21% 33% 

Are oriented towards changing what  

frustrates them (strongly agree) 
43% 19% 53% 

Manifest determination when facing obstacles 

(strongly agree) 
24% 23% 40% 

Are realistical, they understand that change  

is made with small steps (strongly agree) 
43% 19% 20% 

Work with enthusiasm and emotional  

Involvement (strongly agree) 
62% 32% 33% 

Use effective strategies to relax and  

regenerate their energy (disagree and strongly 

disagree) 

38% 23% 46% 

Manifest the will to find the causes of the  

problems and to act earlier (strongly agree) 
24% 13% 27% 

Have a strong motivation to contribute to  

fulfilling the organisation’s mission 

(strongly agree) 

43% 32% 33% 

Know very well the reality and the needs of  

the beneficiaries, from direct contact with  

them (strongly agree) 

29% 32% 60% 

Feel they have autonomy and freedom to act 

(strongly agree) 
67% 30% 33% 

Feel they can communicate their ideas in an  

open and direct way, even when the ideas are  

unconventional or controversial (strongly agree) 

57% 36% 27% 

Are focused on obtaining supplementary results  

compared to what they initially envisaged  

(strongly agree) 

43% 19% 33% 
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Prefer to do things as they were done before and  

as they are used to do them – reversed (disagree  

and strongly disagree) 

 

38% 

 

19% 

 

60% 

Managerial relations 

Relationships between the employees and the  

management team are based on trust, openness  

and honesty (strongly agree) 

71% 49% 33% 

The management team coordinates efficiently  

teams composed of people with different skills,  

expertise and points of view (strongly agree) 

52% 21% 40% 

The management team encourages employees to  

come up with new ideas, to experiment and to take  

risks (strongly agree) 

81% 43% 47% 

Our structure allows us to make decisions quickly 

(strongly agree) 
71% 47% 40% 

The management team's approach is to treat  

failure as a constructive learning opportunity 

(strongly agree) 

67% 36% 40% 

In evaluating the activity of the organisation, often the  

feedback provided is negative and it is highlighted  

what did not go well – reversed (disagree and strongly 

disagree) 

38% 58% 47% 

Leadership 

The leader explicitly encourages innovation 

(strongly agree) 
83% 36% 30% 

The leader  is a person whom the employees  

naturally follow (strongly agree) 
75% 32% 10% 

The leader  is a visionary person (strongly agree) 58% 27% 20% 

The leader asks questions about how we can  

do things better (strongly agree) 
92% 64% 50% 

The leader makes associations of ideas from  

which new ideas and approaches result (strongly  

agree) 

58% 41% 30% 

Culture 

Organisational orientation towards continuous  

learning and doing new things (strongly agree) 
62% 43% 33% 

Permanently oriented towards finding better  

solutions for fulfilling the mission and strategic  

directions (strongly agree) 

67% 38% 60% 
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Are used to having in-depth discussions on topics  

of interest to the organisation (strongly agree) 
57% 43% 47% 

Are used to debate easily when we have different  

opinions and perspectives (strongly agree) 
67% 23% 27% 

Have a good atmosphere in the office - relaxation,  

humour (strongly agree) 
71% 55% 40% 

Employees’ participation in courses, events, in  

national and international networks is encouraged  

(strongly agree) 

90% 75% 47% 

Members of our team function very well together 

(strongly agree) 
62% 28% 33% 

For a new approach, detailed investigation and  

analysis is encouraged to the detriment  

of direct experimentation - reversed (agree and  

strongly agree) 

47% 49% 73% 

When a conflict arises, direct discussion between  

the parties involved is avoided in our organisation –  

reversed (disagree and strongly disagree)  

67% 64% 60% 
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