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PROLOGUE
My dissertation is a result of a journey that took about six years and took
place over two countries which is probably the usual for an external
PhD. Although I officially started my dissertation in Radboud in 2018, the
work on social innovation actually began in 2015 during my work as a
research associate in the National Research University Higher School of
Economics in Moscow. By that time, I was studying civil society and the
non-profit sector for about five years and was interested in the way nonprofits influence social spheres and contribute (or not) to civic
engagement development.
Working in a research university, I had a unique opportunity to join and
contribute to various empirical studies on civil society and the non-profit
sector. My university is the only institute in Russia to conduct annual
monitoring surveys on non-profits, private donations and volunteering,
and has been doing so since 2006. I was engaged in those studies and in a
number of international projects. At the same time, my colleagues and I
had been awarded with funding for other research projects based on our
research interests. This is the way social innovation appeared as my
subject.
Social innovation wording is not widely established in Russia and I was
searching for something that is not named as such. Meanwhile, based on
my sociological background, it was clear to me that the absence of
wording did not mean an absence of social practice. Social innovation as
a means or process to answer social needs and challenging problems is
present in the non-profit sector but is not regarded as such. My intention
was to examine these initiatives, but I faced an issue of identification, how
to sort out social innovations from a range of new practices among nonprofits. An examination of champion , he mo
ell-known examples,
seemed to be a misleading way; thus, I focused on the conceptualization
of social innovation. This gave me grounds to create a web of pillars or
characteristics of what is considered as social innovation on a theoretical
level. Experience in population and monitoring organizational surveys in
my university gave me an idea on how to measure social innovation
quantitively, to see whether it is in principle possible or not. This brought
me to an investigation of the methodological aspects of social innovation
research. How do scholars identify social innovations and innovations in
11

general, what are the results? These two directions the theoretical and
methodological investigations of social innovations in non-profits
structured my dissertation.
As social innovation is a rather new discipline that is not well-known in
Russia, I faced a lack of academic expertise on this topic among scholars.
Ulla Pape, my former colleague and co-author, suggested addressing Taco
Brandsen regarding an opportunity to become his PhD student. I was
l ck eno gh o ha e Taco ag eemen o o k i h me on hi
dissertation. I moved to The Netherlands to work on the dissertation in
early 2018 and spent one year here. That year, away from my regular
research obligations, gave me an opportunity to structure and write the
biggest part of my dissertation. When I came back in Moscow to my
regular work, it took me another year to finalize the text. I am very
thankful to Taco for not letting me give up or be overwhelmed with
research and teaching obligations.

12

1. INTRODUCTION
Social innovation (hereinafter SI) is of significant importance for the
social sphere, politics and research as a new means (product, service, and
model) of tackling challenging social problems while better satisfying
existing or new social needs (EC, 2010; Moulaert et al., 2005;
Swyngedouw, 2009; Jenson, 2015). Social innovation is relevant for many
spheres of science and practice, including technology; economy;
employment; education; environment; health and social care; energy
supply; transport and mobility; poverty reduction and sustainable
development (Terstriep, 2016). Social innovations also offer new means
of strengthening social cohesion and lowering social inequalities.
Participatory budgeting, community governance initiatives, youth or
marginalized group employment, participatory education and the
integration of children or socially excluded groups, shared transportation
as well as open online awareness platforms, promoting, welfare or health
and innovative social technologies are all examples of social innovations.
Meanwhile, both scholars and the European Commission acknowledge
certain shortcomings of the available data on social innovation, the
socially innovative sector, its characteristic needs, and contribution to the
economy and well-being (European Commission 2014). Social innovation
appears to be in an inconsistent position. On the one hand, there is a
highly pronounced governmental demand and expectation of social
inno a ion a a magic ool' fo he ne and p e ing ocial challenge . On
the other hand, there is little empirically and statistically generalized
knowledge of what actually constitutes this magic ool , i
a e and cope
in the national institutional and legal landscapes. In the case of missing
data and insufficient empirical comparative data, it is misleading to simply
take the apparently positive traits of social innovations at face value.
In current EU policy, social innovation is considered in a practical or
managerial manner. The changing perception of social innovation is
influenced by the approaches to general innovation as a facilitator of
economic and welfare development. In this discourse, social innovation is
considered as a new and better solution to social challenges than existing
choices, being ela ed o ocie
capaci
o ac h o gh no -profit
organizations, governmental bodies and various other participants
(Jenson, 2015). Civil society or business-driven social innovations are
13

advocated as a means of countering rising unemployment, weakened
ocial condi ion , and fi cal p oblem hich hinde a e capaci o
sufficiently address and deal with these concerns (Moulaert et al., 2017).
The conceptualization of social innovation has received considerable
academic attention. The fact that current literature on social innovation is
quite diverse demonstrates the complex and multidimensional nature of
the phenomenon. Several different approaches to social innovation
research can be identified, having roots in broadly defined economic and
sociological theoretical perspectives. These perspectives reflect
disciplinary, conceptual, and empirical priorities. The variety can be
presented as a spectrum, with utilitarian and transformationalist
frameworks at the respective extremes. The former is a practicalorganizational framework, focused firmly on identifying and promoting
solutions that are practical and meet social goals within the given
economic and social order. This approach focuses on the design,
implementation, and diffusion of new ideas to transform economically
and, consequently, socially marginalized and vulnerable groups into
productive economic subjects (Oosterlynck et al., 2017). The
transformationalist approach understands social innovations as a driver of
macro-level social change, being a system approach. This framework
reflects the growing recognition that existing solutions to social problems
are unlikely to be effective in meeting current social, economic,
technological, and environmental challenges. In line with the
transformationalist thinking, social innovations can propose some
answers to these new challenges (Moulaert et al., 2017).
The majority of the recent conceptualizations and definitions of social
innovations lie in between these two broad schools of thought,
overlapping each other in some areas. Following this integration, scholars
often employ consolidated definitions, such as the one proposed by Krlev
and associates (2020). Social innovations refer to "the ability to contribute
to or create solutions to previously inadequately addressed social needs
this solution shall serve both a functionalist (efficiency & effectiveness)
and a transformationalist function (change) and primarily aim at
improving the situation for the beneficiaries and actors involved" (Krlev
et al., 2020: 40).
Scholars identify concerns that cut across the spectrum of theoretical
conceptualizations (Moulaert et al., 2017; Brandsen et al., 2016) and reflect
the core conceptual traits of social innovation. Owing to this trend, I
14

elaborated on several traits, distinguishing social innovations from other
innovations. In this dissertation, I consider social innovation as a solution
with the combination of the following traits:
-

a social purpose that aims at addressing social needs (Moulaert et
al., 2013; Murray et al., 2010; Nicholls et al., 2015)
a novelty in a particular context (Heloise & Murillo, 2013)
collaborations, participatory approaches and cross-boundary
relationships in the framework of new or current arrangements
between sectors (Cattacin & Zimmer, 2016)
legitimacy and embeddedness within a specific social context
(Kattel et al., 2012).

While social innovation is produced by participants from various sectors,
e.g., governmental, commercial and civil society, in collaborative and
networking relations (Terstriep, 2016), it is not easy to say whether any of
these actors have a particular primacy or role in social innovation
development. According to the different conceptualization of social
innovation, scholars prioritize different social actors as generators of
social innovation. Non-profit organizations (NPOs) are deemed to
possess a set of characteristics that contribute to their higher potential for
social innovation production and development, in comparison with other
players (Anheier et al., 2014; Scoppetta, 2015; Archibugi & Iammarino,
2002; Vedres, Stark, 2010).
The following traits contribute to an NPO being a more promising
producer of social innovation than any other organization. First, nonprofits organizations are expected to be sensitive to social signals, which
are typically neglected by the other sectors (Anheier et al., 2014). This is
because non-p ofi a e locall embedded, clo e o a io ocial g o p
p oblem , and a e open o ab o bing ci i en g a oo ini ia i e . I
overall social mission and openness make an NPO more responsive to the
needs of vulnerable target groups, and generally more successful at
reaching and advocating for the interests of marginalized populations.
Second, non-profits accumulate different stakeholders and create complex
networks and horizontal collaborations for social innovation
development. Representatives of various interest groups are involved in
promoting innovation or creating enabling conditions and regulations for
innovative solutions. Cross-boundary collaborations take place even
though previous relationships between these participants might have
previously been vertical. Third, unlike other sectors, non-profits enjoy a
15

certain degree of independence in terms of their mission and related
activities. Non-profits are expected to possess a diversified resource base,
including diversity of revenue streams, philanthropic donations and
volunteer contributions, which enables them to be less dependent on a
single funding source or the agenda of a particular stakeholder (Carroll &
Stater, 2009). Moreover, non-profits are often opposed to statesponsored, top-down bureaucratic welfare provision (Zimmer & Pahl,
2016).
Non-profit organizations and hei ocial inno a i ene a an NPO
experience in social innovations to external beneficiaries are the major
focus of this study. Thus, whenever I discuss social innovation in this
thesis, I am referring to social innovation in the case of NPOs. I exclude
other producers of social innovation, such as public bodies, commercial
and social enterprises. I also do not define a degree of social
innovativeness with respect to the number of traits used to describe an
NPO.
Social innovation is specific to the national context in which it emerged
and can be explained by institutional settings and patterns of interaction
between various actors in a particular context (Rao-Nicholson et al.,
2017). As such, social innovation practices are context-dependent and
should be analyzed regarding local institutional and historical settings
(Cattacin & Zimmer, 2016). For this purpose, the Russian national context
of civil society and non-profit sector provides both a context for my study
and background for the research.
National context of the study
Civil society and non-profit sector development can be explained using
several theoretical approaches. Anheier et al. (2019) propose the theory of
the social origins (Salamon & Anheier, 1998; Salamon et al., 2017), others
stand for the welfare regimes (Esping-Andersen, 1990), and the varieties
of capitalism approach linking types of market economies to the intensity
of innovations to be expected (Hall & Soskice, 2001). Concerning the
theory of the social origins, researchers suppose a positive relationship
between the level of civil society development and level of social
innovativeness of organizations: the better-established a nation's third
sector and the higher its degree of volunteering, the greater its social
16

innovativeness (Anheier, Krlev & Mildenberger, 2019). I refer to the
theory of the social origins to explain the state of the non-profit sector in
Russia and current government-non-profit relationships.
Social origin theory makes social, economic and political structures a
central focus of analytical attention. According to the theory, the shape
and size of the non-profit sector in a country are profoundly affected not
merely by the unfettered sentiments and preferences of individual citizenconsumers, but also by this sector's social origins
by the historically
shaped, prevailing patterns of political, social, and economic power that
heavily constrain these choices (Salamon & Anheier, 1998; Salamon et.al.,
2017). These structures and patterns emerge from relationships among
crucial institutions and social and economic groupings during critical
periods of historical development, giving rise to distinct patterns of nonprofit development that, once forged, tend to persist thanks to a process
known as path dependence.
Salamon and associates (2017) describe Russia as a country with a statist
pattern of civil society development. Distinctive descriptive features of
this pattern are a relatively small, highly constrained non-profit sector;
somewhat limited mobilization of volunteers; a limited share of non-profit
revenue provided by government; and a principal focus on service
functions to the exclusion of advocacy. The pattern is entrenched when
state organs resist demands for social services made on behalf of
population groups. The power relationship explaining this pattern
involves the emergence of a modernizing elite that seizes power through
a revolution from above and imposes a regime of accelerated
industrialization and militarization leaving little room for a genuinely
independent and sizable non-profit sector (Salamon et al., 2020). Current
Russian government policies significantly limit the space for any
expressive activities of population groups, and one might expect that this
national context would influence the capacity for social innovation among
non-profits.
Viewed from afar, Russia's contemporary non-profit sector appears
universally embryonic at best and virtually non-existent compared to its
counterparts in other parts of the world. Closer scrutiny, however, reveals
essential elements of diversity. For one thing, this sector did not spring
newly-born from the ashes of the Soviet regime, as is sometimes assumed.
Instead, the contemporary non-profit scene is an amalgam of several
historical epochs. By far the largest, paradoxically enough, are the
17

survivors of the Soviet-era, state-sponsored All-Russia legacy
organizations representing women, veterans, youth, trade unions, persons
with disabilities. These spread broadly across the country in order to tie
citizens to the central Soviet regime, but later made the transition into
legally constituted non-profits in the immediate post-Soviet period. While
these historically state-sponsored organizations dominate the
contemporary Russian non-profit landscape, they were joined during the
early post-Soviet period of the 1990s and early 2000s by a variety of new
advocacy-oriented institutions, often with support from foreign
governments and foundations; and somewhat more recently by a variety
of indigenous institutions created to fill service gaps created by
increasingly constrained public budgets and policy priorities (Bakhmin,
2003; Jacobson & Sanovich, 2010; Ljubownikow, Crotty, & Rodgers,
2013; Mersianova et.al., 2017).
The Russian non-profit sector is very diverse and comprises 18 legal
forms1. The overall number of registered NPOs in Russia amounted to
217,000 in 2019 (Ministry of Justice, July 2019). This number has been
stable since 2009. Experts on non-profit development believe that the
number of active NPOs is significantly lower than the number of
registered ones. This is partly because the non-profit register includes a
great variety of organizations operating under the legal status of NPO, but
which do not consider themselves as part of the non-profit community.
Unlike in Europe and the US, the Russian non-profit sector does not
include universities, hospitals, clinics, universities or sports clubs.
The size and composition of the sector vary significantly across Russian
regions. NPOs are mostly concentrated in urban areas. A little more than
a quarter of all NPOs (27%) are based in Moscow, the greater Moscow
region and St Petersburg. Across regions, NPO activities mainly focus on
social issues (50 60%), for example, disability, child welfare, and
1

Legal forms of non-profit organizations in Russia, according to the changes in the
Federal Law (FZ-7, 12 January, 1996) in 2018, include: public organizations
(associations); religious organizations (associations); foundations; non-commercial
partnerships; autonomous non-profit organizations; associations of legal entities
(associations and unions); social movements; bodies of public initiatives; territorial
public self-government; associations of peasant (farmer) farms; associations of
municipalities; homeowners' associations; political parties; unions (associations) of
communities of small peoples; national-cultural autonomy; chambers of commerce
and industry; horticultural, gardening non-profit partnerships.
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assistance to orphanages. Human rights and environmental organizations
are in a clear minority; they constitute about 5 10% of the overall number
of NPOs across Russia's regions (Rosstat, 2013), although many social
organizations fulfil some human rights functions.
The relative resource weaknesses, including the low level of social trust
and volunteer engagement resources, are particularities of the current state
of the non-profit sector in Russia. The sector itself is still quite small in
terms of numbers, despite its 20-year history (Smith et al., 2016;
Mersianova et al., 2017; Mersianova et al., 2015; Jakobson et al., 2011).
Supporting this image are the empirical findings of the Johns Hopkins
Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, which reveal that Russia's nonprofit sector is one of the smallest in the world when measured by the
relative size of its workforce, both paid and volunteer, as a share of the
country's economically active population (Salamon et al., 2017). On
average, fewer than 1% of economically active people work in NPOs
across different regions. In monetary terms, NPO revenue as a share of
the gross regional product is also hardly visible and constitutes 0.84% on
average (Rosstat, 2013).
Public awareness of NPOs and citizen participation are limited. According
to HSE Monitoring the Status of Civil Society, only 38% of Russians trust
at least one type of NPO. The percentage of Russians who participated in
NPOs between 2009 and 2015 ranged from 16% to 19% (HSE 2016).
Formal volunteering and private donations through NPOs remain very
limited (about 2% of the population for both) (Skokova et al., 2018).
The Russian non-profit landscape is often regarded as authoritarian
(Aa land, G nning- e and Me lakh , 2013) and highl ambi alen
(Da c , 2014; Crotty, Hall & Ljubownikow, 2014; Gilbert, 2016), with a
weak civil society and little tradition of non-profit organizations and
voluntary engagement (Salamon, Sokolowski & Haddock, 2017). Against
the authoritarian regime in Russia, the initial consideration would be that
non-profits are GONGOs, which means government-organized
nongovernmental organizations (Heurlin, 2010; Kleinschmit & Edwards,
2017). Unlike China, where a significant part of the non-profit sector is
recognized to be GONGOs (Spires, 2011; Kleinschmit & Edwards,
2017), the percentage of such NPOs is tiny in Russia. Representative data
indicates that about 4-6% of Russian NPOs are GONGOs (HSE, 2019).
The widespread perceptions of Russia as a completely monolithic country
have recently been challenged by scholars working in the field of regional
19

political and economic development (see, for example, Remington, 2015;
Kropp & Schuhmann, 2016). Multidirectional processes, of both a
supportive and restrictive nature, as well as a rapid increase in volunteering
and philanthropy, have shaped the current state of the Russian non-profit
sector and civil society. Despite specific weaknesses, the Russian nonprofit sector is neither directly controlled, nor entirely funded by the state
(Skokova et al., 2018). Recent studies confirm the decentralization of
administrative control, meaning that regional leaders do pursue different
institutional strategies for social and economic development: "Regional
governments continue to have wide discretion to implement federal
policies in ways that suit their interests and capacities" (Remington, 2015:
2217). Scholars find remarkable subnational variations in the ways social
policy and support to NPOs are implemented (Toepler, Pape &
Benevolenski, 2019; Krasnopolskaya et al., 2017).
To conclude, despite its relatively weak and unstable position in political
and resource terms, the non-profit sector in Russia today has developed
into a prominent actor in public service provision (Ljubownikow & Crotty
2017). About 60% of Russian NPOs are active in the social sector,
including education, social assistance and health. In social welfare, a large
number of non-profits operate as professional service providers (Wathen
& Allard, 2014; Tarasenko, 2015) and complement the services provided
by government bodies. They also pursue the sustainable development of
philanthropy, including both private and corporate giving (Mersiyanova et
al. 2015), and include emerging informal citizen groups set up to address
local community issues. Thus, my research endeavors to examine whether
the non-profit sector development in Russia and the government policy
towards this sector are relevant factors in shaping the profile of the social
innovation landscape in Russia.
1.1 Research emphasis and research questions
Obviously, not all non-profits are equally innovative and, moreover, not
all NPOs need to be innovative at all (Brandsen et al., 2016). As such, a
puzzle arises, namely, if not all NPOs are innovative, then which
characteristics are associated with social innovativeness? What makes an
NPO being socially innovative, that refers to an NPO's experience in
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generating (external) social innovations for beneficiaries? This should be
di ing i hed f om an NPO in e nal o gani a ional inno a i e ac i i .
Previous studies have examined the enabling factors that make an
organization innovative. Several concepts are used to examine social
innovation concerning the importance of institutions, actors and
interactions, in addition to economic or organizational infrastructure
(Hoelscher et al., 2015). These are a supportive environment, ecosystem,
or enabling ecosystem (Biggeri, Testi & Bellucci, 2017). Different
frameworks equally encompass social, political and institutional powers,
access to resources, including financial and human, as well as social trust
and social capital as opportunities to collaborate between different actors
and levels of hierarchy for social innovation development (Arundel et al.
2018; Akg , Bebla , 2016). F ame o k incl de, fo e ample,
institutional domain, governmental regulations for social innovations
empowerment and capacity building, prevailing cultures, laws, structures
of partnerships, norms and values, civil society climate and organizational
characteristics (Evers et al. 2014; Terstriep, 2016).
However, the suggested factors have not always been empirically assessed.
Little quantifiable information on the comparable importance of the
factors has been collected. I will focus on empirical verification of these
enabling factors on the survey data. Therefore, I proceed with the
theoretical perspective, suggesting determinants with clear empirical
indicators. My focus is on a complex approach with a strong institutional
background to account for the innovativeness of non-profits.
I employ an enabling frameworks approach (Krlev et al., 2014) as a
combination of a sociological institutional framework with a focus on the
organization as a space for social innovations. The framework provides
grounds to examine social innovations in a broad ecosystem. It
acknowledges that social innovations are shaped somewhat by their
respective environments than only by purely organizational
characteristics. Following Krlev et al. (2014), I distinguish four
frameworks for innovation facilitation, namely political (policy awareness
on social innovation and political environment), resources (financial,
human and infrastructural resources), societal climate (social needs and
social engagement as demands and attitudes) and institutional frameworks
(normative, regulatory and legislative facets). These systemic determinants
shape the organizational innovativeness. My intention here is to elaborate
21

pon he de e minan of NPO social innovativeness within the
framework of a survey-design study.
This leads to the overall research question:
Which factors make some NPOs more likely to produce social
innovations than others?
My analysis is about conditions that create distinctions between NPOs,
rather than those that affect them equally. I combine a selection of
external and internal determinants instead of selecting general conditions
(the regime or economy) or organizational traits as the exclusive factors.
To put the research question into a more descriptive mode, it can be
formulated in an explanatory fashion: why or when are some NPOs more
likely to produce social innovations than others how do political and
organizational resource frameworks influence social innovativeness of
NPOs in the Russian context?
To address the overall research question, several sub-questions need to be
unpacked. They point towards, firstly, the proposition of the theoretically
grounded determinants of a socially innovative NPO, namely those with
an experience in social innovation. Second, empirical verification of the
relevance and significance of these determinants in a particular national
context becomes necessary.
I begin with the first research question concerning the essence and
characteristics of social innovation. It is done in order to identify its core
elements and to sort out the theoretical landscape of social innovation,
distinguishing it from innovation theories (Archibugi & Iammarino,
2002). I structure the theoretical field and elaborate upon a spectrum of
conceptualizations, which includes two broad schools of thought of
transformationalist and functionalist frameworks. I also develop several
conceptual traits or demarcation lines to frame the social innovation
concept. These lines detach social innovation from similar concepts and
clarify the definition. My first research question is as follows:
1. How can social innovation be theoretically defined? (Chapter 2).
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The second research question relates to the determinants of an NPO's
social innovativeness. What kind of independent variables are expected to
correlate with and increase the likelihood of an NPO being socially
innovative? I rest on the emphasis of specific roles of the non-profit sector
(Anheier, 2014) and performance measurement in non-profit
organizations (Davies & Knapp, 1994; Kendall & Knapp, 2000;
Rosenbaum et al., 2011). The literature proposes several frameworks of
accounting innovative potential across general and social innovations.
This includes the National Innovation System approach (Freeman, 1987;
Lundvall, 1992), ecosystem framework (Anheier & Fliegauf, 2013), an
enabling framework approach (Krlev et al., 2014), as well as particular
determinants in the social innovation, organizational, managerial and
public policy literature. The second research question is thus as follows:
2. According to theory, what traits and characteristics enable NPO
to be socially innovative? (Chapters 3-4).
To answer this research question, I will develop a set of factors that are
suggested to contribute to the innovativeness of non-profits in line with
the enabling framework approach. These expectations are reflected in the
hypotheses of the study and cover particular frameworks' conditions
associated with the social innovativeness of NPOs, presence, and nature
of these relations. I suggest that the social innovativeness of non-profits
is a function of volunteer involvement; leadership concern regarding
innovations; cross-boundary collaborations; the financial well-being of the
non-profit in question; governmental financial support to non-profit.
The question of determinants is not new for the social innovation research
agenda and has already been addressed by various scholars (for an
overview, see Chapter 3). However, most of the studies apply a qualitative
methodology with a principal focus on social innovations as a research
unit. Studies were conducted mainly in WEIRD context countries, which
put certain limitations on the consistency of the theories and hypotheses
for the different contexts (Henrich et al, 2010). The research in this thesis
differs from the knowledge already generated by introducing an element
of large-number empirical verification of theoretically proposed
determinants of socially innovativeness of NPOs. Conducted in the nonWEIRD context of Russia, a survey study is about the first to empirically
address the question of factors influencing social innovation activity of
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non-profits basing on a representative sample (n=850 NPOs, Russia,
2015).
Undoubtedly, many scholars have previously examined the determinants
of social innovativeness (Krlev et al., 2020). An additional value of my
study is in the elaboration of empirical indicators of social innovation
determinants, gained by an empirical validation of identification scales for
socially innovative NPOs. To proceed with this line of argumentation, I
introduce the third research question. It addresses the methodological and
research design aspects of social innovation measurement and
identification. This research question serves as a base for the elaboration
of empirical instruments to identify socially innovative NPOs and to
conduce empirical examination of the hypotheses on what contributes to
a non-p ofi capaci o inno a e.
3. How can social innovations be measured? (Chapter 5)
The challenge of measuring innovation in different sectors already has a
history. Although it is customary to declare that social innovation is
fundamentally different from general technological or economic
innovation and therefore requires a separate methodology and research
design approach, empirical research strands still have many intersections.
In this regard, I trace the evolution of the general innovation measurement
and provide a brief overview of measurements of innovation generally, to
outline a methodological landscape. Technological and economic
innovation measurement have generated several internationally
recognized indices and overview studies on innovation propensity and
scope of innovations. General innovation measurement creates a body of
knowledge on the conditions, barriers, drivers, outcomes and impacts of
innovations by organizations and institutes. By structuring the core
methodological and research design principles, I reflect on the possible
transfer and consistency of the general innovation measurement
framework to social innovation research. In doing so, I also highlight the
main limitations of research designs and identification devices. By this, I
answer the first research sub-question:
3.1 How are general (technological and economic) innovations
identified and measured?
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General innovation measurement relies mostly on an analysis of
secondary statistical data and on a subject-based approach to identify
innovations. Representatives of the examined organization report on new
or significantly improved solutions that were implemented in their
o gani a ion o o he in i ional ni .
I will elaborate on the appropriateness of the general innovation
measurement framework in the social innovation context. Arundel (2018)
published a similar evaluation of the relevance of the general innovation
measurement to the public sector. He demonstrated that the general
innovation research methods, with some modifications, could be applied
for a better understanding of the public sector innovation and the role of
policy in promoting it. Social innovation differs from general innovation
even more than public sector innovations do. That limits the potential of
the direct transition of established measurement to social innovation
research. The next sub-question covers the methodology and research
design of social innovation studies and is as follows:
3.2. How are social innovations be identified and measured?
Unlike general innovation measurement, there is no consistent empirically
operationalized concept of social innovation. People know that there are
various improvements in the social sphere, but the idea that these
constitute a social innovation is not at the forefront of their minds.
Current social innovation measurement does not create a generalized
image of social innovation prevalence and relevance.
This sense of the inconsistency or limitations of the social innovation
concept is, at least in part, fundamentally driven by the way innovations
are measured and identified in statistics. Economic, technological,
organizational, or marketing innovations are internationally accounted for
by several utilized indices which portray the innovation enterprises and
propensity of a country or an industry to innovate. While there is only
fragmented empirical information on social innovation, there are relatively
elaborate statistics on the non-profit sector, which is the ripest context for
social innovations. National and cross-national data cover the size and
composition of the non-profit sector, its share in social service provision,
GRP and GDP (Salamon et al., 2003). However, there are still no statistics
measuring social innovation in the non-profit sector. Social innovations,
their prevalence, and contribution to the social sphere are significantly
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underestimated with inadequate statistical knowledge. There is often no
room for solutions for measuring social innovations, as they are described
as complex and hardly amenable to measurement and calculation. Scholars
prefer to examine available cases with no intention or real capacity to
create a representative overview or a scoreboard. Data are hardly
comparable, non-representative, and non-replicable. In a way, social
innovations statistically disappear.
I presume that a modified methodological framework can address such
skewed knowledge. Social innovation identification might be conducted
with the general innovation quantitative approach through a
representative survey. To gain verification for this assumption, I will
proceed with the generation of the quantitative scales to identify socially
inno a i e NPO . The fi
bjec i e cale i g o nded on a bjec elfassessment approach, reflecting general innovation measurement. The
second scale is a sort of objective scale. Those items were developed from
the conceptual characteristics of social innovations (Chapter 5). Then the
scales are empirically verified through validity and reliability examination
on a R ian
e da a e (2015, 850 NPO ). B
nning cale
verification (Chapter 7), I will address the third research sub-question:
3.3 What would be a valid quantitative instrument (scale) for
identification of socially innovative NPOs? (Chapter 7)
As a result of the third research question, this thesis elaborates and
validates quantitative scales for the identification of socially innovative
NPOs through the representative survey. Application of the validated
instrument allows empirically test determinants of the social
innovativeness of non-profits and to test hypotheses. Accordingly, the
next research question deals with the survey results.
4.
What, according to the survey, makes NPOs socially
innovative? (Chapter 8)
The fact that the study is based on the Russian survey data is behind the
fifth research question. How much are the expected determinants of social
innovativeness of NPOs relevant to the Russian context? In other words,
how much does national context influence social innovativeness
dependencies? Indeed, the current literature acknowledges the local
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sensitivity of social innovations, having particular features and
combinations of enabling environments that differ across national
contexts. Several scholars have demonstrated the impact that culture and
national contexts have on innovation (Anheier et al. 2015; Lim and
Plucker, 2001; Leung and Morris, 2011). This encompasses the
significance of different social backgrounds, levels of generalized trust,
state policy and voluntary participation for the particular configuration of
an innovative solution (Delhey and Newton, 2003; Park and Sabramanian,
2012).
The Russian landscape i ega ded a a ho i a ian (Aa land, G nninge & Me lakh , 2013) and highl ambi alen (Skoko a, Pape &
Krasnopolskaya, 2018; Gilbert, 2016), with a weak civil society and scant
tradition of either NPOs or voluntary and grassroots engagement
(Salamon & Associates, 2017). I introduce this landscape and with this, I
situate research hypotheses in the national context. Survey data allows us
to empirically examine what aspects of national framework conditions are
associated with the activity of non-profits in social innovations if any.
Given the context, I will define the expectation that governmental funding
will be a highly significant factor, reflecting the suppressive influence from
the state towards the non-profit sector. Thus, the fifth research question
is:
5. To what extent does the Russian national context influence the
determinants of innovativeness of NPOs? (Chapter 9)
The answer to the fifth question is an elaboration for future empirical
studies. I discuss whether social innovativeness changes in another
national context or whether determinants are universal. I analyze the
Russian case as an illustration of a non-democratic regime and emphasize
how relevant it is for social innovations.
1.2 An overview
This dissertation comprises nine chapters, including introduction,
discussion and conclusion. The study embraces conceptual (Chapters 2
4, 9), methodological (Chapters 5 7, 9) and empirical (Chapters 7 9)
aspects of social innovation concerning NPOs. Research results presented
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as separate article has been published in peer-reviewed journal (Chapters
2, 5, 7 and 8), have been published as a chapter in monograph (Chapter
2) (See Appendix 2 for more details). Table 1 outlines the structure of the
dissertation, including research questions and relating chapters.
Which factors make some NPO more likely to produce social
innovations than others?
1. How
can social
innovatio
n be
theoretical
ly defined?

2. According to
theory, what
traits
and
characteristics
enable NPO to
be
socially
innovative?

3. How can
social
innovations
be
measured?

4.What,
according
to
the
survey,
makes
NPOs
socially
innovative?

5. To what extent
does the Russian
national context
influence
the
determinants of
innovativeness
of NPOs?

Chapter 2
Chapter 3
Chapter 4

Chapter 5

Chapter 4

Chapter 6
Chapter 7
Chapter 8

Chapter 8
Chapter 9

Table 1. The outline structure of the dissertation
In the opening chapter (Chapter 2) of this dissertation, I address the first
research question, which deals with social innovation and how it can be
theoretically defined. I approach the diversity of the conceptualizations of
social innovations and suggest that social and general innovations share
some traits. Simultaneously, they differ in fundamental ways concerning
initial motivation and impacts. It is demonstrated with a description of the
evolution of theoretical perspectives. I constitute a continuum of
theoretical frameworks, regarding social innovation through utilitarian
and transformative perspectives. Then I highlight the demarcation lines
of the concept by allocating conceptual elements, being particular for the
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social innovation concept and separating it from the other concepts. In
this regard, I propose a list of key social innovation elements, building up
a social innovation concept.
Chapters 3 and 4 address the research question on the factors that
theoretically define a non-profit as innovative. The chapters explain why
NPOs are more promising producers of social innovation in comparison
to public or private actors. These chapters continue elaboration on the
determinants of the NPO's social innovativeness, that refer to experience
in social innovations and what kind of external or internal environmental
factors might account for that. I introduce a theoretical framework
employed in this dissertation, namely an environment enabling framework
(Krlev et al., 2014), that examines social innovation in a broad ecosystem.
This acknowledges the fact that social innovation is shaped rather by its
respective environment, than by purely organizational characteristics. I
follow Krlev et al. (2014) in their four frameworks and distinguish
political, resources, societal climate, and institutional ones.
These frameworks are converted into expectations. The expectations
concern characteristics of NPOs which contribute to the innovativeness
of the organization if any. I select two frameworks
resource, i.e.
organizational resource and political ones as they can significantly differ
with respect to different non-profits. The resources framework
incorporates the existence and availability of resources that are potentially
relevant to the social innovation, especially for the scaling of social
innovation. This can include, but is not limited to, monetary resources,
knowledge, and creativity, volunteers, ICT and networks that deal with
aspects of innovation, etc. The political framework represents the set of
incentives and interventions that derive from the political system and that
are intended to foster social innovations directly or indirectly (Bund, et al.,
2013). I consider that two other frameworks, societal climate, and
institutional ones are certain constants in the given national environment.
Accordingl , I con ide ci i en ( ol n a ) engagemen , c o -boundary
collaborative relations, and resource diversification as indicators of the
resource framework. Governmental funding to NPOs is a proxy for the
political framework. I also add an independent determinant from the
organizational literature, expecting the NPO CEO's concern and
intention to develop innovations to be a significant factor. The elements
mentioned above frame the corresponding hypotheses of the study.
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The local embeddedness of social innovation is acknowledged by
introducing the Russian national context, where this dissertation survey
was conducted. I propose that the non-democratic Russian context might
influence the proposed expectations on social innovation determinants.
In other words, I question to what extent results are determined by the
Russian context and to what extent dependencies are of a unified nature.
This reasoning reflects the fifth research question, concerning the
correspondence of social innovation determinants expected in the general
literature and those revealed in the Russian context.
In Chapter 5, I assess the research question as to how can social
innovations be measured, by examining current general and social
innovation measurement. I do not analyze the entire measurement, how
innovations occur within an organization, nor do I focus on outcomes or
impacts. I focus only on a small aspect of the entire research design, i.e.,
identification of social innovation, including sampling and identification
challenges. For that reason, I distinguish common research patterns
among the social innovation measurement and among the general
innovation indices at the country, industry, and organizational level. Then
I conclude with several shortcomings of current sampling and
identification aspects of (social) innovation research.
Chapter 6 is an extension of Chapter 4 and addresses the third research
question on how can social innovations be measured? Chapter 6
elaborates on opportunities for combination of different measurement
approaches, so that they can be applied to social innovation research. In
this chapter, I first describe the methodology of the dissertation survey,
operationalize the hypotheses and illustrate the correspondence between
the hypotheses and the particular empirical indicator included in the
inventory. The research employs a mixed-methods study design to test the
utility of the proposed hypotheses and the conceptual framework of social
innovation. Follow-up interviews with CEOs of the NPOs (n = 10)
supplement survey data (n=850). Secondly, I explain the generation of the
objective and subjective scales to identify those NPOs producing social
innovations. Thirdly, I describe the analytical procedures to test the
hypotheses and to examine the validity of the proposed scales.
By introducing two scales, measuring the existence of social innovation
experience among NPOs, I propose an elaborate identification scheme. It
was done to distinguish the socially innovative organizations, via a
representative study. The scheme incorporates both the general
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innovation, subjective, self-assessment approach and an objective
approach. The latter is a quantitative implementation of the detailed
knowledge of social innovations.
The results of the validity and reliability examinations of the scales are
described further in Chapter 6. The scales are subsequently evaluated by
confirmatory factor analysis, with convergent validity measurements for
quality and consistency. By this, I assess whether these metrics are justified
enough.
The fi
bjec i e elf-assessment scale follows the general innovation
measurement approach and proposes a list of innovations, including
organizational, managerial, social, financial, IT and others. The
respondent selected those innovations which had been introduced to
his/her NPO during the previous two years. The NPO is recognized as
innovative if it introduced social innovations during the period, as
mentioned above. The second 'objective' scale incorporates characteristics
of he NPO p ojec , hich are believed to correspond with the criteria
of social innovations. These characteristics (items of the scale) were
derived from the definitions and demarcation lines of the SI concept,
highlighting core theoretical elements.
Chapter 7 presents the results of the validation of the scales and justifies
ela i el
onge alidi of he objec i e heo e ical cale. The chapter
elaborates on the third research question How can social innovations be
measured?
Chapter 8 addresses the fourth research question What, according to the
survey, makes NPOs socially innovative? and covers results of the
empirical test of the hypotheses. The results examine factors of
innovativeness of the NPOs within the Russian context, having a weak
non-profit sector and an ambiguous government policy towards it. The
conclusions also draw an empirical picture of the sub-sector of innovative
NPOs. The results produce, for the first time, an empirical description of
such NPOs.
Chapter 9 discusses the results from theoretical and methodological
angles. I discuss the applicability of the quantitative scale for the
identification of socially innovative NPOs, as well as on the potential
applicability of this device to other producers. I conclude with the Russian
case, as an illustration for any other non-democratic regimes. To what
extent are the results specific for the context and how do they contribute
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to overall social innovation theory? Then I introduce the methodological
limitations and practical implications of this dissertation. I suggest
directions for future research, with the incorporation of qualitative and
quantitative approaches, proceeding from the findings presented in the
individual chapters.
Chapter 10 presents some concluding remarks and answer to the main
research question. The chapter elaborates on the implications of the
results for the theory, methodology, and practice of policymakers.
Directions for further theoretical and methodological research are also
presented in this concluding chapter.
1.3 Contribution of the dissertation
This dissertation contributes to, firstly, a better understanding of the social
innovation theoretical concept and its uniform characteristics. The
dissertation proposed and elaborated on the continuum of the social
innovation conceptualizations and derived core elements of the concept.
Secondl , i con ib e o he empi ical e amina ion of NPO social
innovativeness (basing on survey data, n=850 NPOs, 2015) and its
determinants. Third, the dissertation generates and empirically validates a
qualitative instrument to identify socially innovative NPOs. An overview
of the measurement approaches to social innovation is provided, built
upon by a discussion on the applicability of the general innovation
measurement framework to the social innovation field. The dissertation
generates quantitative scales to identify socially innovative NPOs and
examines the validity of the proposed instrument. Scales follow the
general innovation methodological self-assessment approach and
heo e icall
a a ed objec i e app oach o ocial inno a ion
measurement. The proposed instrument has certain limitations and is
somewhat ambiguous, but it does not pretend to eliminate all the
shortcomings of the current studies on social innovations.
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1.3.1

Methodological contribution

This dissertation provides an identification device to select NPOs with
experience in social innovations through a representative survey. It
addresses the potential of quantitative identification of socially innovative
NPOs.
The research offers a methodological contribution and responds to the
call of scholars on both social and general innovations to proceed in social
innovation metrics development. Currently, a wide array of social
innovation qualitative studies and several quantitative innovation indices
respond to this. They inductively elaborate a theoretical concept and
measure the social innovation capacity of specific units. This dissertation
addressed this need and elaborated on the potential of the application of
the general innovation measurement to social innovation.
I gene a ed bo h an objec i e heo e icall g o nded cale and a
bjec i e elf-assessment one. The fi
objec i e cale incl de a
combination of a quantitative framework with a theoretically saturated,
qualitative social innovation research knowledge. Items of the scales were
generated based on the definitions and demarcation lines of the construct,
highlighting core theoretical elements of the social innovations. The
econd
bjec i e one echoes the general innovation measurement
framework in a conjoined perspective of mixed-method research. After
the general innovation measurement, I applied and validated a selfreporting subjective scale, to assess whether it is a sufficient identification
device and whether this direct replication of general innovation metrics is
justified enough to capture socially innovative NPOs. Scales were
subsequently evaluated by confirmatory factor analysis and convergent
validity measurements for quality and consistency.
The methodological contribution of the study also rests on the potential
to apply a quantitative identification device, which tends to be reliable and
potentially replicable by other scholars. This provides the possibility to
gather a representative empirical description of the nature of innovative
activity by NPOs. It also prompts an estimation of the extent of this
activity, creating an overview of the general population of socially
innovative NPOs.
The other methodological contribution is the application of a reverse
sample approach. Social innovation is examined through a sample of non33

profits and not as individual cases: from social innovation as research
objects to NPOs as objects. Social innovations are indirectly identified as
an impe manen a ib e of an NPO ope a ion. Thi
a eg p e en
me, and any other researcher in the future, from focusing on the positive
side only. I do not concentrate on success stories only, but also identify
organizational settings in which social innovation is developed. This gives
the potential to study the non-emergence of social innovation and the
factors determining this. Moreover, this approach is open in terms of
identifying types of producers, i.e., third sector organizations in general,
firms and public agencies.
1.3.2 Theoretical contribution
The dissertation contributes to a better understanding of the social
innovation theoretical concept and its uniform traits which have emerged
as determinants of the social innovativeness of NPOs.
The dissertation contributes to the theoretical social innovation literature
by developing and empirically verifying a social innovation set of
determinants from a non-profit perspective. I proposed several factors
ha a e e pec ed o con ib e o an NPO social innovativeness. NPOs
are usually expected to be socially innovative, although little reflection is
given to the fact that not all of them are, or have to develop social
innovations. I empirically examined these assumptions on the largenumber sample of Russian NPOs, for the first time. The research results
expand knowledge on the theoretically-d i en de e minan of an NPO
innovativeness.
The dissertation confirms several expected conceptual factors that enable
an NPO to be socially innovative, despite the particular context. These
factors are: a cross- ec o al collabo a ion be een ac o ; he leade ole
in innovation development; and the financial well-being of an NPO.
Volunteer engagement is of an uncertain, ambiguous nature. It invites
considerations on volunteer management and a particular of interrelations
between NPOs and volunteers. I assume that the diversification of
volunteers and specific tasks they are attracted to significantly determine
their contribution to innovation development. Government financial
support was expected to be a relevant factor in the non-democratic
Russian context, but it gained little statistical significance. The applied
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approach can be used for the development of a scheme, with the aim of
social innovation identification. This instrument can be expanded for
other producers in the fields of public administration or private sector.
1.3.3 Practical contribution
Data on a socially innovative sub-sector of NPOs might benefit several
groups of stakeholders in the social policy field. First, policymakers are
concerned with how social innovation occurs within non-profits or public
sector organizations, as part of a goal to increase the capacity to tackle
social problems. With a quantitative identification device, policymakers
will gain an additional instrument to monitor and examine the sub-sector
of socially innovative NPOs, and its role in the social services provision.
They would also be able to estimate the input of this sub-sector in GDP
or GRP to facilitate the solution of the problem of incomparable and nonrepresentative data.
Russian policymakers, in particular, might customize the infrastructure,
financial support and legal framework for socially innovative
organizations, while integrating their efforts into the current social policy.
This would be of great importance for social innovation development in
Russia, keeping in mind that the present legislation overlooks this
phenomenon and concentrates on social entrepreneurship. The research
results indicated no definitive relation between government financial
support and social innovation experience among Russian NPOs. This
gge
ha o dina
financial pport would probably not be a
sufficient trigger to stimulate social innovation development among
NPOs. It also suggests that more complex support measures can be
implemented to create an enabling environment for innovation
development, not limited to financial incentives, but referring to the
infrastructural and social climate, and political frameworks.
The prospect of quantitative measurement of social innovation was
realized, firstly by the validation of the quantitative identification scales,
and, secondly, by the examination of a sample of social innovation
producers, instead of the investigation of single innovative cases. One can
discuss opportunities to contribute to the development of a social
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innovation account, as a standard set of recommendations on how to
compile measures of social innovation activity among various institutional
units. Such a statement can provide a comprehensive and detailed record
of the complex social innovation activity and the interactions among the
multiple actors, such as non-profit institutions, public organizations, the
general government, as well as financial corporations. Such an account
might be integrated into the current systems of national accounts and
might include additional guidance and technical advice on social
innovation topics that may not have been previously addressed, but which
might be necessary for policy or programmatic purposes.
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2. WHAT IS SOCIAL INNOVATION? A SPECTRUM
OF DEFINITIONS
The current literature on social innovation is quite diverse and framed by
inconsistent empirical data (Nicholls & Murdock, 2012). This fact
exemplifies the complex and multidimensional nature of the
phenomenon, rather than indicating scarce theoretical development.
Diverse academic schools stand for a different interpretation of the
concept of social innovation, inserting it into broader theoretical
perspectives. The heterogeneity of the theoretical roots of social
innovation is one of the reasons for a wide variety of conceptual
interpretations. Presenting a historical overview, the current chapter aims
to connect the theoretical roots of the concept and its recent diversified
definitions. The chapter answers the first research question: how can
social innovation theoretically be defined?
In this chapter, I briefly introduce the historical background of the
concept of social innovation. Then I distinguish two generalized
theoretical streams in the conceptual interpretation of social innovation.
They are first, functionalist or utilitarian, and second, transformationalist
or institutional sociology-based schools of thought. I also highlight core
traits, the demarcation elements of the concept. They distinguish it in the
theoretical field, showing what exactly constitutes social innovation and
how it differs from other types of innovations. The demarcation elements
are further used for the working definition and generation of the scales.
2.1 General innovation concept as a background for social
innovation
As is often typical for social concepts, social innovation does not have
theoretical roots in one particular discipline or school of thought. The
historical origins of social innovation can be traced back to sociology with
a diverse focus on individual agent perspective, social practices, processes,
and institutional transformations. Here I provide a brief description of the
underlying ideas of the early theoreticians of innovations.
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Early theoreticians in the middle of the 19th and early 20th centuries
reflected on industrial revolutions, on technological development and
inventions, and on the role and maintenance of the state. Till the end of
the 19th century, innovation was connoted with radical change
(revolution). Several societal changes were labeled as social innovations,
such as legislation on labor, work conditions and unions (Godin, 2012 in
Moulaert et al., 2017). A range of theoretical conceptions by Max Weber,
Emile Durkheim, and Gabriel Tarde encompasses inventions and
developmental processes, and perform as pillars for the further
development of innovation theories. Their theories on societal change and
development emphasize a prominent role of social inventions. Different
types of socially innovative agency emerged in these theories. Weber
elaborated on aspects of social inventions, social change and
transformations; Durkheim influenced the development of
transformation and change theories; while Tarde addressed social
diffusion through the imitation of new practices (Jessop et al., 2013).
Max Weber (1864 1920) focused on the rationalization and explanation
of life, reflecting on the relationship between social order and
innovation. He a g ed ha abno mali ie in he ocial beha io of
individuals lead to social change and transformations, affecting the general
social order (Krlev et al., 2019). Social order is possible due to social
interactions and the mutual consistency of social action (Hamilton,
1991). Weber considered inventions within the context of social change
to be a result of the activity of social agents. These agents introduce
initially deviant new forms of practices or products that later on might
become socially established (Jessop et al., 2013).
A little earlier, mile Durkheim (1858 1917) regarded society as having
the
highest
moral
authority
and
a
sacred
nature
(Turner, 1993; Alexander & Smith, 2005). As such, Durkheim regarded
society as a system being external to individuals and simultaneously
existing only within and through individuals and their interactions
(Durkheim, 1995). Society applies its moral authority (represented in law)
to the suppression of individuals and their perceptions for the sake of
preventing social life disruption. Durkheim argued the importance of
stability for the social system and subordination of all social elements to
this ultimate goal. Collective notions such as religion, norms, rituals and
regulations express the authority of a society that subordinates the
individual. Collective notions contribute to the reproduction of society
39

and the integration of technical development outcomes or innovations
into a current social order. D kheim f nc ionali pe pec i e gained
further development and is associated with a utilitarian or instrumental
approach to social innovations. The underlying assumption of the latter is
that social innovations have to fulfill a specific function for the
preservation of the integrity of the society.
Reflections on social order and the stability of society significantly
influenced the structural functionalist school of thought, which was
widely spread from the first part of the 20th century. After the early
theoreticians, functionalism assumes that each social element is a
structural part of the complex social system. Items implement the
manifest or latent function (Merton, 1968) that contributes to the
maintenance of societal stability, i.e., social order. Hence, in cases when
social innovations exist, they have to fulfill specific functions for society
and positively influence its development and maintenance. This approach
has a clear macro-level orientation on social structure as opposed to a
micro-level individualistic perspective. Simultaneously, the functionalist
perspective brings to the table a pronounced instrumental orientation of
any social process or phenomenon, including innovations.
Gabriel Tarde (1843 1904), in contrast o D kheim
c ali m and
structural functionalism, worked in the late 19th century within the
framework of a micro-sociological perspective. Tarde concentrated on
relations between individuals in an imitation pattern, that results in the
creation and maintenance of the society in general (Godin, 2012 in
Moulaert et al., 2017). Multiple processes contribute to the preservation
of social integrity by imitating practices or norms. Hence, Tarde
considered invention to be an adaptation process to changing external
conditions, inspired and invented by a few innovators. Inventions are a
central driver of social evolution and development, albeit they have to be
in line with the current culture and do not significantly contradict its
fundamentals. Ta de conceptual approach established grounds for a
social change perspective on social innovations through the lenses of
social interactions and practices (Howaldt et al., 2015).
The concep of inno a ion a elabo a ed on di ec l in Sch mpe e
investigations on inventions and innovations (in the early 1930s).
Concep al e ol ion a d e o Sch mpe e
eflec ion on economic
development, and on the relationship between innovation and
growth. Schumpeter focused on the individualistic perspective of how
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change takes place in societies and pointed to the entrepreneurial
innovator as an impetus in the economy. According to Schumpeter, an
innovator is an actor who combines existing factors of production in a
new and different way and implements them into practice (Godin, 2010).
Sch mpe e conceptualization
significantly
determined
future
perspectives on innovations, mainly technical, as a primary source of
economic growth and productivity. Till the 1970s, innovation was mostly
considered synonymous with technical innovation in line with the
economic tradition (Moulaert et al., 2017). Technological
change is conce ned i h innovations as technological invention used
(in od ced) in he ind ial p od c ion p oce
(Godin, 2010:
6). Schumpeter distinguishes between product, process and organizational
innovation, with an emphasis on the particular role of an entrepreneur.
His works link invention, innovation and entrepreneurship, which are still
hegemonic in the general perspective of innovation.
Although Schumpete conceptualization has significantly determined
future perspectives on innovations as being a source of economic growth
and productivity (Godin, 2010), social innovation conceptualization
gradually evolved from economic and technological streams. This
separation is related to the acknowledgment of a social component in
economic and welfare development, and the importance of synergies
between technological, social and organizational innovations. I will trace
this evolution below.
2.2 Evolution of the concept of social innovation
The concept of social innovation emerged as a separate stream from and
along with the general innovation framework under the influence of three
developments. The first reflection relates to the debates on social change.
The second is related to the recognition of the social component as a
significant part of economic and welfare development. The third stream
follows from the first two and refers to changes in the governmental
discourse towards innovations and their role in the social sphere. In this
section, I will trace these three elements which form the background of
social innovation
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2.2.1 Social change
This theoretical strand originated from the European examination of
community activity, radical emancipation movements, and social struggles
against capitalism and the patriarchal state, as well as the search for new
economic democ ac in he 1960 and 70s (Oosterlynck et al., 2015;
Godin, 2016). Scholars distinguish three subsequent waves of social
mobili a ion in he men ioned pe iod: he adical emancipa ion a e of
the 1960 70 , he neighbo hood and comm ni ( e)de elopmen pe iod
(1980s 2000) and the social and solidarity economy which received a new
impetus with the financial crisis of 2008 (Moulaert et al., 2017). Godin
(2012) describes social innovation as a continuation of socialist ideas and
left-wing ideology in France. The emancipation movements were about
fighting the hierarchy of corporate capital, dismantling the authoritarian
state and challenging patriarchy in most top-down institutions in the social
welfare, education, health and penitentiary systems. The neighborhood
and community (re)development movement targeted urban areas in
decline due to industrial restructuring and threats by large development
projects and worsening ecological conditions (Moulaert et al., 2017).
Demonstrations, social movements and initiatives gave rise to a more
micro- and practice-oriented social change perspective on social
innovation.
This line of thought focuses on processes challenging power relations and
on transformations in social relations, while social innovations are seen as
the bottom-up processes. The satisfaction of specific needs was made
possible thanks to collective initiatives, via means of consciousnessraising, mobilization and learning. Edwards-Schachter and Wallace (2017)
cited the French sociologist and philosopher Lapierre (1977: 310) who
define ocial inno a ion a
he p oce of an fo ma ion of ocial
ela ion h o gh g o p , a collec i e ac ion ha mobili e e o ce fo
certain categories and layers of social classes, and that eventually impose
both new production relationships, new needs, a new discourse, new
codes, a new political regime, and a new organization of the social space.
Initiative, autonomy, liberty, democracy and liberation are keywords that
came into use in discourses on social innovation. Social innovation
contributes to the satisfaction of specific needs, thanks to a collective
initiative from the bottom-up (Jessop et al., 2013). Thus, it is considered
in frames of social relations and corresponds to transformations in the
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social arrangement. Clearly, it illustrates a step beyond utilitarian focus to
the sphere of politics or the knowledge empowerment of vulnerable
groups in the current system of social arrangements.
2.2.2 Social component of social-economic development
The Schumpeterian Growth Paradigm (August 2015) refers to
technological innovations as sources of economic growth. The
innovation-based paradigm or Schumpeterian growth model grew out of
modern industrial organization theory and put firms and entrepreneurs at
the heart of the growth process (for an overview, see Aghion, Akcigit &
Howitt, 2015). However, a lot of discussions on technology policy focus
on the disruptive effects associated with technological change.
Innovations are restricted to economically innovative agents, while the
evolutionary theory of the firm has often been narrowed to short-run
productivity and the profit-seeking firm (Moulaert & Nussbaumer 2008
in Moulaert et al., 2017). The 1960 70 a a ime hen he d of
technology needed to consider the social, policies had to find the social
aspects as well as the technical (Godin, 2012). Unlike in the early and mid20th century, with innovations in chemicals, oil refineries and nuclear
energy, synthetic materials and electronics (Godin, 2010), development
required supplements from non-technical and non-market
stakeholders. A focus on technological innovation and concern about the
social character of organizational innovation have refreshed the discussion
on the role of social innovation in economic innovation and development.
Acknowledgment of the social component as an element of socioeconomic development was significantly influenced by social challenges
not being adequately addressed by the current policies. Gradual
modifications took place at the end of the 1990s due to the constellation
of unfavorable social and economic factors, such as climate change, social
vulnerability, long-term unemployment and aging (Horizon 2020, 2013).
The financial crisis of 2008-2009 led to the reduction of social policy
budgets.
Social
risk
groups
became
even
more
vulnerable. Relatively able social groups such as youth, the
unemployed, migrants and the aged underwent negative changes and
experienced an increase in risks and instability (Edmiston, 2015). The
situation was described as he c i i of he ne g be een he ma ke
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and a e (Brandsen et al., 2016) when welfare programs could no longer
deal with an increase in social problems.
Recent literature on innovation systems and rural development studies has
rediscovered the relevance of the social impact of technological
innovation, as well as the social background of such innovations.
According to several (although not dominating) theoretical strands,
innovation development is not seen as a linear process anymore, but it is
instead regarded as involving multiple actors (Roper et al, 2009), including
governments, universities as research and development institutions, and
public and non-profit sectors. Economic and non-economic factors are
now integrated along with other elements to economic growth and social
development. Social processes, to a certain extent, are considered as being
a link between social and technical components in promoting overall
welfare development. Social innovation is gradually seen as a necessary
complement to technological innovation (Horizon 2020, 2013), while
o gani a ional and ma ke ing inno a ion a e i al fo he cce f l
in od c ion of he echnological one (Ha a , 2016: 3). This becomes
one of the existing perspectives on innovation and social development
obviously not the globally prevalent one, but it brings a particular
expansion to the overall discourse on innovations.
2.2.3 Social innovation discourse
An aspiration to social change and socially-oriented government agenda
found reflection in governmental discourse, especially in the EU and US
contexts. Governments were looking for and considering new sources of
social and welfare stability. The discourse focused on a search for
alternative
or
complementary
sources to
combat
social
inequality, encourage social cohesion, and increase societal stability. There
was a notable rise in attention to social innovation as a means to tackle
social challenges, along with PPP (private-public partnership) as an
alternative model. A publication on social innovation by the Bureau of
European Policy Advisers (BEPA) appeared to be a trigger for the
inc ea e in a en ion o he e m ocial inno a ion and i po en ial in
contributing to EU social policy (Guide to Social Innovations, 2013). This
policy trend had fully formed around 2010 (Jessop, 2013). In the report,
Social Sciences and Innovation (2001), the Organization for Economic Co44

operation and Development (OECD) recognized the role of social
innovation, together with technological innovation, as powerful vehicles
for social change (Edwards-Schachter & Wallace, 2017).
Many policymakers embrace the idea that innovation can contribute to
improving the quality of public services as well as enhancing the problemsolving capacity of governmental organizations in dealing with societal
challenges (De Vries et al., 2016). Governments are trying to tackle social
challenges by seeking collaboration with other stakeholders, such as
companie , ci i en and ocie al o gani a ion (S en en & To fing,
2012). In line with this reasoning, social innovation is referred to as a
trigger for renovating and reinventing policies in spatial planning and local
development (Nyseth & Hamdouch, 2019). Accordingly, social
innovation is interpreted in mainly functional and economic terms as a
strategy to optimize public expenditures (Moulaert et al., 2017).
In many ways, the EU policy discourse denotes the aims of innovations
to benefit society and refers to social innovations as better or more
effective new products, services or organizational models than the current
ones in responding to social challenges (Jenson, 2015). Social innovations
are treated as an option to find solutions for societal problems concerning
the welfare state (Borzaga & Bodini, 2012; Anheier et al. 2014). Many
social innovation policies seek to improve the human capabilities and
empowerment of marginalized individuals through localized and
collective action (Edmiston, 2015). As Frank Moulaert and his colleagues
(Mo lae e al., 2013:2) no ed: Sociall inno a i e ac ion , a egie ,
practices and processes arise whenever problems of poverty, exclusion,
segregation and deprivation or opportunities for improving living
condi ion canno find a i fac o ol ion in he in i ionali ed field
of p blic o p i a e ac ion.
Owing to the social innovation framework of the EU policy, several
legislative, financial and public reputation initiatives were implemented.
Three are of particular note. First is the new Europe 2020 strategy for
smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. The included initiatives aimed at
supporting innovative social experiments through the European Platform
against Poverty and Social Exclusion and the European Social Fund. The
second is the Social Business Initiative, which was designed to create a
favorable climate for social enterprises and critical stakeholders in the
social economy. Launched in 2013, the Social Investment Package is the third
framework intended to help European public authorities modernize and
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reform their social and public services. Social innovation funding and
finance are built up around several funds and financial structures. The
overall Multi-Annual Financial Framework principally determines EU
funding for social innovation and runs from 2014 to 2020. The European
Structural and Investment Funds regulations identify social innovation
and social enterprise as an investment priority and are therefore arguably
the most significant EU financial commitment to social innovation
(European Commission, 2014; Edmiston, 2015).
Social innovation discourse is heavily supported also by several European
competitions, educational programs, research and publications. They aim
to facilitate identification and raising awareness of the conditions under
which social innovation flourishes. The Social Innovation Competition (2012),
the Regiostars competition and the European Corporate Social Responsibility
Awards (since 2008), the Social Innovation Tournament (since 2012) and the
European Prize for Innovation in Public Administration (since 2013) are just
ome e ample . The effo aim o inc ea e collabo a i e model that
incorporate stakeholders as partners in the policy process; encourage
dialogue between policymakers and service users; coordinate between
actors and organizations engaged in social innovation and create an
op imi ed eg la o en i onmen (Edmi on, 2015).
2.3 Theoretical spectrum: functionalist and transformationalist
approaches to social innovations
In the next few paragraphs, I provide a brief overview of social innovation
definitions and allocate two leading schools of thought in the social
innovation research landscape. I elaborate on four dimensions of the
concept of social innovation based on the literature. These dimensions
distinguish the construct from other types of innovations. From this
position, I conclude with a working definition of the study.
The heterogeneity of the theoretical roots and current conceptualizations
of social innovation is one of the reasons for the wide variety of
conceptual interpretations and different measurement approaches. The
concept of social innovation might be found in a significant number of
distinctive schools of thought. For instance, Westley (2013) identified
social entrepreneurship; innovation theory; institutional entrepreneurship;
socio-technical transitions and multi- and cross-scale interactions;
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resilience and social-ecological transformation; and social economy
(Svensson et al., 2018). Accordingly, the concept is used as an umbrella
term, overarching a variety of conceptual perspectives on social
inno a ion . The concep i of en ea ed a a q a i-concep ha eflec
the complexity of its elements (Jenson & Harrison, 2013). Brandsen and
a ocia e (2016) claim ha he meaning ha dil ed, ome ime efe ing
o an hing ha i con ide ed ne and ha i no echnical . A ob e
al. (2016) after Gallie (1956) refer to social innovation as a contested
concept, that is asserted variously by competing actors and is subject
to differences in meanings.
Several overview-literature studies propose communalities and principle
categories of social innovation definitions (Pol & Ville, 2009; van der
Have & Rubalcaba, 2016; Ayob et al., 2016; Edwards-Schachter &
Wallace, 2017). Edwards-Schachter & Wallace (2017) grouped the existing
definitions of social innovations into three clusters, suggesting three main
strands or areas related to the process of social change, development and
the service sector. Social innovations are described as product and process
o come o a he place in ol ing ocial p ac ice and ocial
interactions at micro, meso, and macro levels of society (Ibid.: 7).
Definitions refer to the social change framework with an acknowledgment
of the involvement of Nonprofit Organizations (NPO) and cross-sector
collaborations with a focus on social needs and empowerment of the
needy.
Each particular conceptualization of social innovation stands on one of
its leading traits according to the prevailing theoretical framework. To put
it briefly, first is a neo-Marxist line, considering social innovation as a
response to market and state failures in providing jobs and wellbeing
(Mulgan et al. 2007). Second, the instrumental market-base line refers to
social innovations that differ from technological or market innovations by
a clear orientation on social needs, problems of marginalization in spheres
of social services, culture and recreation, health, local communities,
education and research, work integration and youth services. Social
innovations are legitimate to the values and expectations of the local
community or territory. Similarly, governmental discourse perceives social
innovation as a factor of sustainable development and a new
means/mechanism to tackle social challenges with the participation of
civil society and to respond to failures of the state and the market (OECD,
2011). Third, the social change approach absorbed the theory of change
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and considered innovations to be based on particular activities and to lead
to social change, resulting in economic and social growth (Crepaldi et al.,
2012). It acknowledges the inclusiveness of social innovation into a
broader social system and endows it with the potential to modify current
arrangements in a social sphere. Social innovations are seen as ideas,
models, discourses, frames and inspirations focused on structural change.
The following citations provide a brief overview of a few recent
definitions and the related dominant trait.
Process. Social innovation is the process resulting from cooperation
between a variety of actors that can be seen as a process of
collective learning and knowledge creation which requires the
participation of users (Moulaert et al., 2017).
Transformation, social innovation as a driver of systemic social change. The
p oce of an fo ma ion of ocial ela ion h o gh g o p
collective action that mobilize resources for certain categories,
layers or social classes, and that eventually impose both new
production relationships, new needs, a new discourse, new codes,
a ne poli ical egime, a ne o gani a ion of he ocial pace
(Lapierre, 1977: 310). The TRANSIT Project team refer to social
innovation as a change in social relations, involving new ways of
doing, organizing, framing and/or knowing (Avelino, &
Wittmayer, 2016; Pel et al., 2016). The a i fac ion of aliena ed
human needs through the transformation of social relations:
an fo ma ion
hich imp o e he go e nance
em ha
guide and regulate the allocation of goods and services meant to
satisfy those needs, and which establish new governance structures
and organizations (discussion forums, political decision-making
em , e c.) (Moulaert, 2013: 12).
Social nature. An ne approach, practice, or procedure, or any
new product developed to improve a situation or solve a social
p oblem (Bouchard, 1997: 2).
Empowerment. Inno a ion ha a e ocial in bo h hei end and
hei mean (M lgan, 2012: 22). SI [ ocial inno a ion ] are new
solutions (ideas, products, services, models, markets, processes
etc.) that simultaneously meet a social need (more effectively than
existing solutions) and lead to new or improved capabilities and
relationships and better use of assets and resou ce (The Young
Foundation (2012: 18).
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Wellbeing and civil society. SIs are actions aimed at the satisfaction of
social needs that are not adequately met by market and macrolevel welfare policies (content dimension) through the
transformation of social relations (process dimension) which
involves empowerment and socio-political mobilisation (political
dimension linking the process and content dimension (IMPROVE
Project).
This brief overview of definitions highlights a range of meanings and
discourses on social innovations, resulting in a complex social innovation
landscape. Different conceptualizations can be placed on a continuum
with two coexisting frameworks due to the clustered dominant theoretical
stream of thought. They are functionalist or utilitarian and
transformationalist or institutional schools of thought, even though it is
troublesome to draw a sharp demarcation line between them. The
majority of recent conceptualizations and definitions lie in between, closer
to one cluster or the other. Definitions are often complementary and
dependent on the dominant perspective on social innovation and its role
in society.
Other scholars have characterized a similar dualism in the theoretical
landscape of social innovation. Ayob, Teasdale, and Fagan (2016) suggest
an instrumental vs. radical contesting of social innovation frameworks.
The first focuses on outcomes and social value production. The second
refers to transformative changes in power relationships and the
establishment of new social processes to tackle social inequalities and
other social challenges. Montgomery (2016) proposes technocratic vs.
democratic social innovation, and Unger (2015) goes for weak and strong
social innovation (Moulaert et al., 2017). Scockley (2015) brings in a
division on t o g o p of ocial inno a ion li e a e. One i AngloAme ican en ep ene hip
die , ba ed on b ine inno a ion and
management studies and which consider social innovation as a preferred
response to welfare crisis and social challenges. Another group is labeled
a E o-Canadian ocial economie li e a e and ha oo in ocial and
solidarity movements, and community and neighborhood development.
Accepting these frameworks, I will now describe and explore the
functionalist and transformational strands in more detail.
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2.3.1 Functionalist or utilitarian framework on social innovations
The functionalist strand gained renewed momentum during the 1990s and
early 2000s and echoes functionalism and managerial perspectives as a
response to market and state failure in providing wellbeing. The strand
rests on a normative assumption that social innovation, as well as
innovation in general, contributes to social and economic growth.
Accordingly, this strand is strongly influenced by the perception of social
innovations as a strategy to optimize public expenditures in fighting
poverty and social exclusion (Murray et al., 2010). Social innovation is
interpreted often in market-economic terms within a service outcome
function (OECD, 2000; Oosterlynck et al. 2013; EC, 2013; Edmiston,
2015). It prioritizes social business and social entrepreneurship over social
movements and grassroots as a vehicle for social innovation and
overlooks the transformative potential of the latter.
The functionalist theoretical stream on social innovation has been widely
emplo ed in ecen EU (EU Innovation Union Programme, 2010; OECD,
2010) and US poli ical di co e (Ba ack Obama Office Agenda on Social
Innovation and Civic Participation) due to the clarity of its practical
instrumental expectations. Several organizations are promoting the
functional discourse, such as OECD, the Young Foundation, NEXTA or
The Stanford Center on Philanthropy and Civil Society.
The functionalist perspective on social innovations reflects a turn from
the technology innovation paradigm to the acknowledgment of social
actors. They are believed to be relevant for economic growth and societal
development. The utilitarian framework accepts a combination and
synergy of cross-sectoral relations for the sake of conjoined solutions.
This strand aims to improve the performance of particular systems or
instruments to address immediate social needs and problems (Howaldt &
Schwarz, 2010). Social innovations are framed with specific outputs to
meet social needs in line with the established social systems.
Social innovation is about developing new ideas to tackle social
problems or meet social needs. It may be a new product, service,
initiative, organizational model or approach to the delivery of
public services (Albury & Mulgan, 2003).
Social innovation is distinct from economic innovation because it
is not about introducing new types of production or exploiting
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new markets in itself but is about satisfying new needs not
p o ided b he ma ke
(OECD, 2011; Nicholls et al., 2015).
Social innovation can be defined as the development and
implementation of new ideas (products, services and models) to
meet social needs and create new social relationships or
collaborations. It represents new responses to pressing social
demands, which affect the process of social interactions. It is
aimed at improving human well-being. Social innovations are
innovations that are social in both their ends and their means.
They are innovations that are not only good for society but also
enhance indi id al capaci o ac (E opean Commi ion, 2013:
6).
I use SOS Children's Villages as a running example of social innovation in
Russia and how it is interpreted in both functionalist and
transformationalist frameworks.
SOS Children's Villages is an international NPO, providing alternative
families to children without adequate parental care. Children of
different ages and backgrounds live together in a house with a full-time
parent, usually a woman who serves as the children's parent. This
initiative is innovative for Russia, where children are placed in
orphanages with little if any social support and socialization.
Opportunities for adoption are limited due to the burdensome
regulations for the domestic and overseas adopters. In the functional
framework, this initiative would be regarded as social innovation with
precise serving functions and outputs. It addresses the pressing social
problem of children without parental care, their socialization, and
further integration into professional and social activities. SOS Child en
Villages effectively answer this problem, and compared to the regular
orphanage system, do so much better.
A purely utilitarian functionalist perspective on social innovation leaves
the transformational potential of social innovation out of the equation.
This perspective mainly ignores institutional changes promoted by the
cross-boundary network cooperation of stakeholders, community or
grassroots initiatives with the purpose of tackling a social problem. This
is a kind of reductionist perspective that stresses the importance of
in en ion and manage ial implemen a ion of a ili a ian inno a i e
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solution. Thus, utilitarian studies consider social innovation as a means
for the activation of deprived and vulnerable individuals as productive
economic subjects (Oosterlynck et al. 2013; Edwards-Schachter &
Wallace, 2017). The underlining aspiration is to facilitate the social welfare
system in both economic (financial) and social ends.
Functionalist discourse acknowledges the contribution of bottom-up and
grassroots efforts in addressing a wide range of pressing social and
economic problems, from poverty and homelessness to environmental
crises. The creation of innovative solutions requires new tools like
governance, work organization, the hybridization of resources, and a
renewal of the relationships between service providers and the intended
beneficiaries of the initiative (Crepaldi et al., 2012). This presumes the
creation of new social relationships or collaborations, enhancing
indi id al capaci o ac (European Commission, 2013), as well as the
involvement of new actors to provide social services, including civil
society organizations. The following definitions of social innovations are
incorporated in the innovative governmental agendas and reflect the
utilitarian perspective, but simultaneously recognize the collaborative
nature of social innovation. For instance, the European Commission
G ide (2013) o ocial inno a ion a e ha ocial inno a ion can be
defined as the development and implementation of new ideas (products,
services and models) to meet social needs and create new social
ela ion hip o collabo a ion . In he E ope 2020
a eg , ocial
inno a ion a e defined a
new responses to pressing social demands, by means which
affect the process of social interactions. Social innovations are
characterized by the production of a social return and the creation
of new social relationships or partnerships which involve the end
users and thereby make policies more effective (EC, 2010).
Acknowledgment of grassroots movements and networks, citizen
empowerment, the co-creative nature of social innovations and the
following creation of new collaborations bring me to the second
extremum of the theoretical spectrum, namely, to the transformationalist
framework.
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2.3.2 The transformationalist or institutional framework on social
innovations
The second strand is a sociology-based transformationalist strand,
reflecting further development of the social innovation schools of
thought. It builds on a perspective of micro-level relations and crossboundary cooperation in social problem resolution. Social innovation is a
process that provokes the institutionalization of new practices, aiming at
rebalancing power disparities and economic inequalities in society
(Howaldt et al., 2015; Haxeltine et al., 2016; Moulaert et al., 2005;
Chiappero-Martinetti et al., 2017). As Cools mentions (2017), along with
suggesting practical responses to immediate needs and problems, social
innovation points beyond its specific goal to indicate a path of reform for
the larger society.
The transformationalist framework began to evolve at the end of the
2000s and emphasizes changes in social relations, power structures and
the outcomes of these actions with the following institutionalization to
satisfy social needs. Social innovations are expected to result in the
transformation of institutional arrangements (Crepaldi et al., 2012), to
improve human capabilities as well as the processes via which these
solutions are carried out (Nicholls & Ziegler, 2015). Social actors in the
context of innovative processes jointly participate in the redefining and
transformation of the current arrangements and methods in the social
sphere. They question the current arrangements of access, social rights
and role of the state (Unger, 2015; Cools, 2017). The transformationalist
approach considers social innovations more in line with the institutional
pe pec i e and nde and ocial inno a ion a a p oce ha p o oke
an institutionalization of new practices, standards and rules, founded on
al e inhe en o olida i (Krlev et al., 2020: 18).
Transformationalist conceptualization refers to social innovation in the
context of social change, in line with the objectives and collaboration of
the involved actors (Hochgerner, 2011; Avelino & Wittmayer, 2015). It
builds upon the concept of social practices and unites micro and macro
levels of individual actors and social structures (Avelino, 2017). The
process of social change is emphasized in social relations on multiple
levels, above the sectoral borders. Nicholls and Murdock (2012:2) argue
ha ocial inno a ion i he p od c ion of ne idea and ne
c e
and a process of re-contextualization within socially (re)constructed
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no m of he p blic good, j ice and eq i and ha i can occur as a
process or outcome type. As such, the social change perspective admits
the potential of innovation practices to be spread through society and to
give rise to social transformations (Howaldt et al., 2015). Transformative
social innovations challenge, alter or replace dominant institutions in the
social context via the creation of new social relations, the spread of new
knowledge and practices (Haxeltine et al., 2017).
Here I once again refer to SOS Children's Villages within Russia and
interpret it as a social innovation in the transformationalist framework.
SOS Children's Villages provides an alternative to the Russian orphanage
system. The latter is practically the only opportunity for children with
no or little parental care. Family adoption and socialization are still
underdeveloped in Russia. Children are placed in orphanages till their
18th birthday. Afterwards, they must provide for themselves, despite
being very poorly adapted to everyday life and the professional
performance of family-oriented behaviours. There are no official
statistics on graduates of orphanages, while experts estimate only 1015% of g ad a e p oceed i h no mal life. O he a e likel o
become marginalized.
The SOS Child en Village establish a bridge between children,
volunteers and adoptive parents and, to a certain extent, evade the
orphanages. This initiative allocates children and does not allow them
to go into the orphanage system. A substitute family is a better
environment for the development of independence in self-care and
everyday life, contributing to social-phycological wellbeing as well as
emotional health and competencies. This significantly increases the
chances for further successful social integration of such children.
The articulation of social need, which is answered by social innovation,
leads to the acknowledgment of the normative nature of social innovation
conceptualization. Social innovation, as a rule, is depicted as a normative
good (Osborne and Brown, 2011; Moulaert et al., 2013; Murray et al.,
2010; Nicholls et al., 2015), which satisfies social needs, evolved from
social norms existing in society (Bund, 2015).
Both utilitarian and transformationalist frameworks are normative
but retranslate the origins and role of values for social innovations in
different manners. Both frameworks produce different ways of how social
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policies are ideologically and practically justified (Evers et al., 2014). The
utilitarian approach relies upon an assumption of a universal essence of
values and almost ignores the political origins of such normative
declarations. Transformationalist scholars, in contrast, postulate that the
normative background of social innovation heavily depends on the
perspective of a particular audience and, to a large extent, mirrors the
interests of core stakeholders. In a general sense, it reflects the influence
of governmental interests as well as the interests of commercial actors on
the selection of dominant concepts and policies. The transformationalist
stream acknowledges the role of governance and political discourse in the
maintenance of normative perspective on social innovations and the
labeling of wha a need and good i in the current welfare
system. Political discourse, to a certain extent, is in charge of determining
what is treated as a desirable state of the social sphere, and what kind of
needs are defined as worth satisfaction. On balance, the choice of political
interpretation significantly determines which social priorities are given
ea a he able in a polic field. Con eq en l , i infl ence the
implementation of particular innovative social policies and programs. Say,
adults and particular at risky groups such as prisoners or those infected
with HIV a e of en ega ded a no o h of an e a ocial e ice
above the minimum prescribed. This is a clear case of Russian political
discourse in a social sphere. Accordingly, these groups of the needy are
literally excluded from becoming potential beneficiaries of innovative
ocial ol ion . Social inno a ion choice a e, he efo e, a el onl eal
need echnical choice : in ead, he ha e poli ical amifica ion ha help
shape policy implementation.
The prescribed positive normative contribution of social innovation is
somewhat questionable, as it brings a pro-innovation bias concerning how
ocial need a e de e mined and add e ed. J a 42 as The Answer to
the Ultimate Question of Life, The Universe, and Everything (Adams,
2009) i meaningle a i i , an l ima e good b ing li le o of con e .
Social innovations are assumed to be always good, but the perception of
good i igh l ela ed o he c en no ma i e skeleton of the society
and contextual ethical legitimate framework. There are no obvious criteria
fo di ing i hing be een good o bad inno a i e ol ion (Ayob et
al., 2016).
Several scholars have further developed the latent aspect of normative
e ence and efe o i a a da k ide of ocial inno a ion (B and en,
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2016; Nicholls et al. 2015) and general technological, economic and
business innovation (Havas, 2016; Hull & Kaghan, 2000). They question
the one-sided perspective on outcomes (as non-political and necessarily
good). The rationale lies in the social heterogeneity of the society, i.e., the
diversity of target groups of innovative solutions. Stakeholders might
possess specific values and images of the desired state of affairs and differ
in eac ion o q e ion ch a Who benefi f om he in od c ion of
ocial inno a ion ? Who lo e ? (B and en e al., 2016: 299). Innovative
solutions, thus, can be justified with the different discourses. For some
groups, innovations might result in adverse changes, despite positive
outcomes to direct beneficiaries and target groups. A precise solution that
improves the situation of some groups can affect other groups negatively.
Thus, social innovation should be understood in the context of the norms
and ethical framework within a particular society as well as from the
perspective of one specific group of stakeholders and receive careful
consideration to minimize possible drawbacks such as a failure, political
conflict and oppression (Larsson & Brandsen, 2016).
The utilitarian and transformationalist discourses share some common
traits. Most recent definitions stress and give attention to elements of
these frameworks and include both outcomes as solutions and
transformational processes in social relations perspectives.
Let me mention two illustrations. The first illustration of the combined
approach to social innovation is Krlev e al. (2020) definition. The
a ho efe o ocial inno a ion a he abili o con ib e o o c ea e
solutions to previously inadequately addressed social needs this solution
shall serve both a functionalist (efficiency & effectiveness) and a
transformationalist function (change) and primarily aim at improving the
situation for the beneficiaries and actors involved (Krlev et al., 2020: 40).
This definition includes three interrelated dimensions of social innovation
that focus on the satisfaction of unsatisfied human needs; process with a
change in social relations; and empowerment of the involved actors
(Hoelscher et al., 2015). The second illustration is taken from the Creating
Economic Space for Social Innovation (CRESSI) project team definition with
its focus on change in power relations and improved human capabilities
and tackling marginalization through structural change. Social innovations
a e he de elopmen and deli e of ne idea and ol ion (p od c ,
services, models, markets, processes) at different socio-structural levels
that intentionally seek to change power relations and improve human
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capabilities, as well as the processes via which these solutions are carried
o
(Nicholl & Ziegler, 2015). BEPA (2011: 9) defined social
inno a ion a
innovations that are social both in their ends and in their means.
Specifically, we define social innovations as new ideas (products,
services and models) that simultaneously meet social needs and
create new social relationships or collaborations. In other words,
they are innovations that are both good for society and enhance
ocie
capaci o ac .
Synthetic definitions of social innovation make it difficult and most likely
unnecessary to follow sharp theoretical divisions. The designation of the
broad spectrum is somewhat sufficient to outline the theoretical field
overall. However, the area is very heterogeneous, and it is sometimes
challenging to build a consistent knowledge of what is, or what is not, to
be considered a social innovation.
2.4 Working definition of the study
Four dimensions arise from the different conceptual definitions presented
in the sections above. These dimensions can be treated as demarcation
elements of the social innovation concept. These elements together
distinguish social innovation from other types of innovation or other
concepts and are used as pillars for the working definition of my study. I
will cover these elements and explain a working definition in this section.
Other scholars have also proposed a combination of several traits of social
innovation which can be considered as a definition. Moulaert and
associates (2017) propose three traits of social innovations, namely (1)
mutual satisfaction of unsatisfied or insufficiently met human needs, (2)
building more cohesive social relations and, (3) working toward more
democratic societies and communities through socio-political bottomlinked empowerment. Brandsen and associates (2016) define social
innovation as both products and processes; these are ideas translated into
practical approaches and new in the context of where they appear. They
employ the criterion that social innovations are those that, created mainly
by networks and joint action in social realms beyond business and
government routines, at any given moment can raise the hope and
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e pec a ion of p og e o a d ome hing be e (a mo e ociall
sustainable/democratic/effective society) (Brandsen et al., 2016: 7).
Several studies introduce other elements, such as the level of efficiency in
comparison to the existing solutions, the primary initiator or producer,
and social impact. Those elements are a kind of supplement or variation
to the core traits and are of varying significance for the social innovation
conceptualization.
By presenting demarcation lines, I am able to grasp the nuances of the
concept, distinguishing it from other innovations. These elements reflect
the particular positioning on the spectrum of corresponding theoretical
perspectives and are relevant for both utilitarian or transformationalist
frameworks across the diverse literature. A combination of the elements
is a supplement to a definition of social innovation and can be considered
as a broad conceptual definition. That supports a better placement of the
research question of this thesis.
An allocation of the common traits of definitions of social innovation in
different sets of social theories, with different empirical emphases and
from different normative perspectives is useful for future research. Taking
into consideration the great variety of recent definitions, there is little
sense in the endeavor to propose a solid universal one. Following
Brandsen et al. (2016: 5), I argue for a conceptual definition of social
innovation as a complex societal process, rather than a mere classificatory
definition of action or product, closely related to a specific organizational
form of social innovation. Conceptual definition presents a combination
of demarcation elements. It provides better opportunities to collect data
with a broad concept that is open to different definitions of social
innovations. Thereafter, another researcher might be able to use the data
collected and results calculated.
Core demarcation traits in this dissertation include (1) social nature, (2)
novelty in a particular context, (3) legitimacy for a specific social context
and (4) cross-boundary collaborations for the aims of the innovative
solution.
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Social nature
I a
i h he ocial a pec of ocial inno a ion, hich mainl
demarcates the concept from any other type of innovation. There are
e e al in e p e a ion of he e m ocial i hin he concep . Social
refers to a social need as a starting point for innovations and
expresses better answers to deliver the satisfaction of social needs
(Moulaert, 2010). It also covers the societal impact of social
innovations and social improvements (for an overview, see Pelka &
Terstriep, 2016), and is closely linked to social practices, relationships and
re-arrangements of these relationships through collaboration and
participatory approaches (Alcock & Kendall, 2014).
The fi
ocial need in e p e a ion i clo e o he ili a ian f ame o k,
while the second echoes a transformationalist sociological perspective.
Albeit that, both interrelate to a certain extent and the distinction is quite
approximate. Interpretations employ a significant normative component
that denotes the aims of innovations to benefit society (Crepaldi et al.,
2012) and is closely linked to perceptions on social need and values.
Innovations are expected to deliver values that are coherent
with solidarity, well-being, quality of life, equality, justice and democracy
(Ayob et al., 2016; BEPA, 2010). In this sense, social innovations are
broadly interpreted as a democratic commitment to social change
(Andersen & Bilfeldt, 2013) and are frequently presented as an ultimate
good contributing to the welfare system as a whole or specific group of
beneficiaries.
Novelty
The necessary level of novelty is a second conceptual trait of social
innovation. To what extent must a new solution be radically new in order
o be ega ded a a
e ocial inno a ion? (M a e al., 2010). How
much should it differ from gradual linear development, and can it be
incremental instead of being radical, destroying existing competencies
(Heloise & Murillo, 2013)? One proposed division is a division between
improvement, invention, exploitation and exaptation (Gregor & Hevner,
2014).
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Scholars have broadly given up on elaborating a quantitative scale of
novelty for non-market and non-technical social innovations. In most
cases, a social innovation is considered novel until it is institutionalized as
regular social practice or made routine, which is similar to the perception
of general technological or business innovations (Havas, 2016; Howaldt
et al. 2014).
The overall consensus has agreed to consider novelty as being new for a
specific
context
or
territory.
Indeed,
social
solutions
might appear in different places and at different times as an answer to
different social needs. The solution will be innovative for some locations
and groups, while for others it will be an established practice, or they will
not have a need for it (Guide to Social Innovation, 2013). By this, social
innovation is not necessarily new in the sense of representing an
incremental or radical change. Meanwhile, scholars introduce degrees of
novelty to structure the concept. It has several degrees such as a new
group of clients, those who were previously not served; a new subgroup
of clients; an existing group of clients being served with a new or
previously unused treatment. Besides, novelty includes innovations being
new; new regarding a specific target population; new in a particular region
or country; and new within a given organization.
The absence of a unified scale to measure novelty brings me to the
acknowledgment of the local embeddedness of social innovations.
Scholars admit that social innovations are en i i e o local o ine and
structures prevailing in a given (welfare) system o e ing (E e &
Ewert, 2014: 11). Social innovations are contraposed to technical ones,
with an emphasis on the specific social background origins of the
innovative solution across the four functional systems (economy, culture,
politics and law) (Crepaldi et al., 2012; Brandsen, 2014).
Technical innovations designed for mass markets are of a universal and
context-free nature and can be easily shifted and used in different places
and national contexts. Unlike them, origins and producers of social
innovations are diverse and are never so clearly articulated. Social
innovations are introduced by a decisive set of actors with a strong link to
the local context. Recognition of the local embeddedness of social
innovations echoes a transformationalist sociological perspective with
particular attention on local values, culture and contextualized social
needs (Anheier et al. 2015; Lim & Plucker, 2001; Leung & Morris,
2011). Local context encompasses the significance of different social
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backgrounds, levels of generalized trust, state policy and of voluntary
participation for the particular configuration of innovative solutions
(Delhey & Newton, 2003; Park & Sabramanian, 2012).
Legitimacy
A notion of local context accompanies and relates to a concept of
legitimacy social innovations focus on social needs that are legitimate
for the community (Kattel et al., 2012).
Legitimacy is an additional verification of arbitrary interpretation of norms
and social needs to be addressed by the innovative solution. A solution
has to address the social need that is agreed to be legitimate between
various stakeholders in society. Legitimacy is grounded in the morals and
norms of the particular society, thus they are not of a universal character.
The most apparent legitimate social needs are those related to
fundamental human rights. This notion relates to the concept of human
capabilities, saying that social innovations have to improve human
capabilities. The innovation process blends individual and collective
interests and creates a shared vision (Chiappero-Martinetti, Budd &
Ziegler, 2017). The community accepts this vision as a seeding ground for
practical collaborations. To give some illustrations here every society
agrees on the rights of its members to obtain equal access to water, air,
transportation, health, housing or primary education. At the same time,
other social needs can be regarded as those exceeding basic needs and
therefore, are regarded as illegitimate or lacking in priority. Such needs are
not universally accepted, or they are interpreted differently. For instance,
eq al acce
o info ma ion o f eedom o e p e one belief a e
interpreted differently in the Russian context in comparison to most other
European countries. Therefore, social innovations focusing on
information or expressive activities are not so obvious and do not have as
pronounced a social request as social innovations in health or social
services.
Legitimacy implies that innovation is understood and welcomed in the
community, that the new solution has a social credibility among members.
This also prevents the potential risks of a mismatch with local
expectations and needs (Anheier et al. 2014; Hutter et al., 2015). Thus, on
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the one hand, legitimacy is a confirmation and a proof of the relevance
and importance of innovative solutions. On the other hand, legitimacy
p o ide g o nd o licen e o implemen
ch inno a ion in a
community within the announced innovative purposes.
Cross-boundary collaborations
The fourth influential line of conceptual demarcation is the collaboration
perspective and networking nature of social innovations. Scholars refer to
the networking character of social innovation as using different concepts,
like an open innovation (von Hippel, 2005), a networked innovation
(S an & Sca b o gh, 2005) o a collabo a i e inno a ion (S en en &
Torfing, 2012). Still, all emphasize that a capacity to establish and maintain
connections is an essential building block of innovation potential (Gieske
et al., 2016). An innovative solution is produced by a collaboration
between various actors, although a particular one usually prompts it.
Cross-boundary collaboration brings added value to the social innovation
by, first, resource consolidation and, second, by the increase of the future
stability and survival of social innovation (Evers, Ewert, & Brandsen,
2014). Indeed, collaborative relations between different actors contribute
to the consolidation and exchange of resources, expertise, knowledge,
skills and information (Jaskyte & Lee, 2006). Cross-boundary
collaboration fosters innovation by bringing together public and private
actors, facilitating knowledge sharing and transformative learning, and
building joint ownership of the new innovative visions and practices
(S en en & To fing, 2012). Collabo a i e ela ion al o ec e
organizational and, in some cases, resource support, guarantee an overall
willingness (although individual motives might vary) and focus on a
particular innovative solution which is welcomed by all involved actors. It
also provides a place for and relevance of innovative solutions within the
existing structures or the newly restructured power relations (Osborne &
Brown, 2005). Accordingly, cross-boundary collaboration is a prerequisite
for innovative contribution (Shier & Handy, 2015) and its embeddedness
and legitimacy (Evers et al., 2014).
Cross-boundary collaborations aiming for innovative solutions bring in a
remarkable story of practical implementation. This perspective generally
follows technological or economic innovation development, when the
62

solution fails to innovate if is it not scaled. It requires social innovation to
have a practical implementation, to create a sustainable and replicable
model around that solution (Social Innovation Europe Initiative, 2011;
Reeder et al., 2012; Guide to Social Innovation, 2013) and to deliver better
social outcomes (Moulaert et al., 2013; Santos, 2013). The innovation
development cycle is based on the assumption that the new solution has
to pass a ange of de elopmen age o become a eal ocial inno a ion.
The life cycle of social innovation requires organizational framing and the
subsequent dissemination of innovative solutions (Meijer, 2014; Lee &
Luykx, 2005; Van Mele, 2006). Similarly, this reflects the literature on
creativity and knowledge, proposing that creative ideas from creative
individuals have to be implemented in praxis to become an innovation
(Hoelscher & Schubert, 2015).
A lifecycle logic imposes initial restrictions and is the cause of a systematic
bias in the identification of cases of social innovations. The first
consideration reflects a significant shrinking of a field of potential
innovators due to the dissemination requirement. Large and powerful
organizations or governmental bodies are implicitly considered as
the primary producers of social innovations. Management literature
reflects a positive correlation between the size and innovating capacity of
organizations at different stages of the innovation process (AguilarFern ndez & Otegi-Olaso, 2018; Aldieri & Vinci, 2019).
Unlike grassroots or NPOs, large-size and established entities are likely to
possess sufficient financial and organizational capacities for scaling
innovative solutions. Small entities are successful at the early stages of
invention and the radical inventions of technological innovations, while
large ones tend to dominate during the latter stages and to scale
up (Godin, 2010). Even though NPOs often generate ideas and
innovative approaches to tackle social challenges, they usually have
resource shortcomings or do not have additional resources for scaling
innovative solutions. Here I refer to financial, time and human resources
with a particular focus on organizational capacities to interact with
stakeholders. NPOs also frequently lack management and marketing
knowledge and skills for the successful fundraising and scaling of new
solutions (Scheuerle & Schmitz, 2016). Thus, required dissemination cuts
off a set of innovative solutions introduced by civil society organizations
or grassroots.
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The second potential bias brought by the life cycle framework might be
of even greater importance than the first consideration. After Brandsen et
al. (2016), I claim that not all social innovations per se imply a need or a
potential for scaling. An innovative solution may not be disseminated or
transferred to different places because of a simple lack of demand or
requests from other actors. Social innovations answer the particular social
need of particular beneficiaries that might be irrelevant or be different in
other contexts. The majority of social innovations are implemented and
remain local and do not fit a dissemination pattern of growth (Evers et al.,
2014).
This
approach
is
very
relevant
to
the
transformationalist perspective that does not require the mandatory
distribution of an innovative solution to refer to it as a social innovation.
The innovative solution should gain practical implementation, but it does
not necessarily have to be scaled (Gault, 2016). Moore and Hartley (2008)
fo m la e hi conci el hen he a , inno a ion a e ne idea and
p ac ice b o gh in o implemen a ion .
Overall, the aforementioned conceptual traits are the most important
con i ing elemen , cha ac e i ing and epa a ing he concep f om
the others. These elements are unifying elements across studies. In line
with this conceptualization, I propose similar underpinning features of
social innovations, shaping its essence. The constellation of the following
features is believed to constitute a core of the concept of social
innovation. I argue that these are the necessary conditions which have to
be met simultaneously. Thus, these traits toge he alloca e a ociall
inno a i e ol ion f om a non-inno a i e ol ion and do no indica e
that a solution is more or less innovative depending on the number of
traits included. Thus, in this dissertation, I consider social innovation as a
solution with the combination of the following traits:
-

-

social purpose, person-orientation aiming at addressing social
needs. Social innovation as a wide range of means oriented to
addressing social problems or meeting human needs (Moulaert et
al., 2013; Murray et al., 2010; Nicholls et al., 2015)
a novelty in a particular context (Heloise & Murillo, 2013)
open-nature, collaborative and participatory approaches, crossboundary relationships in the framework of new or current
arrangements between actors for the aims of the innovative
solution. Social innovation involves changing relations through
the adoption of new social practices, institutional arrangements
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-

and/o fo m of pa icipa ion (S en en & To fing, 2012; Cattacin
& Zimmer, 2016)
legitimacy for a specific social context (Kattel et al., 2012).

Social innovation implies a clear social purpose and intention to tackle
social needs as a leading motive. Organizational and marketing
innovations, as well as general technological and economic innovations,
are led by competitive motivations to achieve advantages on the market
(Seelos & Mair, 2012). Organizational innovation is described as an
implementation of a new or significantly changed organizational method
in the business practice, workplace organization or external relations of
the institutional unit, and the latter, as the implementation of a new or
significantly changed method of promoting products of the institutional
unit (Gault, 2015, 2016).
Therefore, I exclude any internal innovations aimed at improving the
efficiency or organizational scope of an NPO. Accordingly, I artificially
exclude organizations developing internal organizational or management
innovations, as well as those producing no innovations, all of which are
eco ded a non-inno a i e for this dissertation.
The dissertation is deliberately limited to defining social innovations in the
forms of products and services, leaving the process and outcomes of
innovative performance as an opportunity for future research. Moreover,
social innovations are restricted to initiatives in the social sectors, as new
social products, services or practices to external beneficiaries in the fields
of social welfare, including health, education, social support and security.
My selection of social innovation perception also implies two
interpretations of novelty. First, as a new social service for new social
needs and/or new target groups. Second, as a new social service in the
context of existing services and current groups of beneficiaries.
Social innovations are not sector-specific and I consider that social
innovation can be produced by actors from various sectors, in
collaborative and networking relations. Participants from the public,
business and third sectors as well as from civil society contribute to the
creation and development of social innovations in a variety of different
organizational forms. However, other scholars have considered one or
other producer of social innovation to be a core one in a corresponding
policy field. It is not easy to say whether any of these ac o
ole ha e a
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particular primacy in social innovation development. Unlike, say,
transport, healthcare or energy supply, NPOs play a significant role in
social services innovation. NPOs tend to intensively step in the provision
of innovative social welfare services in cooperation with actors from the
public and private sectors (Anheier, 2013).
I focus exclusively on NPOs as the initiators and producers of social
innovations. They are deemed to possess a set of characteristics which
contribute to the potential for producing and developing social
innovations in comparison with other players (Anheier et al., 2014;
Jenson, 2015; Jaskyte & Lee, 2006). I leave out other actors, such as
government bodies or commercial enterprises. I focus on the social
innovativeness of NPOs
their experience in social innovations to
external beneficiaries in the social services field, either through new
products and services in on-going or new projects. Several approaches
explaining innovativeness are presented in the following Chapter 3,
including an enabling frameworks approach. I apply the latter as an
analytical framework for this study. Based on this framework, I propose
expectations as to why NPOs are deemed to possess potential in social
innovations and will explore them as producers of social innovation from
a variety of angles in Chapter 4.
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3. APPROACHES TO ELABORATION OF FACTORS
OF ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATIVENESS
The previous chapter presented a broad theoretical spectrum of
conceptualizations of social innovation. Two dominating schools of
thought in this spectrum are the functionalist and the transformationalist
approaches. Despite that, the current perspective on social innovation is
likely to be a complex one and incorporates traits of both schools.
Following that, I distinguished four traits of social innovations that are
incorporated in that majority of definitions of social innovations. They
are: social purpose, novelty for a particular context, collaborative
relationships and legitimacy for a particular context. I believe that a set of
conceptual traits composes a working definition in my study and is an
appropriate theoretical means to identify and distinguish social
innovations.
I focus on NPOs and question what kind of external or internal factors
might contribute to an NPO being socially innovative. This refers to the
econd e ea ch q e ion of he di e a ion, namel Acco ding o
theory, what traits and characteristics enable NPO to be socially
inno a i e? . To answer this question, I approach the general discussion
on the determinants of innovativeness in this short chapter. I indicate
complex frameworks on societal, organizational and institutional factors.
Then I contextualize approaches for social innovations and introduce an
enabling frameworks approach (Krlev et al., 2014). The latter is applied as
an analytical framework in this dissertation.
3.1 A brief overview of the determinants to innovation development
Within the frames of the overall enabling environment, scholars have
proposed different sets of factors expected to influence the innovation
development. Hoelscher et al. (2015: 66) generalize such factors as social
need structures, financial resources, political support, social capital and
networks. Heloise and Murillo (2013) refer to the structures, mechanisms,
systems and flows of the social economy that strengthens its capacity to
develop and diffuse social innovation. Neumeier (2017) points to six
groups of factors as: the commitment and the abilities of the participating
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actors; the organizational structure; the quality of the functional concept
as definition and measures; the climate of acceptance/cooperation; and
the access to financial resources. Many other classifications are proposed
further in the literature.
Determinants of the innovativeness differ in various theoretical
perspectives. The following empirical measurement also depends on
theoretical explanatory models. Later in this section, I identify the
landscape of the theoretical frameworks, accounting for the
innovativeness among various institutional units. This is done to justify
the choice of the explanatory framework and to develop a set of factors
to determine the social innovativeness of NPOs. In line with this
aspiration, I briefly highlight the national innovation system approach
(Freeman, 1987; Lundvall, 1992), focusing mainly on general innovation
in territorial, regional clusters; the innovation ecosystems approach
(Anheier & Fliegauf, 2013) and the enabling frameworks approach (Krlev
et al., 2014). All the explanatory frameworks refer to a broader social
context, not being limited exclusively to economic or organizational
determinants. With significant simplification, innovations are explained as
a function of, first, economic and organizational factors and, second, as a
function of an innovation system
complex social and economic
determinants.
The first explanatory framework focuses on management and
organizational factors as influencing innovation development (Rammert
et al., 2018). Factors include human resources, business environment,
corporate expenses on research and development and some others. A
large number of scholars intensively examine the organizational factors of
innovativeness. Internal organizational processes and procedures are
understood as important factors shaping the development of innovations
(Cnaan & Vinokur-Kaplan, 2015; Shier & Handy, 2016). Researchers
suggest that, for example, such elements as autonomy, empowerment,
purposefulness, open communication, collaboration, diversity,
continuous learning, trust, competitiveness, conflict handling and
leadership commitment are essential factors that can promote
organization innovativeness (for an overview, see Riivari et al., 2012).
Research has supported the positive effect of flexibility, learning
orientation, market orientation and entrepreneurial orientation on
innovativeness (for an overview, see Choi & Choi, 2014). Leadership and
internal organizational structure, culture and climate are also important.
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Executive leadership, hierarchical personnel relationships, and the general
orientation toward social change, entrepreneurial orientation within
organizations along with the involvement of staff, along with many other
factors are associated with organizational innovativeness (Shier et al.,
2019).
The second complex strand absorbs sociological and organizational facets
and the institutional or national innovation background. It refers to a
quality of national and regional innovation legislation, the stability and
flexibility of institutional frameworks, and the availability of innovative
infrastructures (Popov & Soloveva, 2018). This strand acknowledges
other players in the innovation development process
end-users,
collective actors, civil society organizations and social stakeholders
(Rammert et al., 2018). This approach reflects the importance of social,
institutional and political frameworks as being relevant for innovation
development. The concept includes (Abramovitz, 1986, cited by
Fagerberg et al., 2010): technical competence (level of education);
experience in the organization and management of large-scale
enterprises; financial institutions and markets capable of mobilizing
capital on a large scale; honesty and trust; the stability of government and
its effectiveness in defining (enforcing) rules and supporting economic
growth.
The observation that innovativeness is not only a result of quantitative
inputs but to a large extent also depends on the interactions between
p blic and p i a e in i ion led o a concep of na ional inno a ion
em . I a de eloped b F eeman (1987) in he 1980 , and f he
by Lundvall (1992) and Nelson (1993). Freeman (1987) states that a
national system of innovation (NSI) i he ne o k of in i ion in he
public and private sectors whose activities and interactions initiate, import,
modif and diff e ne echnologie . NSI p o ide a ie on inno a ion
next to the more traditional market failure approaches (Soete et al., 2009).
The concept points to the importance of interactions between the various
components of inventions, research, technical change, learning and
innovation, including actors at the micro-level, market and non-market
institutions. It emphasizes he
em efficienc a he han a fi m
productivity (Virginie & Cincera, 2016).
Social innovation is acknowledged to require broader inclusiveness into a
social context and to be more dependent on various factors, unlike
technological or economic innovations. The saturation of the theoretical
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models is reflected in the corresponding measurement complexity. Thus,
social innovation development is examined concerning the importance of
institutions, actors and interactions in addition to the economic or
organizational infrastructure (Hoelscher et al., 2015). Different literature
streams highlight various aspects of social innovation development. For
example, collaboration and governance literature stresses the importance
of connections and cross-boundary activities. The research on innovation
and creativity articulates the capability to absorb new information, to learn
and to alter existing insights (Gieske, van Buuren & Bekkers, 2016).
Several concepts propose clustered determinants for social
innovativeness, named either supportive environment, ecosystem or
enabling ecosystem (Biggeri, Testi & Bellucci, 2017). Different
frameworks equally encompass social, political and institutional powers,
access to resources (including financial and human) as well as social trust
and social capital as opportunities to collaborate between different actors
and levels of hierarchy for social innovation development (Arundel et al.
2018; Akg , & Bebla , 2016). F ame o k incl de in i ional domain,
governmental regulations for social innovations empowerment and
capacity building, prevailing cultures, laws, structures of partnerships,
norms and values, civil society climate and organizational
characteristics to list some examples (Evers et al. 2014; Terstriep, 2016).
Other scholars identify four levels of enabling factors as: (1)
environmental ones, like external political context; (2) organizational level,
including structural and cultural features of an organization; (3) innovation
level, as intrinsic attributes of an innovation, e.g. complexity of the
innovation; (4) employee or individual innovator level (De Vries et al.,
2016).
The suggested factors do not always gain empirical assessment. Little
quantifiable information on the comparable importance of the factors has
been collected. I am focused on empirical verification of the enabling
factors on the survey data. Therefore, I proceed with the theoretical
perspective, suggesting determinants with clear empirical indicators. Thus,
I focus on the complex approach with a strong institutional background
to account for the innovativeness of NPOs.
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3.2 Enabling framework approach
I employ the perspective of enabling conditions which provide grounds
to examine social innovations in a broad ecosystem. This acknowledges
that social innovations are shaped somewhat by their respective
environments, other than by purely organizational characteristics.
After Krlev et al. (2014) I distinguish four frameworks for
innovation facilitation, which are (1) resources, (2) societal climate, (3)
political and (4) institutional frameworks. These systemic determinants
shape social innovation.
The first resource framework includes financial, human and
infrastructural resources. It mirrors a resource dependency theory and its
different applications. Social innovations are built on the interactions and
collaboration of various actors, which implies a diversified set of resource
streams. Social capital resources facilitate access to and combination with
other types of resources, i.e. physical, monetary and volunteer resources.
The next societal climate framework is formed by social needs turning
into demands as reference points for social innovations and social
engagement as attitudes. The societal climate framework is culturally
embedded and covers attitudes towards risk, change and civic
engagement. This echoes social legitimacy as a building element of the
social innovation concept.
The third political framework is a particular complement of the societal
climate framework, although it might be of exceptional significance in
non-democratic national contexts. A political framework includes policy
awareness on social innovations and the political environment. By
proposing or restricting information and organizing capacity, a political
f ame o k ha a p a-organizational character in affecting and bringing
oge he diffe en con i en
(Krlev et al. 2014: 205) for social
innovations. Political framework refers mostly to non-financial funding,
the creation of pro-innovation discourse and agenda in the social sphere,
and to promoting or restricting social innovation activity among different
actors. The framework includes incentives ha a e in ended o fo e
ocial inno a ion di ec l o indi ec l (Krlev et al. 2014).
The fourth institutional framework includes normative, regulative facets
which are laws that regulate the human and organizational actions on the
societal level. The framework consists of cultural-cognitive institutions as
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common beliefs and logic within a shared culture. The argument is built
on No h (1990) a emen on in i ional infl ence on economic
performance as well as on any other types of social performance.
NPOs differ in the way a political framework influences them. Not all
NPOs are eligible for political incentives, as they are selective, determined
by political discourse and the dominant perspective on innovations and a
range of eligible actors. Similarly, NPOs differ in a level of access to a
resource framework, meaning their access to monetary funds,
information, volunteering and other types of resources which are
potentially relevant for the social innovativeness. By contrast,
institutional and societal climate frameworks are of a rather universal
nature for all NPOs. These frameworks are likely not to differ from one
NPO to another and can be hardly modified by individual efforts. Thus,
both frameworks equally refer to all NPOs in the taken national context.
At least, they are much more universal for the sector than political or
resource frameworks. I build on this reasoning and regard societal climate
and institutional frameworks as certain constant factors with equal
influence on all NPOs in the given national context, while fully
acknowledging that this assumption is limited and is introduced for
research design purposes only. I recognize the significance of institutional
and societal climate frameworks and will use them to explain the
innovative nature of NPOs in the Russian national context.
In an attempt to grasp what is associated with the social innovativeness of
NPOs, meaning their experience in social innovations, I focus on political
and resource frameworks as broadly defined independent variables. I
assume that NPOs with different positions in political and resource
frameworks will differ in their experience of social innovation. These two
f ame o k a e applied a g o nd fo he elabo a ion of he
d
hypotheses.
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4. WHAT NPOS TRAITS ENABLE THEM TO BE
SOCIALLY INNOVATIVE?
This chapter is devoted to the elaboration of hypotheses. I start with the
description of non-profit organizations and explain why they are expected
to have a significant role in social innovation development. By this, I
justify the selection of an NPO as an empirical object of my survey and
the sampling approach. Then I bring in expectations and hypotheses on
what factors might enable NPOs to be socially innovative.
4.1 NPO

e ial in tackling unmet social problems

The third sector, non-profit organizations, and social enterprises are often
seen as generators of social innovations, being alternatives to state
bureaucracy in meeting the needs of citizens (Moulaert et al., 2017). Nonprofits are defined as those of the official United Nations definition of
non-p ofi in i ion (NPI ), i.e., p i a e o gani a ion (i.e., no pa
of the governmental apparatus), self-governing, non-profit-distributing,
and non-compulsory (Enjolras et al., 2018). Non-profit organizations are
deemed to possess a set of characteristics that contribute to the potential
for producing and developing social innovations in comparison with other
players (Anheier et al., 2014; Scoppetta, 2015; Archibugi & Iammarino,
2002). A notion of social innovation accompanies recent approaches to
non-profits' role in the social sphere as one of the facets of the social
outcomes for multiple groups of stakeholders (Krlev et al., 2019). Here I
briefly identify features, that contribute to this potential and theoretically
make non-profits more promising producers of social innovations, than
organizations from other sectors.
First, non-profits are sensitive to societal signals typically neglected by the
other sectors (Anheier et al., 2014). NPOs meet a broad range of minority
preferences under conditions of demand heterogeneity for public and
quasi-p blic good and e ice (Wei b od, 1998). An NPO mi ion
includes social component per se. Non-profits are locally embedded and,
thus, are close to problems of various social groups, are open to absorb
ci i en g a oo ini ia i e (K le e al., 2019).
Their overall social mission and openness make non-profits more
responsive to the needs of vulnerable target groups and generally more
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successful at reaching and advocating for the interests of marginalized
populations. Multiply theoretical studies referring to failure theories
(Hansmann 2006; Weisbord 1998) demonstrate that non-profits often
spot problems that governments have not yet recognized or mobilized
themselves to address. Care for people living with AIDS, persons with
disabilities, victims of domestic violence, opioid addiction, home health,
and hospice care are only some of the fields which non-profits have
pioneered at the international level. As a consequence, they often have
e pe ienced oop on he g o nd al ead a o k on comple h man
problems, that governments can find highly useful to enlist in their efforts.
These also happen to be fielded in which government efforts have lagged
in Russia. Finally, even in the established fields, non-profits tend to
operate at a more human scale, and, thus, can deliver services with higher
sensitivity than is often possible for large-scale government bureaucracies.
Second, non-profits accumulate different stakeholders and create complex
networks for horizontal collaborations. Representatives of various interest
groups are involved in promoting innovation or creation enabling
conditions and regulations for an innovative solution. This takes place,
although previous relationships of these actors might have been
horizontal if it took place at all (Obstfeld, 2017).
Third, unlike other sectors non-profits enjoy a certain degree of
independence in terms of their mission and related activities. Non-profits
are expected to possess a diversified resource base, including financial
revenue and voluntary contributions, that enables them to be less
dependent on a single funding source or agenda of a particular stakeholder
(Feiock & Jang 2009).
By referring to the particularities of non-profits and their innovative
po en ial, I efe o hei high ocial capi al and aci kno ledge (K le e
al., 2014). According to the constellation of the mentioned features, NPOs
are likely to be included in networks, are familiar with actual needs,
existing resources and solutions, have a feeling for the situation, and
acknowledge, that stakeholders should be connected and with the needy.
NPOs perform as a knowledge-intensive commutator with a pronounced
social need orientation, addressing corresponding demands.
Innovative potential for non-profits is not a universal and obligatory
characteristic of an NPO. Non-profits have certain drawbacks that limit
their innovative potential. To mention a few, it might be troublesome for
NPO, representing the interests of the particular beneficiaries, to take a
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whole range of positions into equal consideration. Consideration of
interest and needs of small groups puts certain bounds on a variety of
decisions that can be reached. Besides, non-profits quite often undergo
financial and resource shortcuts. Even though the third sector constitutes
a notable part of the national economies (Salamon, Sokolowski &
Haddock, 2017), the majority of non-profits are rather small in budgets,
personnel and volunteers involved, especially in Russia. Third sector
organizations can lack the mechanisms for scaling and growth. However,
I do not claim that non-profits are necessarily the best or the most
successful producers of social innovations but refer to them as producers
with a certain potential for social innovations. Indeed, while NPOs are
competent in the identification and elaboration of social innovations, but
they might lack sufficient resources and capabilities for scaling these
innovative solutions.
Not all non-profits are equally innovative, and even more, not all nonprofits have to be innovative. Projects of certain non-profits eliminate a
need and room for innovative solutions. Social needs can be satisfied by
traditional non-profits with the help of current solutions and approaches.
For example, non-profits providing in-kind support for aged population
groups can be somewhat successful in this field, have established networks
with suppliers, volunteers, and local municipal organizations. The need to
introduce innovative modifications in the current scheme is hardly
expressed or relevant. Thus, only a particular share of social challenges
and unmet needs requires or has a room for an innovative solution.
I recall a puzzle of my research here which factors make some NPOs
more likely to produce social innovations than others? When are nonprofits innovative? What characteristics are associated with an NPO being
innovative, i.e., having the capacity to generate novel ideas, ways, and
means of doing things, and of addressing public and social problems of
many kinds (Anheier, Krlev & Mildenberger, 2019)? In the next section, I
develop several expectations concerning conditions, that are associated
with social innovativeness of non-profits, i.e., their experience in social
innovations. These expectations are closely related to the aforementioned
conceptual traits of social innovations and in parallel with the previously
mentioned characteristics of non-profits.
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4.2 Expectations about which factors make some NPOs more likely
to produce social innovations than others: hypotheses of the study
In this section, I proceed with the hypotheses of the dissertation. I convert
elements of political and resource frameworks into expectations
concerning characteristics of non-profits, contributing to their
innovativeness if any. They are citizens (volunteer) engagement; crossboundary collaborative relations and resource diversification, that all are
extracted from the resource framework. Then I zoom into governmental
funding as a proxy for the political framework for the innovative activity
of non-profits. I also introduce an organizational perspective on social
innovation concerning NPOs. The leader of an organization is expected
to play a significant role in the social innovation potential of an NPO.
4.2.1 Citizens (volunteer) engagement
The first characteristic of non-profits, which I consider to be associated
with their social innovativeness, is an opportunity to involve citizens in
processes of social innovation production. The active involvement of
citizens is a significant feature for social innovation. Citizens can be seen
as a common denominator for empowerment. The majority of social
innovations are processed to enable people to satisfy their needs better, to
grasp corresponding values. Indeed, social innovation is not a one-way
process with those who develop and implement the solution and those
who solely consume it. On the contrary, the process engages beneficiaries
as well as other stakeholders in the co-production of innovative solutions.
Citizens represent diverse groups, including recipients of innovation.
Volunteers are simultaneously producers of highly personified social
innovations and consumers of such solutions (Verschuere, Brandsen &
Pestoff, 2012). Thus, in many respects, social innovations are similar to
user innovation (von Hippel, 2010). The importance of user-innovation
correlates with a combination of efforts from many actors, instead of one
innovation-hero.
Citizens thereby play multiple roles in innovation production as (1)
consumers of social services, and as (2) actors who are involved in
discussions on social problems and may participate in its creation, suggest
means and solutions. Volunteers contribute to the social innovation
production by several functions, including providing resources,
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information, or time; adding to co-creation and co-design processes;
increasing relevance and embeddedness of innovative solutions to the
target group. From this perspective, I address separately each of the
contributions made by citizens.
Bringing information and labor, skills and other resources
Citizens provide specific knowledge and information about the current
state of their needs and expectations. Citizens represent the interests of
diverse groups, including final users and secondary beneficiaries. That may
be used as background information at the early stages of intervention and
developing innovation. Accordingly, citizens can be a source of innovative
ideas or novel solutions to existing needs. In parallel with marketing
research, citizen engagement may add value to the diagnostics and
identification of relevant needs, creating the prototype of product or
service and test it among the target groups. At the final stage, new
solutions can be modified according to feedback from the audience and
then implemented into practice. Feedback on is a sort of assurance that
this solution is relevant to the target beneficiaries, that it meets their needs
and aspirations. Indeed, non-profits gain diverse perspective information
on their target audience and, thus, can develop more customized and
personalized innovative solutions. In some cases, volunteers can also
share information about an innovation and therefore raise awareness of it
in their communities.
Participation in co-creation and decision making
This form of citizen participation implies actual contribution to creation
and design, shaping innovative solutions. Citizens are involved here as
those users with a greater understanding of social problems in decisionmaking processes, co-design and co-production activities (Pestoff &
Brandsen 2012; Voorberg et al., 2015; Farmer et al., 2018). Regularly,
grass- oo a e e pec ed o p omo e ch ini ia i e , being a ne o k of
activists and organizations generating novel bottom-up solutions for
sustainable development and sustainable consumption; solutions that
respond to the local situation and the interests and values of the
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comm ni ie in ol e (Se fang & Smi h, 2007: 585). Empi ical
die
illustrate grass-roots solutions in different areas, including rural (Bosworth
et al. 2016), food (Kirwan et al., 2013), energy (Hargreaves et al., 2013),
health (Farmer et al., 2018) and some others.
Increasing the legitimacy of social innovation
Social innovation is an open process and involves citizens in the design,
co-production, development, implementation, and decision-making
processes (Bekkers et al., 2013). Due to their social ties, citizens contribute
to the establishment and maintenance of a link to the community. The
direct proximity or overlap between citizens and target users increases the
alidi and ele ance of inno a i e ol ion fo beneficia ie in e e ,
expectations, and values (Bouchard, 2012; Sanzo et al., 2015).
To sum up, citizens' engagement can be of different forms and have
different functions. The social innovation gains different kinds of values
as a result of citizen engagement. Moreover, citizens bring diverse
perspectives and represent groups of end-users that contribute to the
contextualization and legitimacy of innovative solutions, designed by nonprofits. I conclude with the first hypothesis here, namely that citizens or
volunteer engagement is positively related to the social innovativeness of
non-profits.
H1. Volunteer engagement is positively related to the social
innovativeness of non-profits.
4.2.2 Cross-boundary collaborative relations
The second expectation is derived from networking and collaborative
relations between diverse actors during the social innovation. In contrast
o Sch mpe e ea l
i ing , con empo a inno a ion a e eldom
brought forth by individual business entrepreneurs (Hutter et al., 2015).
General innovation development is similarly described with an open
innovation concept, reflecting free flows of knowledge across stakeholder
78

groups and user engagement (Heloise & Murillo, 2013). Havas (2016),
describing business innovations, allocates systemic or networking models
of inno a ion , ha a e chain-linked and m l i-channel in e ac i e
models, acknowledging the composite networking nature of innovations.
Management and network literature also consider inter-organizational
relationships as a facilitator for producing innovations (Chesbrough, 2003;
Huggins et al., 2012; Nooteboom, 1996).
As was demonstrated above, social innovations involve an even higher
degree of bottom-up and grass-roots involvement than other types of
innovations, which is why general innovation networking models are also
relevant for social innovations. Innovation as a social process presumes
interaction of different actors, knowledge (El Bassiti, 2018) and resource
flows in new combinations for the sake of new solutions development
(Spila et al., 2016). I follow the same logic to introduce a mix of diverse
actors, coalitions of co-producers, and co-deci ion make o be e en ial
for the social innovation development and survival (Evers & Brandsen,
2016).
Collaborative inter-organizational relationships aim to solve problems
ha canno be e ol ed b one o gani a ion alone. Indeed, ocial efe
to the social nature of new solutions to a higher degree, than the social
character of an innovator itself. Players strive to enhance the capacity of
society to solve social issues. During the collaborative processes, social
innovations incorporate a hybrid nature as a combination of market and
non-market approaches, social mission, and commercial activities
(Battilana et al., 2012). Non-profits enjoy a capacity to involve various
actors, citizens, and volunteers in interactions, even if these stakeholders
have not cooperated before in addressing social issues, or their
communication has previously been hierarchical (Archibugi &
Iammarino, 2002; Moore & Harley, 2008). Thus, here are two lines of
added value created by cross-boundary collaboration.
First, collaborative relations between different actors contribute to the
consolidation and exchange of resources, expertise, knowledge, skills, and
information (Jaskyte, 2006). S en en and To fing (2012) state that crossboundary and inter-organizational collaborations in networks of
interdependent public and private actors facilitate collaborative
innovation efforts by knowledge-sharing, risk-sharing, and resource
exchange. Collaborations are the essence of social innovations (Shier &
Handy, 2015) and ensure flows of social capital, knowledge, financial, and
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h man e o ce (To fing & S en en, 2012). F om an o gani a ional
perspective, the motivation to collaborate includes sharing of recourses,
gaining legitimacy, status, or reputation, reducing dependency on
influential stakeholders, as well as creating a joint leaning platform for
participating organizations (Seelos & Mair, 2012). Mulgan (2006) asserts
that new social ideas are rarely inherently new per se, and that most of the
time, they combine previous designs to form creative
combinations. Innovation management studies also stress the importance
of interacting with a diverse range of stakeholders to pool the different
knowledge and skills required to foster innovation (Pittaway et al., 2004).
Cross-boundary relationships facilitate producing of innovation, are
broadly discussed in the general management and network literature
(Chesbrough, 2003; Huggins et al., 2012; Nooteboom, 1996). Some
scholars even include inter-relational collaborations for information and
resource sharing in their definition of social innovation (Adams & Hess,
2010; Berzin et al., 2014).
Second, collaborative relations between diverse actors contribute to the
stability and survival of an innovative solution. Actors share mutual
interests to develop social innovations and create a network for this
purpose. That secures the place and relevance of innovative solutions to
the existing structures or the newly restructures power relations (Osborne
& Brown, 2005). In both cases, multi-stakeholder collaborative
engagement guarantees an overall willingness and focus on a particularly
innovative solution, that it is welcomed. This increases the potential for
survival of social innovation, in contrast to the situation when a few actors
developed it. Through the involvement of heterogeneous informal and
formal networks, social innovations obtain organizational and, in some
cases, resource support. Accordingly, cross-boundary collaboration
between the public, private, and third sector and communities are a
prerequisite for innovative contribution (Shier & Handy, 2015; Holmes &
Smart, 2009).
Consequently, I
expect
that
involvement
in crossboundary collaborations with various stakeholders is positively related to
the social innovativeness of non-profits.
H2. Multi-stakeholder collaborations are positively related to the
social innovativeness of NPOs.
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4.2.3 Leaders as promoters of innovations
Organizational, management and public sector studies propose a wide
range of determinants of innovation activity among firms and public
bodies. Innovation development is often examined as a function of intraorganizational conditions, that goes in line with the general technological
and economic innovation studies. These conditions relate to
organizational culture, organizational procedures, and staff engagement
(Shier et al., 2019: 187). Innovations are covered with many indicators to
measure its development and enabling factors. That can be an innovation
c l e: a c l e he e a g o p of people ha ed al e , c om , and
a mp ion a e cond ci e o ne idea and o gani a ional change
(Bason, 2010: 120), organizational culture, leadership style, social and
human capital, risk perception, technology and financial infrastructure and
access to cooperation to mention few (Anheier & Fliegauf, 2013; Arundel
et al. 2018; Hao, 2017).
Non-profits are believed to have an organizational structure more
appropriate for social innovation development compared to business or
p blic ec o o gani a ion . Cha ac e i ic of o gani a ional NPO
composition, division of work functions between employees and
volunteers, the professionalization of the workflow are considered as
factors of the organization's innovativeness (Choi & Choi, 2014; Kempt
et al., 2003). It is believed that non-profits have a structure with low levels
of formalism, little centralization, high complexity, a wide range of
professional specialists and availability of resources (Jaskyte, 2009;
McDonald, 2007). The culture of innovative organizations, including
innovative NPOs, is based on collaboration and teamwork, risk-taking
and ideas generation, openness to interaction, flexibility, and outcome
orientation.
Despite a variety of factors, scholars have reached a relative consensus on
the critical role of a leader and leadership style in promoting innovation
development in the organization. Innovation development requires
organizational routines, providing sufficient space for cooperation and
multifunctional teams, experiments, and initiative processes. Scholars
point at the importance of agents, creative individuals, who can empower
employees and breakthrough a risk-averse administrative culture (De
Vries et al., 2016). Some studies provide evidence of the relatively higher
importance of a leader on the innovation capacity of city governments
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than other innovation drives and external networking (Lewis et al., 2018).
The leader has a unique and primary role in initiating development and
support open organizational culture and further supporting the
innovation development process (Durst & Newell, 2011) to ensure
continuous and consistent operation. Leadership style is one of the core
elements of innovation development, particularly transformational or
transactional style, which has even a more significant impact on
innovation generation than organizational climate (McMurray et al., 2013).
Leadership style is focused on supporting the ideas of employees, the lack
of strict control, and the involvement of employees in decision making.
Indeed, he head of he o gani a ion mainl
e he one and can
modify the organizational climate as pro-innovative. Transformational
leadership has been pronounced as a driving force of innovation
(Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009; Sarros, Cooper, & Santora, 2008). It is
perceived as the most supportive during the idea generation and selection
phases of innovation processes. Transactional leadership, on the contrary,
is more suitable during implementation and institutionalization (Vera &
Crossan, 2004; Gieske et al., 2016). Management top-down style as a
co n e eigh p e en inno a ion. I de elop a leade
ole in ocial
innovation development as a fourth hypothesis of the study.
A social innovation requires an inspiring and open leadership style
together with persistent and ongoing support from the leader. The
innovation development process is more successful in case it is
appropriately planned, having continuous support from the CEO and
being treated as a long-term process both by the CEO and by employees
(Baldridge, 1980). Implemented innovations are possible mainly in case of
top management approval and support (Meissner & Sprenger, 2015).
According to studies, at least one or two senior managers were active
supporters of change in organizations that successfully introduced
innovations (Hunter et al., 2012). Thus, I came up with the third
hypothesis, expecting a positive relation between the leader as an
innovation promoter and innovation development in NPO. Leaders, in
other words, can create a holistic, supportive environment to support
engagement in social innovations (Shier et al., 2019: 187).
H3. NPO CEO conce n on inno a ion i po i i el
the development of social innovations.
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ela ed o

4.2.4 Diverse revenue structure and financial stability
A diversified revenue structure is another core element of a non-p ofi
financial stability. It contributes to an assurance of a significant potential
for development and introducing or scaling social innovations. Although
financial factors might be of secondary importance in comparison with
other enabling frameworks of broader social and institutional nature, it is
still examined as necessary, even not sufficient element for social
innovation. For instance, despite the importance of the leader of the
organization, the level of innovativeness will decrease in case of
insufficient financial provision (Rivenbark & Kelly, 2003). Two rationales
are presented for this statement.
First, a diversified revenue structure allows to release and re-allocate some
share of resources for the development of the innovative solution and
similar processes. Financial diversity can enable non-profits to develop
innovative solutions and experiment without putting their core mission
programs at risk (Jaskyte & Dressier, 2005; Shier & Handy, 2015). So here,
I also refer to a higher level of independence from a particular donor as
opposite to organizations with single or few funding sources. Non-profits
with diversified revenue structures are likely to possess more senior
autonomy and flexibility in operation and intents (Osborne & Flynn,
1997).
Second, financial resources diversity increases the chances of an
innovative solution being stable. Indeed, a lot of innovative solutions
perish when their funding ended (Evers & Brandsen, 2016). This is
particularity relevant for those innovations with targeted financial support
from the government or other stakeholders. Next, I formulate the fourth
hypothesis, namely that diversity of financial resources is positively related
to the innovativeness of non-profit.
H4. The number of funding sources is positively related to the
innovativeness of an NPO.
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4.2.5 Governmental financial support
I proceed with the fifth expectation that relates to the government
financial support. Policy-makers can enhance the innovative potential of
non-profit organizations in two ways, first, by stimulating and
enabling discourse and regulations, second, by providing financial support
and non-financial incentives. Hoelscher at al. (2015) summarize three
ways local authorities are powerful in influencing the innovation process.
These are building networks; contributing to the establishment of public
discourse on innovations; and facilitating the acquisition of financial
support.
Stimulating discourse and regulations
Social innovation to a great extent is a function of environmental
conditions, while political culture and governance are of prevailing
importance. Osborne in his two studies (Osborne et al., 1998, 2008), as
well as other scholars, point out that innovative capacity is not a single
function of organizational characteristics, but rather the result of the
interaction with the local and central government. Authorities, primarily
local and municipal are core stakeholders in this process as they can
facilitate or suppress further development (Evers et al., 2014; Sirianni &
Friedland, 2001) by stimulating and enabling discourse, encouraging and
supporting stronger networks of inter-sectoral collaboration and by
creating favorable regulations for development of new service delivery
models (Edmiston, 2016).
In n, polic make pe pec i e on ocial inno a ion depend on local
political culture and openness, which are functions of the local context,
norms, and values, embedded networks, and principles of governance.
Inno a i e de elopmen , in man
a rests upon an embedded or
selected governance perspective. The public policy sets the overall social
innovative agenda, which encourages social actors to be or pretend to be,
innovative within the boundaries of these expectations. Social
innovation is often conceived as a unifying policy concept around which
di e e akeholde can coale ce and o gani e (Edmi on, 2016).
Pe mi ion and acce fo ocial inno a ion de elopmen i likel o el
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on current governmental regulations across different ministries and policy
fields.
Besides encouraging policy discourse, the innovation requires space in the
current welfare regulation system. The regulation system includes forms,
rules, legal acts, governance of partnerships, service delivery, and many
more. It is considered as he eg la o f ame o k go e ning e ice
p o i ion, financing of he e e ice , and hei e ol ion (E ropean
Commission, 2011). Policymakers can arrange the social sphere in such a
top-down manner that it substitutes cross-boundary collaborations and
bottom-up initiatives with vertical policies. In the case service provision is
highly regulated, non-profits, and other actors face shrinking space for
social innovation development (Crepaldi, Rosa & Pesce, 2012). This
implies that the state establishes and maintains a certain system of social
service provision, interlinking interests of certain groups of
stakeholders. Say, providing access for non-profits to care about elderly
people implies a redistribution of financial flows from the current state
suppliers. This can violate the interests of competitive
stakeholders, existing service providers, municipal and governmental
organizations, advocacy groups, and policy-makers. Thus, innovative
reorganizations might face resistance. Thus, social innovation is about to
develop when actors find or mutually create space for it in the ongoing
policy regulations. Innovation has to gain recognition among
stakeholders, but also receive similar institutional conditions that would
enable, p omo e, and
ain inno a ion (Ga c a 2006; O bo ne & Fl nn,
1997). I will trace stimulating discourse and regulations in the discussion
of this dissertation, as my quantitative data have no direct indicators of
these factors.
Governmental financial support
A i a a ed ea lie , NPO social innovativeness is influenced by
governmental financial support for social innovations and by nonfinancial incentives (Mulgan et al., 2007). State financial contributions
might be interpreted as an indicator of the overall political framework. It
significantly varies in different countries from a considerable share in
developed ones to tiny percentages in the developing countries (Nguyen,
2015). Along with non-financial incentives, it demonstrates the current
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polic p io i ie , eflec p ono nced o la en polic e pec a ion fo
the SI process in terms of favorable producers and areas.
From the governmental perspective, the allocation of financial support for
social innovations is an option to outsource social policy and test new
solutions for pressing social problems. Thereby governments facilitate
budget allocated for similar means and enjoy innovative social solutions
being developed and contextualized by non-profits (Totterdill et al.,
2016; Nicholls & Teasdale, 2017; Martinelli et al. 2017). In European
Union, methods of financing support to social innovation include a wide
range of funding possibilities: various instruments encouraging
community empowerment and organizations for resolving social
problems; social banks; commercial investment funds; social investment
funds; innovation funds; venture philanthropy funds.
According to resource dependence theory and classical economic models
of public goods, government provision of public goods crowd-out private
contributions (Andreoni, 1988). The first expectation from the third and
fourth hypotheses would be opposite directions between resource
diversity and governmental funding. In the case of significant
governmental support, there will be no need for high levels of resource
diversification and vice versa. However, I claim here that the crowdingout effect would not be the case for the non-profit sector and the Russian
con e in pa ic la . I follo Wiepking and Hand (2015b) line of
argumentation for crowding-in. Governmental funding increases the total
budget of NPOs, providing a capacity to allocate more considerable funds
for fundraising and public awareness. It also signals a trustworthy
reputation of the non-profit organization receiving funding for other
donors and partners and results in higher flows from the other financial
sources. These two arguments entirely cover the Russian context, which
will be discussed in the next section. I refer to government financial
support, which is not the primary source of revenue of Russian nonprofits (up to 11.2%, Russian Federal State Statistics Service, 2017) as a
proxy for institutional political support for NPOs.
I admit that the policy framework is partly reflected in governmental
financial support, awarded to non-profits with innovative initiatives for
welfare purposes. Governmental financial support is awarded to those
non-profits, that answer the ongoing priorities in social policy. The latter
can also be reflected in various non-material incentives, including
championships. Driven by limitations of the available data-set I assume,
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that financial support to NPOs expresses the overall incentives it signals
at least on a presence or absence of a corresponding political course on
social innovations in the social sphere. This is a significant assumption,
and I acknowledge that financial support is a weak proxy for the political
framework, but this is the best option from the available data. The fifth
hypothesis is, therefore, that government financial support is positively
related to the innovative activity of non-profits.
H5. Governmental financial support is positively related to the
innovativeness of NPOs.
4.3 The Russian context for social innovation
I contextualize the political framework and discuss the Russian national
context and a popular place of social innovations in it. This is also a
ground for the fifth research question on to what extent does the Russian
national context influence the determinants of innovativeness of NPOs.
In other words, how much national context influences the processes of
social innovation development, how relevant social innovation
determinants are in the Russian context.
To put it shortly, social innovation discourse is poorly pronounced in the
Russian social policy agenda and non-p ofi social innovativeness is
significantly framed by the overall governmental ambiguous course
towards NPOs.
Russian government follows an approach of welfare and social stability
and NPOs are seem and engaged as social policy implementers. From the
one side, this approach creates a broad field for social innovation
development in the non-profit sector. Social service provision is
intensively supported by a continually increasing amount of financial
support. Within this supportive legislation, many new channels for the
provision of assistance and in-kind support to NPOs were established,
while new mechanisms for financial and informational support to NPOs
were introduced at the federal, regional and local levels (Benevolenski &
Toepler 2017). The state has introduced a wide-scale program on financial
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support to non-profits working in the social sphere (Salamon,
Benevolenski & Jakobson, 2015). A program of federal matching grants
to regional authorities to stimulate regional government support of NPOs
is one example of recent supportive initiatives (2012-2015). Presidential
Grants Contests of 2013-ongoing is another initiative, distributing grants
directly to non-profits. The budget of presidential grants increased in 14
times six-fold in comparison to 2012 and reached about 7 billion Rub. in
2017.
The ambivalent character of the governmental policy includes
simultaneous restrictive initiatives. These include recent pieces of
legislation namel he la on fo eign agen (2012), hich p ohibi
any foreign funding from going to non-p ofi ; and he la on nde i able
o gani a ion (2015) ha e been ecogni ed a de imen al o he ec o
development. Independent think tanks, advocacy, human rights, and
environmental non-profits appeared to be in unfavorable conditions
(Gel man & R henko 2011, K a nopol k a e al., 2015). D al
governmental strategy marginalizes non-profit activity in contested
political areas such as human rights, while simultaneously strengthening
its involvement on issues that align with state interests, most notably in
the social sphere (Skokova et al., 2018; Skokova, 2017). Thus, NPOs have
to stick to the allowed social service area and limit social innovations to
this focus. Otherwise, NPOs experience a lack of financial and operational
capacities as well as public perception of decreased legitimacy, making it
more difficult for them to introduce and distribute innovative solutions.
This is the way governmental policy indirectly influences the profile of
socially innovative NPOs via policy and financial support.
To conclude, Russian NPOs can achieve relative stability only when they
follow the governmentally-established line of division, namely, by
providing social services. Organizations that co-operate with the state gain
benefits in the form of financial aid, lesser administrative and legal
obstacles (Richter & Hatch, 2013; Ljubownikow & Crotty 2017). Existing
e ea ch die ho ha NPO hich a e mo likel o adj
o ae
co-optation of civil society and gain benefits from such relationship are
usually those organizations that operate within such domains as health and
ed ca ion (Lj bo niko & C o 2017), adi ional ocial polic i e .
Wo king i hin he e pe mi ed phe e of ac i i i a precondition for
access to further operations and relative stability. In turn, this is a
condition for social innovation development within a particular NPO.
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I proceed with the measurement aspect of social innovation in the next
chapter. Before that, I briefly sum up the hypotheses presented in this
chapter. The hypotheses reflect expectations about which factors make
some NPOs more likely to produce social innovations than others. The
determinants were allocated from the enabling frameworks and then
contextualized to the Russian national context. Thus, I expect, that social
innovativeness of an NPO is positively related to (1) volunteer
engagement; (2) multi-stakeholder, cross-boundary collaborations; (3) an
NPO leade concern on innovation; (4) the number of funding sources,
and (5) government financial support to an NPO.
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5. SOCIAL INNOVATION MEASUREMENT
This chapter elaborates on the methodological aspects of social
innovation research, with a focus on identification devices. I refer to the
identification device as a tool and questionnaire for empirical
iden ifica ion of he objec
eq i ed cha ac e i ic . Given the highly
multidisciplinary nature of social innovation, it is essential to look at the
variation in methods used and to establish some principles for evaluating
methodological approaches. Current general innovation and social
innovation measurements are examined in detail, highlighting the
evolution and certain continuity of both approaches. The chapter maps
the shortcomings of the general and social innovation measurement and
identifies intersection areas, where social innovation metrics can benefit
from the general innovation studies. This is done in the reflection of my
third research question on how social innovations can be measured.
Unlike general innovation, there is no consistent empirical concept of
social innovation. People know that there are various improvements in
the social sphere, but the idea that these comprise a social innovation
might not strike people. This sense of the inconsistency or limited concept
of social innovation is in a very fundamental way driven by, at least in part,
the way the economic statistics identify and measure innovations.
Economic and technological innovations are internationally accounted for
in several utilized indices to portray the innovation enterprises and the
propensity of a country or an industry for innovation. These indices focus
on technological, organizational or marketing innovations, leaving no
room for socially innovative solutions and not acknowledging that a
significant part of innovations is created outside enterprises and R&D
units.
At the same time, there are elaborate statistics on the non-profit sector,
such as the one suggested to produce social innovation. National and
cross-national data cover the size and composition of the non-profit
sector, its share in social service provision, GRP and GDP, most notably
in The Johns Hopkins Comparative Non-profit Sector Project (Anheier &
Salamon, 1997) and the United Na ion Handbook on Non-profit
Institutions in the System of National Accounts (United Nations Statistical
Division, 2003). The latter resulted in a satellite account on NPOs that
has since then been adopted by a growing number of countries. Russia is
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one of the countries and has adopted several suggestions and incorporated
them into the System of National Accounts, data collected by the Russian
Federal State Statistics Service (RFSSS). However, the collected data is
rather diverse and is not used or analyzed as a non-profit sector satellite
account. For instance, the RFSSS collects data on the legal form of NPOs,
revenue sources, beneficiaries, volunteers and a few others. No statistics
on social innovation are included in the non-profit sector measurement.
Social innovations and socially innovative organizations, in a way,
statistically disappear.
This chapter tries to reveal a new or previously unapplied lens to approach
the identification of social innovation with a potential for a statistically
representative overview. For that purpose, I first briefly highlight the
evolution of innovation metrics and point to the continuity of
measurement. Second, I map the shortcomings of existing metrics in
general and social innovations and identify intersection areas where social
inno a ion me ic can benefi f om he p eceding gene al inno a ion
studies. All metrics are assessed in light of several core research design
aspects, with an emphasis on sampling, definition and self-reporting. Even
though a vast bod of li e a e add e e ocial inno a ion and gene al
innovation measurement, I focus on only a small aspect of the entire
measurement composition. I address identification challenges and go for
sampling and self-identification challenges as accompanying the issue of
the identification of social innovation and socially innovative
organizations. I do not analyze how innovation occurs within firms or
organizations; neither do I focus on outcomes or impacts.
5.1 Evolution of innovation measurement
In this section, I aim to trace the development of innovation metrics to
highlight evolution and continuity in general, i.e., economic and
technological and social innovation metrics, if any.
Innovation studies developed following the evolution of theoretical and
social perspectives on innovations
from pure science, technology,
economics and economic geography perspectives to the social complex
process (Hutter et. al, 2015: 35). Milberg and Vonorta (2005) suggested
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four generations of innovation metrics evolution, reflecting the evolution
of the theoretical framework on innovations. Systematic efforts to
measure general innovations have taken place since the 1950s. The first
generation (1950s- 60s) focused on input indicators and R&D or S&T
personnel and technological innovations. New technology was seen as the
primary driver of innovation for the market as a recipient of the benefits.
Innovations by themselves are based on R&D and are strongly led by the
market needs of diversified customer groups and followed by
manufacturing (Hao, van Ark & Ozyildirim, 2017). The second generation
of innovation metrics (1970s- 80s) measured social innovation outputs as
patents, publications, products and quality change. Innovations develop
as a combination of new technologies and markets. The third generation
of innovation metrics in the 1990s focused on innovation indicators as
indices and surveys. Cross-country level indices and ranks emerged during
this period. This gave opportunities to benchmark countries on their
innovation performance and abilities. The fourth generation in the 2000s
aimed at the process and dynamic indicators and measures knowledge,
networks, risks and returns, management techniques and system
dynamics. Innovations per se are perceived not as a linear process but as
a complex system and develop as a combination of IT technology and the
participation of various stakeholders, including consumers, suppliers and
other players in a flexible, collaborative manner.
Recent conceptual frameworks integrate other social science disciplines
and pick up insights and perspectives on the complex scope and crossborder nature of social innovations. Innovation research has occurred
within recent studies on entrepreneurship, sociology-ecological systems,
experimental methods of natural sciences, and others (Gault, 2013). Social
sciences are particularly interested in similar social processes and effects.
However, remarks on social innovation in literature after Schumpeter
were scarce and marginal until recently (Moulaert et al., 2005).
The Oslo Manual guidelines are a good illustration of the evolution of the
approach to innovation with the purposes of statistical measurement and
collecting representative and internationally comparable data on
innovation in the business sector (Bund, 2015). It was first published in
1992 as a result of the OECD-established working committee. The Oslo
Manual definition is one of the most influential macro-level frameworks
for innovation measurement. The Oslo framework is implemented in
about 80 countries, making a possible comparison in time and context
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across countries. It is widely recognized as a standard framework for
business innovation measurement. According to The Oslo Manual,
inno a ion i he implemen a ion of a ne o ignificantly improved
product (good or service), or process, a new marketing method, or a new
organizational method in business practices, workplace organization or
e e nal ela ion (O lo, 2005: 146). The survey respondent defines the
level of novelty or significance of improvement. This definition has been
devised for statistical purposes and has been applied at an organizational
level since 2005.
The man al defini ion o iginall incl ded only technological product
innovation and process innovation in manufacturing. Later the coverage
was extended from manufacturing to several systems, including linkage to
other firms and different institutions. The latest fourth edition of The Oslo
Manual (OECD/Eurostat, 2018) provides a universal definition of
innovation that is applicable to all sectors covered by the System of
Na ional Acco n (A ndel e al., 2018). I i a follo : An inno a ion
is a new or improved product or process (or a combination thereof) that
diffe ignifican l f om he ni p e io p od c o p oce e and
that has been made available to potential users (product) or brought into
e b he ni (p oce ) (OECD/ E o a , 2018: 60). This development
acknowledges the complex nature of innovations and the variety of factors
influencing them (Jungmann, Baur & Ametowobla, 2015). The
manual makes the critical distinction between product (goods or services),
process, marketing and o gani a ional inno a ion. The e m ni in he
latest definition refers to the innovative organization, which can be a
business, government ministry, municipality and some others. There is no
requirement in the definition for an innovation to be normatively better
than the existing processes or products, unlike definitions in the previous
editions. An innovation only needs to provide a significant change
compared to what was previously in use (Arundel et al., 2018). In many
ways, such evolution and broadness of conceptualization, including
process and organizational innovations, bring it in closer proximity to
social innovations.
The Oslo Manual template focuses on the micro-perspective of the
innovation process, mostly capturing innovation activity and outputs at
the enterprise statistical unit level (Lhuillery et al., 2015) and is widely
implemented in several other surveys. Private sector studies identify
product, process, organizational and marketing (communication for
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public sector studies) innovations. The Oslo framework and definition of
innovation is also applied with some modifications (Arundel & Huber,
2013) in public sector studies (the MEPIN, Measuring Public Innovation In
The Nordic Countries; NESTA in England; Australian Public Sector Commission
(APSC)), in The Community Innovation Surveys (CIS) as a standardized
innovation survey questionnaire and some others.
The gradual evolution of the technological innovation measurement
comprised modifications to mirror up-to-date transformations in social
and economic spheres and acknowledgment of social innovation as a
source of societal renewal and prosperity (Anheier et al., 2017). I suggest
that social innovation measurement and corresponding research design
underwent a similar evolution. Social innovation measurement emerged
from the conditional product innovation measurement of inputs as R&D
intensity and innovation outputs, such as the number of patents,
publications and other countable variables. The previously active
borrowing of indicators and dimensions is now replaced or supplemented
by specific newly developed indicators to reflect boundary nature,
embeddedness in local context and constellation of producers that are
peculiar to social innovation.
To illustrate an evolution of innovation and social innovation metrics, I
highlight the heredity of two measurement clusters, first is general
innovation metrics, and the second is social innovation metrics. Then I
reveal any limitations from the employed research approaches and map
any areas of potential overarching correspondence of these two clusters.
5.2 An overview of the general innovation measurement indices
The background assumption of the general innovation measurement is
that innovation contributes to economic and social welfare development
and strengthens the competitive advantage of a particular company or a
country. Thus, measurement assesses the innovation capability of a
selected actor. Current indices of innovation might be conditionally
grouped into three levels: cross-country (regional) level, company level
and industry-level.
Existing indices and surveys on general innovations produce statistics on
the innovation activities of institutional and organizational units and on
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the level of propensity to innovate. Different data sources measure
innovation capacity (Fagerberg et al., 2010). Kattel et al. (2013) allocate
two strands of literature that deal with indicators and the measurement of
innovation in the private sector: first, a micro-level firm compe i i ene
indices and indicators, paying attention to non-price factors as essential
contributors to competitiveness, including human resource endowments,
technical, managerial and organizational factors. The second approach
includes science, technology and innovation measurement as R&D data,
data on patent applications, grants and citations and bibliometric data
(Kattel et al., 2013).
Moving forward, I now focus on research methodology and briefly
describe a research design, how studies are administrated, and what kind
of information is collected by general innovation metrics on each of the
three levels. Namely, I address the definition of innovation, sample and
sources of information for the index calculation.
The primary outcomes of the review are presented in tabulated form in
Annex 4. Table 1 summarizes the main features of the general innovation
measurement and provides a brief overview of the studies.
First, country-level indices or scoreboards use the same measurement
techniques and survey questionnaires in different countries as
technologies to measure innovation (Gault, 2016). They generally use
available statistical information from public sources concerning different
stages and elements of innovation (Hollanders & Janz, 2013; Krlev et al.,
2014). Macro-indices are aiming to identify the general level of
innovativeness and potential to innovate among national or cross-national
actors and institutions. These indices are composites of sets of macro
variables measuring the enablers, firm activities, innovation expenditures
and outputs. Under the category of enablers, there are groups of variables
measuring human capital, institutions, infrastructure, market and business
sophistication. Under the category of firm activities, there are groups of
variables measuring firm investments, linkages and entrepreneurship,
patents, trademarks and designs. Under the category of outputs, there are
variables measuring product and process innovations, creative goods and
services, employment growth, GDP growth and so on.
To mention a few examples, there are the OECD STI Scoreboard, the EU
Innovation Union Scoreboard, the World Economic Forum Competitiveness Report,
INSEAD/WIPO Global Innovation Index, US Business Research and
Development and Innovation Survey and others.
95

The second level of general innovation indices embraces industry-level
measures that assess innovations precisely at the industry level, within the
selected sector. Industry innovation metrics were derived from the macrolevel metrics to enable scholars to compare innovation activities across
industries, using the same set of metrics for different industries. The level
of innovation is assessed by, for example, the Service Sector Innovation Index
(data from the Community Innovation Survey; manufacturing and service
sectors), the NESTA Innovation Index (nine sectors in UK, survey, sectorspecific; three innovation stages), the Productive Innovation Index of the
Pharmaceutical Industry (ranking 30 pharmacy companies, publicly available
data), banking industry (Hapman et al., 2001) and others.
The third level is organization-level indices, innovation or management
audit tools that assess innovations at the company level. Models measure
dimensions of a company to be applied to the innovation, measure phases
of idea generation and corresponding idea management, combine types of
innovations
with
idea
management
and
measure
performance indicators. The significant challenges of company-level
estimates are to measure the whole life cycle of innovation and to have a
sufficient list of metrics to formally assess innovation (Hao, van Ark
& Ozyildirim, 2017).
The advantages of the quantitative approach to innovation measurement
mostly echo the advantages of quantitative research design studies, being
potentially replicable and reliable. Representative large-scale samples
building on similar principles in several regions compose a considerable
dataset on business sector innovations. Data is often collected on an
annual or other repeatable bases. Innovations are measured with the
universal definition and administrated in identical questionnaires that
make data internationally comparable. The instrument is relatively easily
replicable and transferable to another location or target population.
I highlight here a generalized methodological scheme, applicable for
various businesses by size, area of responsibility, function, ownership and
sector of activity. This scheme is relevant for the general innovation
indices at the three listed levels.
Randomized sample or census. The general population is usually well-known
as registered organizations. An individual organization is usually a unit of
analysis. The sample is often drawn from Eurostat databases, national
statistical offices and business registers that list organizations in a
particular industry. The target population for innovation surveys concerns
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statistical units in the business enterprise sector, in which the target and
frame populations should be as close as possible (Oslo Manual, 2005:118).
This gives an approximate knowledge of the general population and
allows statistically representative studies to be conducted on the
propensity to innovate. Gault (2013) gives a few examples of innovation
e
ample , ba ed e cl i el on b ine
egi e . The ifo
Innovationstest is a German annual business climate panel with about 1,000
observations per year, conducted since 1979. The Mannheim Innovation
Panel i an ann al panel
e mea ing inno a ion fi m pe fo mance,
inputs and outputs and collecting cross-sectional data. The sample size in
2011 was a little more than 35,000 respondents.
Indirect secondary data, not being targeted on innovations. General innovation
measurement use variables that can also be linked to other economic and
social processes, not just innovation exclusively (Gault, 2013: 433).
General innovations are represented in national statistical accounting
systems on a limited basis, with few exemptions. At the same time,
innovation activities expand beyond organizational, industrial or external
factors that influence national boundaries. In an attempt to adequately
reflect the state and scope of general innovations, scholars derive
secondary data from publicly available sources of statistical information.
Data for innovation measurement are often derived from statistical
sources and available databases on business, institutions and infrastructure
characteristics. Statistical data are used as specific proxies for components
of innovation, which inevitably leads to validity biases. Scholars use census
data, Eurostat, the Bureau of Economic Analysis of the US, Mood , UNESCO
Institute for Statistics, Information and Communication Technology (ICT) are ITU
World Telecommunication/ICT Indicators Database of the International
Telecommunication Union and the Executive Opinion Survey of the World Economic
Forum, World Development Indicators of the World Bank, OECD Better Life
Index, the European System of Social Indicators (GESIS), the Civil Society Index
(CIVICUS), and the National Footprint (Global Footprint Network) (TEPSIE
2014; The Social Innovation Index, 2016). Such sources as CIVICUS,
World Giving Index, or World Values Survey and European Voluntary Service
indicate the strength of civil society and particularities of the social, trust
and value climate and practices in a country. The World Giving Index
measures the percentage of people in each country who donate money,
volunteer time or help strangers; indicators from the World Values Survey
and similar sources measuring both the proportion of people who are
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members of a humanitarian or charitable organization and the level of
trust in society; The Social Innovation Index co e mea ing ci i en
willingness to participate in public debate, select representatives and join
political parties; and the freedom of the press as measured by the World
Press Freedom Index. CIVICUS measure civil society development and
organizational embeddedness.
Composite measurements are based on data on education, employment
and patents, institutions, infrastructure and market sophistication, firm
activities, business structure and operations, financing, innovation,
markets and competition, skills, ICTs and involvement in global value
chains. Scholars suggest different classifications and aspects of innovation
measurement, including first, broad measures of R&D expenditures as a
proxy for resources that are used for developing new products or
processes; second, patents, trademarks and copyright counts that refers to
o come of he R&D p oce : and hi d, p blica ion a a co n
science base (Edler et al., 2003; Fagerberg et al., 2010). El Bassiti (2018)
suggests a measurement framework to cover innovation as the scope of
innovation, inputs and outputs, the monitoring of innovation
performance, innovation process, and the scope of social and financial
organizational activity, obstacles and drivers in order to increase
o gani a ion o in i ion capaci o inno a e. Others reveals several
aspects of innovation measurement, including knowledge, innovation
culture, informal communication technology, financial resources,
entrepreneurial activity, collaboration and networks, intellectual property
and patterns.
As a sort of summary, Fagerberg et al. (2010) grouped the general
innovation measures into several categories of science, research and
innovation; openness; production and quality/ standards; ICT
infrastructure; finance; skills; quality of governance; and social values.
Despite a wide variety of potential data, there is a tendency to emphasize
single high importance figures such as productivity, R&D expenditure in
GDP or rankings in various competitiveness tables.
The subject approach in general innovation measurement is based on a clear
and direct attribution of innovations (Arundel et al., 2016). Selected
o gani a ion a e e amined fo inno a ion b a king he o gani a ion
representatives if any of the listed innovations are present in their
organization. Here I list a few examples:
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1. The Community Innovation Survey (CIS)
CIS is a survey of innovation activity in enterprises (2014). It is a part of
EU science and technology statistics. CIS surveys collect data mostly on
four significant aspects of product and process innovations innovation
expenditure, sources of information, effects of innovation and factors
hampering innovations (OECD, 2006). CIS variables are statistically
driven and easily calculated. Variables include share of sales from new
products and services by different levels of innovativeness new to the firm
or new to the market; spending on R&D; spending on machines,
equipment and software; spending on other external knowledge;
importance of different types of information sources; degree of different
innovation effects; and degrees of factors hampering innovations. As to
marketing and organizational innovations, CIS only identifies whether a
company carries out those innovations, without collecting further data on
expenditure. The CIS provides statistics broken down by country, type of
innovators, economic activities and size classes.
Definition in the questionnaire. CIS divides product (good or service) and
process innovations after the Oslo Manual. The questionnaire explains
what innovation is. Innovation is the introduction of a new or significantly
improved product, process, organizational method or marketing method
by your enterprise. Innovation must have characteristics or intended uses
that are new or which provide a significant improvement over what was
previously used or sold by your enterprise. However, innovation can fail
or take time to prove itself. An innovation need only be new or
significantly improved for your enterprise. It could have been developed
initially or used by other enterprises or organizations. Innovation activities
include the acquisition of machinery, equipment, buildings, software and
licenses; engineering and development work; feasibility studies, design,
training, R&D and marketing when they are specifically undertaken to
develop and/or implement a product or process innovation. This also
includes all types of R&D, consisting of research and development
activities to create new knowledge or solve scientific or technical
problems.
Questions to the respondents: During the three years 2012 to 2014, did
your enterprise introduce:
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goods innovations: New or significantly improved goods
(exclude the simple resale of new goods and changes of a solely
aesthetic nature);
service innovations: New or significantly improved services?

2. Innobarometer on Innovation in Public Administration.
The Innobarometer is conducted under The Flash Eurobarometer surveys. The
objective of the 2010 Innobarometer survey was to study the innovation
strategies of the European public administration sector in response to
changing constraints and opportunities.
Definition in the questionnaire: An innovation is a new or significantly
improved service, communication method, process or organizational
method.
Questions to the respondents (general managers or strategic directors of
public administration organizations in 29 European countries): Did your
organization introduce any new or significantly improved
services/processes or organizational methods, such as:
new or improved methods of providing services or interacting
with your users;
new or improved delivery or logistics systems for your inputs;
new or improved supporting activities such as maintenance
systems, purchasing, accounting or computing systems, etc.;
The subjective approach illustrated above embraces at least two research
design choices. The first is an identification of units of analysis: who
should be the respondent? Studies, especially organizational-level ones,
often question representatives of senior management to grasp the
perception of innovations in the organization that they are aware of and
remember. Meanwhile, for large organizations, this might turn into a
limitation. CEOs of large organizations with diversified organizational
structures might have limited capacity to be well-informed about all
innovation activities in the organization. Some attempt selectiveness of
self-reporting by asking respondents who reported about innovations to
describe these innovations. The industry experts then rate these
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de c ip ion a highl inno a i e o ome ha inno a i e (Wojan,
2017). Bottom-up surveys can be beneficial in identifying new, free or
innovative bottom-up solutions suggested by regular employees or
external actors within the frame of horizontal collaboration (Arundel et
al., 2016).
The second methodological choice in the general innovation
measurement is an identification of the level of novelty of the innovation
or significance of improvement. Country-level indices rely on an
objec i e e idence of no el , p e en ed in e e al pa en da aba e like
the National Bureau of Economic Research patent database. Patent as a proxy
for innovation and knowledge development can be empirically estimated
as a number of patent applications filed under The Patent Cooperation
Treaty or the European Patent Office, number of trademark applications
or number of individual designs applied for at, for instance, the European
Union Intellectual Property Office, number of trademark applications
applied for at the World Intellectual Property Office, R&D expenditures
in the government, business sector, higher education sector, and some
others (Nagaoka et al., 2010).
Organizational-level indices rely on the judgments of respondents
concerning the defining level of novelty of a solution. A representative of
an organization identifies innovation in his/her organization and states
that a particular solution is innovative.
Focus on general state and level of innovativeness. The majority of the general
innovation indices aim to capture the overall distribution and
demographics of economic and technological innovations when
successfully implemented. General innovation measurement presents an
overall simplified picture, an overview of a situation without describing
what is inside the country, industry or company level, but overlook a
particular innovative solution. General innovation metrics might
occasionally include a tiny list of indicators to measure innovation of
different types and forms (NESTA, 2009) and at a different stage of its
life cycle (Hao, van Ark & Ozyildirim, 2017).
Time gap. General innovation indices have a certain time lag, as they
measure results and implemented innovations. Indices disregard the
innovation life process and focus on the implemented innovations.
Therefore, measurement overlooks innovations with a long process of
development and/or low success rate.
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General innovation surveys have limitations, originating from the
quantitative methodology and the underlying assumptions of causality
between innovation and development. It is assumed, first, that selected
indicators adequately reflect innovation development, and there is a
po i i e co ela ion be een he indica o pe fo mance and ac i i of
innovation. The second assumption is the normative component of
indices, assuming the value of an innovative solution per se. In the next
paragraph I briefly highlight the limitations of measuring social
innovativeness which follow from the assumptions mentioned above and
the way they influence the gathered data.
5.3 Shortcomings of the general innovation research methodologies
Despite the broad applicability of R&D and patent variables, both have
limitations. R&D data is believed not to capture the entire picture of
innovations, neither is it reliable or valid (Lhuillery et al., 2015; Godin,
2009; Cohen, 2010). There is no straightforward manner on how to find
the most appropriate way to address innovation performance. It is first of
all a challenge to combine existing statistical information into a smaller
number of variables, representing the innovation activity of a unit (Cohen,
2010; Fagerberg et al., 2010). The operationalization of innovation and
selection of indicators from the available data enclose the possibility of a
systematic composition bias. The choice of indicators reflects the explicit
or implicit views of those experts and policy-makers who have chosen
them. On the one hand, economic and technological innovations are
complex and multifaceted processes, difficult to be sufficiently
characterized by just a few indicators. On the other, research can include
only a limited number of indicators. Thus, indicators are subjective in that
respect, but perceived as objective, meaning being expressed in numbers
(Gault, 2013: 445). The selected indicators might be irrelevant for
particular firms, meaning that indicators do not capture heterogeneity
within and across firms. For instance, indicators being repeatedly used are
the number of patterns or R&D expenditures as proxies for innovation
outcomes and efforts related to innovation activity.
R&D data are treated as objective measurement, although firms rely on
subjective choices that are regarded as R&D. Firms may underestimate
their initial R&D budgets for various reasons, including taxation. They
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may be involved in actual R&D activity even though they do not have
formal R&D departments. Also questionable are issues of the R&D
relevance to different businesses and sectors, issues on the reporting of
external R&D expenditures, a non-financial collaboration between firms,
as well as some others.
Patent as a proxy measurement for innovation is also an undefined
variable in terms of its validity not all firms protect their intellectual
property with patents. After Nagaoka et al. (2010), I list the main
restrictions of patents as innovation measurement. Not all patents
represent innovation, nor are all innovations patented. The value of
patents is highly skewed, as there are a small number of highly valuable
patents and a large number of patients with little value. Moreover, many
inventions are not patented, especially among innovation in the service
sector, compared to product innovations.
The second limitation of composite indicators is that they are insensitive
to the differences among units being measured (Gault, 2013: 445). Such
indicators tend to overlook differences between various firms, sectors and
countries in terms of their economic and social development (Freeman &
Soete, 2009). The third limitation is that some of the composite indicators
tend to become outdated and inadequate. Fourth is a definition bias.
Comparison studies face limitations because questions differ in the way
they are asked, and they differ in translation. National or sectoral research
teams might use different measures to record the presence of innovation
activities and different time frames. The other limitation is a definition of
the novelty of an innovative solution. There is no reliable and unified scale
of novelty. Moreover, not all types of innovation are equally considered
as novel by firms and users of innovation data (Appelt & Galindo-Rueda,
2016). Restrictions make it difficult to measure innovation across sectors
and countries in a consistent and statistically comparable way. Thus,
general innovation researchers acknowledge that the gained data presents
only a particular slice of innovation activities, and that for various
theoretical and practical reasons, a survey will not cover all possible units
(Oslo Manual, 2005: 118). Current indices are sort of rough proxies for
the state of innovative enterprises, inputs and innovation activities.
Despite the described limitations of measuring social innovativeness,
general innovation provides a measurement framework, and scholars
discuss perspectives of its applicability to the measurement of innovations
in the public or non-profit sectors (Gault, 2013, 2016). Arundel and
103

associates (2018) explored the comparability between The Oslo Manual
elements for innovation measurement and data collection requirements
for the public sector. They demonstrated moderate comparability and the
potential of public sector innovation measurement with The Oslo Manual
guidelines, while some of the elements are easier to compare. Public sector
surveys provide highly comparable data on knowledge sources and
collaborations. Innovation definitions, innovation activities, drives and
objectives/outcomes are less relevant for the public sector, although they
are still used and share similarities with The Oslo Manual data. Data on
innovation expenditures and innovation obstacles are difficult to obtain
in public sector surveys. Hoelscher et al. (2015) conclude that the existing
innovation metrics can only be partially applied to social innovation
measurement. This approach to an examination of measurement ability is
similar to my intention to elaborate on the potential of social innovation
measurement with quantitative metrics. I will discuss this aspect in the
following chapters.
5.4 An overview of the methodologies of social innovation research
In the current section, I aim to describe a topology of the methodological
landscape of social innovation studies and address a research subquestion: how can social innovations be identified and measured? By
analogy with the above general innovation measurement, I will group
social innovation studies and identify basic research design approaches
with an emphasis on sampling and identification of social innovations. By
doing so, I try to illustrate areas of potential intersection between general
and social innovation metrics, and grasp how social innovation studies can
rely on general innovation measurement. I focus on an identification
question how are social innovations identified for further examination?
This question has at least two aspects. One is sample composition,
meaning what is an empirical object of the study? Who comprises a
primary population? What is a unit of analysis? The second aspect is the
empirical identification of social innovation and socially innovative
organizations that have experience in social innovations via a
questionnaire or other methods.
As discussed previously in this chapter, social innovation measurement
has evolved from and borrowed some elements from the general
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economic and technological innovation measurement. Social innovation
metrics try to grasp the immensity and cover all features of the complex
phenomenon and empirically capture the entire social innovation process
as well as external frameworks. Many available tools have been used to
measure social innovation (Mulgan, Joseph & Norman, 2013).
Social innovation measurement endeavors to capture social innovation
particularities as a focus on social need, cross-sectoral collaboration and
initiative production, context embeddedness and normative nature
(Terstriep, 2016). Thus, empirical studies on social innovations are mostly
of an explorative character, being qualitative or mix-method. Much
secondary data is used to capture social innovation features and to
measure framework conditions to assess the capacity to innovate
empirically. However, there are no reliable measures for social innovation,
such as spending on social innovation; no indicators of its scale; and no
measures of its impact (Mulgan, Joseph & Norman, 2013). This leads to
the sometimes excessive elaboration on measurement and the poor
comparability of the gained data.
The inconsistency of social innovation empirical data should not be
estimated negatively or positively, as it reflects the recent state of
knowledge on social innovation. Methodological debates on applied
methods are scarce. Moreover, the literature lacks methodological
reflection on the comparative applicability and advantages of particular
methods for social innovation studies, except for a few examples (Baur &
Ametowobla, 2015). Until recently, knowledge surrounding social
innovations used to be quite rough and unsaturated due to the novelty of
the concept and the limited understanding of the empirical object. In the
case of inadequate knowledge of the phenomenon itself and the scarce (if
any) statistical information on it, the research questions cannot be
addressed with quantitative approaches. Partly due to this reasoning, the
majority of social innovation studies are conducted through a qualitative
approach that is linked to the explorative nature of the research questions.
Empirically-based literature on social innovation provides a full
description of empirical cases.
There are different approaches to the categorization of social innovation
measurement, with various combinations. At the practical level, studies
generally follow the division between the measurement of social
innovations themselves, framework environments and, less often, impact
measurement (Baur & Ametowobla, 2015). Social innovation
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measurement can be roughly divided into three groups (Havas, 2016). The
first measures social innovation activities themselves, second are those
measuring the framework conditions of being socially innovative and
third, measures of the economic, societal or environmental impacts of
social innovations. To grasp a general overview of the research field, I
briefly highlight studies on different levels, in the same way as the general
innovation measurement was divided. A strong tendency for qualitative
case-studies research, as well as some overall trends, can be observed
across the different studies. The presented measurement screening is
partial and does not cover all of the existing approaches to measurement.
The first, the national or regional level approach, echoes the national level
measurement of general innovations addressed earlier in this chapter. The
national framework measurement aims to identify the overall potential for
social innovation in a selected area. It investigates several external or
organizational processes that lead to and determine the capacity to
innovate at the national (regional) level. These measurements integrate
data from different statistical sources to measure the development of
social innovation. One way or another, researchers develop a set of
indicators to operationalize framework conditions. Most often, they focus
on political context, values and social climate, networking or
collaborations and resource (financial) availability. These indicators are
independent variables, and their constellations explain under what
conditions social innovation takes place.
National or regional level studies are of a top-down strategy and establish
a set of predefined indicators and metrics as to what social innovation is.
The majority of the framework environment indices give an account of
the social, political, economic or cultural environment. They require a
massive set of statistics at the national, regional, municipal and
organizational level.
Most often, statistics relate to social innovation more indirectly and have
to be used as proxies. Researchers apply several indicators to triangulate
data and come up with the closest measurement. For instance, the
SIMPACT project measured four di inc
pe of Regional Social
Inno a ion Eco em b a e of da a e . The e e Eurostat data on
Ea l lea e f om ed ca ion . Indicators of trust and engagement were
extracted from the European Social Survey. The perceived importance of
addressing precise needs for wellbeing was derived from the OECD Better
Life Index (Akg & Bebla , 2016). The Social Innovation Index (The
106

Economist Intelligence Unit Limited, 2016) applied the general
innovation quantitative approach to measure the capacity to develop
social innovation across countries. The index scores 45 countries across
four categories: policy and institutional framework, financing,
entrepreneurship and society. The index collects data on characteristics of
he e en i onmen , incl ding he co n
le el of en ep ene iali m
and the depth of civil society. However, none of the indicators reflects
social innovations directly.
The second organizational approach assesses social innovations in
organizations, including hybrid ones. The organizational level approach is
more likely to follow a bottom-up strategy and is associated with the
research focus on social innovation itself, its impacts and outcomes. The
bottom-up strategy presumes research design with particular attention to
ethnography, in-depth case-studies, observation, story-telling, biographies
and other qualitative methods. Based on the saturated knowledge gained,
researchers construct categories and mechanisms that determine social
innovation origins, processes, outcomes and impact. Ethnographers,
often having ethnomethodology in the background, try to open a black
box of how social innovation appears, what kind of actors and interactions
lead to the social innovation process (Bauer, 2015; Alijani & Wintjes,
2017). This bottom-up approach is sensitive to a particular context.
Researchers approach the field without predefined indicators, having only
general constructs. They are open to daily life and the lived-in world of
informants and try to adjust to their language when describing innovative
solutions. It allows us to identify and examine phenomena that are not
labeled a ocial inno a ion in he e ea che lang age and frameworks
and thus are not visible and might not be considered as relevant.
Social innovation studies generally follow the similar methodological
approach of in-depth examination. I highlight the most common features
of these studies below.
Qualitative methodology
Some scholars try to avoid a rigid division between methods and
implement a mixed-method approach. However, a predominance of
purely qualitative studies characterizes the social innovation field. The
range of the applied methods is not noticeably broad and sticks to mostly
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qualitative (case-studies, interviews, observations and focus-groups)
methods, as well as secondary analysis of the available data. Studies aiming
at the broad examination of determinants of social innovations and on an
enabling framework are a particular exception to this qualitative
prevalence. Such studies combine in-depth data with secondary data from
open sources. In this case, framework studies mirror national general
innovation surveys with a similar research design.
Absence of a single or direct definition. The social innovation concept
is rather broad. Scholars combine the definition of social innovation in
their manners, according to a dominant theoretical perspective (Godin,
2012; Benneworth & Cuncha, 2015). As a result, definitions include
different elements and encompass different variables to analyze social
innovations. Questionnaires and secondary data collection schemes are
constructed under the elaborated definition that frames the collected data
in a certain way. One highlights the social transformation aspect; others
pay attention to the greater effectiveness of innovative solutions; others
state a focus on marginalized groups; and so on. Here are several
illustrations of how social innovation is conceptualized and are applicable
to different research perspectives.
1. The SI-DRIVE project uses the following definition. The
inno a i e ol ion i he e ice, p od c o p ac ice offe ed b
the project to respond to social demands, societal challenges or
systemic change. Researchers elaborated five key dimensions to
define and analyze social innovations: social practice, addressed to
social demands; societal challenges; resources, capabilities, and
constraints including capacity building and empowerment and
conflicts; governance, net-working and actors for social change and
development; process dynamics.
2. Nicholls and Ziegler (2015) in the CRESSI project pay
attention to a significant manifestation of social innovation:
solutions for marginalized groups. Social innovations are thus
restricted to solutions (products, services, models, markets,
processes) at different socio-economic levels that intentionally seek
to change power relations and improve human capabilities, as well
as the process via which these solutions are carried out.
3. Heloise Buckland and David Murillo (2013) suggest examining
social innovations through a set of variables as social transformation
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and impact; cross-sector collaboration; economic sustainability and
long-term viability; innovation type; scalability and replicability.
Level of novelty. The definition of novelty is usually self-assessed by
informants or experts from the field. As a rule, scholars acknowledge the
context specify of novelty, that an innovative solution should be new to a
particular context rather than be universally new. Some scholars propose
a graduation scale to establish the degree of novelty of a given social
innovation. For instance, SI-DRIVE introduces a scale of origin (the
organization itself vs. adaptation from other organizations) and the degree
of novelty of social innovation (completely new vs. moderate or
significant modification of the solution). However, as a rule, novelty is
indicated as a single category, as a new solution without any gradation.
Non-representative sample. The general population of social
innovation is unknown, and most of the studies are based on available
cases. There are some registers in the public sector such as the European
Public Sector Innovation Scoreboard (EPSIS) and the Observatory of Public Sector
Innovation (OPSI) which collects examples of innovation (Gault, 2016).
Social innovations are identified based on the triangulation of the number
of sources and responses from diverse actors.
In-depth examination with little generalization. Social innovations are
thoughtfully examined at various stages of their life cycle, including social
innovations that gained no dissemination or are informal. By this method,
researchers aim at a theoretical saturation (Morse, 2004) of the sample and
endeavor to cover the existing variety of social innovations. Qualitative
studies are not expected to produce generalized knowledge or to be
representative of any general population. The qualitative methodology
helps to sharpen or reject hypotheses, modify concepts and build upon
existing theories or develop new ones (Cools, 2017), but not to proceed
to empirical generalization.
Unique and non-replicable research design. Empirical studies are
hardly representative and transferable to another location, another set of
respondents or target population. Social innovations are identified only in
a specific constellation of settings that usually are not replicable and not
relevant for other settings.
In the following section, I aim to highlight the limitations of the social
innovation studies, particularly in terms of sample principles and
identification devices, as they are among the core pillars of research design
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and methodology. I assess current metrics in terms of data reliability and
validity with an emphasis on how social innovations are identified.
5.5 Shortcomings of social innovation research methodologies
Social innovation empirical studies have the particular limitations that
result from the theoretical complexity of the concept, and its specific
features in comparison with the general innovations.
5.5.1 Sample composition principles
Sample limitations touch upon several aspects namely, they are from an
unknown general population and selection of units of observation.
Samples in social innovation research are mostly non-probabilistic and
non-representative.
First, it is impossible for now to come up with a complete list of social
innovations. Thus, the general population of social innovations is
unknown. There is no registry or quantitative database on social
innovations, and none of the studies is representative. There are several
reasons for that. First, social innovation is of a broad theoretical
continuum that makes it troublesome to agree a consensus on what is
social innovation and, thus, what should be measured. Second, unlike
technological innovations, social ones do not have clear empirical
indicators; for instance, patterns, publications or R&D expenditures.
Third, social innovations can be of an informal or free nature and are not
formally registered. This is especially relevant for grassroots innovations
(Hossain, 2016). Fourth, social innovations may not gain dissemination
and are thus invisible for others except a narrow group of directly involved
actors and beneficiaries.
Although it is commonly acknowledged that various actors and hybrid
organizations can produce social innovation, this knowledge is basically
ignored at the sample composition stage. Little knowledge and no one
central database of the population of producers of social innovation exist
(Osborne & Hems, 1995). The variability of social innovation producers
is difficult to trace and accordingly it is challenging to suggest a scheme for
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a more or less representative sample. Indeed, on the one hand, initiative
citizens, grassroots initiatives and informal networks as social innovation
producers are mainly invisible for statistics and registration. On the other,
NPOs, business, public sector and hybrid organizations are included in
various registers, but with several limitations. Some countries do not have
an accurate census of NPOs. Available statistics on the general population
in its turn cannot be reliable enough to be used for representative sample
construction.
Ba ed on he me hodological li e a e, I ag ee ha
e
representativeness or an ideally constructed random sample is literally
unachievable. This leads to the situation when studies build a sample on
an unclear population of social innovations. Such exploratory samples are
not representative and do not pretend to be. Theoretical sampling might
be a more appropriate approach within such limitations rather than
random sampling. This in its turn has several shortcomings due to the way
it is planned and administrated. Every single study is heavily rooted in a
e ea che heo e ical and anal ical pe pec i e and he gene al i ion
of the social innovation sphere. Results are exceedingly vulnerable for a
particular analytical framework, although it is common for a theoretical
sampling in qualitative methods. Despite that, this vulnerability can be a
severe issue for a relatively new field of social innovation with unsaturated
empirical knowledge. Available qualitative and quantitative data remains
exploratory and lacks representativeness and validity. Triangulation is the
most obvious way to increase the validity and reliability of both qualitative
and quantitative data, but it requires a lot of effort and resources.
The selection of units of observation is a second stage of the sample
composition. Qualitative sample composition can be organized in several
ways following the research purposes. As a rule, cases are selected either
to (1) ensure individualization to isolate specifics, (2) to grasp
universalities between different cases and to find commonalities in order
to show the cases belong to the same system.
Along with the general population composition, case selection in
qualitative studies significantly pre-determines research results and
replica e he e ea che
heo e ical f ame o k. In the majority of the
examined studies, case selections were conducted with great care. Cases
were selected based on various pillars: as types of experts who identify
innovative cases, geographical coverage, diversity of sources of
information, or languages to be used. Networking and snowball sampling
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were used to gather information and identify innovation in a selected
geographical area. Still, each researcher presents their rationale for the
selection of cases, which depends on a level of accuracy and a background
knowledge overview of the particular research team, local experts and
partners.
Scholars aim to ensure the validity of case selection and results by using
diverse sources of information and post-reviewing the results by key
informants in the field. To approach the most ele an lice of he ocial
innovation field, studies gather information from interviews with various
stakeholders at the corresponding levels. Usually, they are experts,
policymakers, key persons in the policy field, NPO representatives, and
others in an attempt to cover a diversity of social innovations at the given
territory. To gain some order in collecting information, researchers
introduce various pillars or underlying themes for the cases to be
organized along. For example, in the WILCO project (Welfare Innovations
at the Local Level in Favour of Cohesion), they used: conceptions and ways of
addressing users, internal organization and modes of working, interaction
with the local welfare system (Brandsen et al., 2016).
Studies start with the pre- elec ion of ociall inno a i e p ojec o
organizations in an attempt to thoroughly describe existing variations and
create a dataset of patterns. With this case selection, there is always a
possibility that generally prominent, well-known or easy to access
innovation will be mentioned and selected. Experts and actors are
influenced by the local context, discourses on social innovation, and other
factors that shape a particular perspective on what is an innovative
solution. This drives the selection process to a certain extent. Thus,
potential biases of bounded coverage and omission of some sides of the
phenomena should receive careful consideration.
The third issue concerning samples is the number of cases in datasets.
What is a sufficient quantity of collected cases? Does theoretical saturation
(Given, 2008) present the optimal criteria? It has been declared that a
quantitative analysis of a large number of cases will reveal aspects of social
innovation that have not previously been observed. It is also expected to
generate information on the relationship between social innovation and
social transformation. Wha i la ge in hi ca e? Can e compa e hi
la ge o he nkno n gene al pop la ion of ocial inno a ion o o he
databases? For example, the SI-DRIVE project resulted in 1,005 cases of
social innovations globally, the SIMPACT project examines 94 cases of
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social innovations, ITSSOIN (Impact of the Third Sector as Social Innovation)
selected around 125 organizations, and EFESEIIS (Enabling the Flourishing
and Evolution of Social Entrepreneurship for Innovative and Inclusive Societies)
analyzed 70 cases of social enterprises (Pelka & Terstriep, 2016). As a
matter of fact, the sample size is another primary concern within social
innovation sampling.
To sum up, non-probabilistic case-selection results in datasets remaining
exploratory and are not representative of a given policy field or
geographical field or population of social innovations per se. Case studies
examine different or repeating parts of the field, gained with the different
theoretical and methodological backgrounds and different
objectives. Studies result in mutually intersecting databases with examples
of social innovations that are hardly comparable and are of limited
usage. Several databases were created both locally and internationally,
ranging from several dozen to several hundred examples of social
innovations. There are no generalized outcomes or integral registers, and
some overlaps take place in the databases.
5.5.2 Identification principles
The identification of social innovation is another challenge for research
flow and data collection. It is an issue of operationalization
correspondence between theoretical constructs and empirically
measurable indicators in daily life and the experience of informants on the
ground. The researcher applies a pre-defined identification scheme of
what social innovation is in an attempt to identify and grasp it empirically.
These two realities do not necessarily match each other. In the case of
social innovations when empirical and theoretical knowledge is uncertain,
identification issues might be of great importance and result in the
skewness of the data.
I point out two limitations of identification principles in the current
empirical studies
first, the absence of a clear definition of social
innovation for both researchers and informants and, second, the bias of
self-reporting and the accompanying identification of social innovation
champions.
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First is a vague definition of social innovation. There is no clear and
univocal understanding of social innovation, neither among researchers
nor among actors of social innovation processes or general
stakeholders. Social innovations are often not labeled as such and are
heavily rooted in the local contexts and dependent on the current political
discourse on innovations. Results can be skewed in both cases of
pronounced or limited governmental discourse. The concept of social
innovation is relatively new to the language of social sphere actors, except,
maybe, European officials (Addarii & Lipparini, 2017). In other national
contexts, for instance in Russia, such wording has only gained very narrow
usage a few years ago. It is known mainly among academics and civil
society experts, with little if any presence in governmental
documentations. Thus, the concept of social innovation has little if any
established connections and associations. Each group of participants
might ascribe a different meaning to the concept under the contextualized
perception.
Two questions arise how can meanings which actors assign to the
concep of inno a ion be g a ped? Al o, ho can in i ible inno a ion
that are not labeled as such be identified? Current studies on social
innovation try to embrace a variety of potential meanings of social
innovations among different stakeholders. In this attempt, most of the
studies use a rather broad definition of social innovations and thus, a large
number of empirical indicators to capture the definition. For instance, SIDRIVE uses the following definition of social innovation in the
q e ionnai e: he inno a i e ol ion i he e ice, p od c o p ac ice
offered by the project to respond to social demands, societal challenges
or systemic change. This is followed by triangulation and estimations from
various experts to reflect on the theoretical definition and increase the
validity of the gained information. Triangulation helps to assess whether
gained knowledge is valid and relevant to the assessment of other sources
of information, including experts and social innovation actors.
Usage of the proposed definition of social innovation leads to a
second significant bias, which is a self-reporting one. There is a risk of
exclusively identifying social innovation champions. Studies rely on
e ponden in e p e a ion of ne o ignifican l imp o ed ocial
solutions. Bloch and Bugge (2013) pointed to an exaggeration issue within
surveys on public sector innovations. Informants report (purposely or
unconsciously) on successful innovations (Potts & Kastelle, 2010) and
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omit information on the whole range of other innovations. The latter
might be unsuccessful or be in the first stages of development.
Researchers point to the necessity to acknowledge the process nature of
social innovation but not exclusively on innovative solutions themselves
(Gl e & Laudel, 2015; Arundel & Huber, 2013).
To conclude, social innovation empirical studies have several limitations
that are mostly led by the vagueness of theoretical concepts and narrow
knowledge of the general population of social innovation. Definitions,
typologies and ways of measurement tend to vary from one study to
another. Social innovations studies provide theoretically saturated but not
generalized or representative data with mutually intersecting databases.
Researchers face challenges in finding a common and relevant language to
describe social innovations and empirical indicators of the concept; to
operationalize theoretical hypotheses into an empirically sound
measurement; to manage different understandings of an empirical object
by the respondents; and to overcome shortcomings of non-representative
samples.
Table 2 presents a brief overview of the limitations of both general and
social innovation measurement in terms of sample and identification
procedures.
Table 2. Particularities of the social and general innovation measurement
Social innovation measurement

General (technological and
economic) innovation
measurement

qualitative, theoretically saturated
case-studies
dataset,
an
ethnographic background

quantitative
surveys

prevailing
focus
on
social
innovation as a research unit

potentially comparable and
representative
data
and
replicable research design

identification
of
operationalized factors

the validity of the secondary
data
under question.
Secondary
data
(R&D
investments, patterns and
trademarks, bibliometric data,

non-
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organizational

human capital, infrastructure,
employment, technologies.)
non-comparable
and
nonrepresentative data, non-replicable
research design

the validity of the instrument
under question. Who is being
asked, about what?

little quantifiable information on the
comparable importance of the
factors
Source: elaborated by the author.
The research contribution of this dissertation is an attempt to partly
compensate for these limitations of social innovation empirical studies
with the application of the general innovation measurement quantitative
approach with a quantitative scale development and examination of the
reliability and validity of such measurement. In the following chapter, I
describe the applied methodology procedures to measure the social
innovativeness of NPOs by self- epo ing bjec i e and heo e icall
g o nded objec i e cale . In o he o d , I
o combine op-down
and bottom-up approaches to capture a general overview of socially
innovative NPOs through the analysis of producers of social innovations.
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6. THE METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY AND
THE PROCEDURES
The methodology employed in the research follows two main lines of
arguments, a theoretical and a methodological one. The first covers
research questions on theoretically developed factors, influencing social
innovation development in NPOs. This includes an empirical examination
of the hypotheses of the study through regression analysis. I explore
framework conditions that are expected to be associated with the
experience of NPOs in social innovations. I do not define a degree of
innovativeness when an NPO is considered more or less innovative
depending on the number the fulfilled conditions of innovativeness. The
second methodological line develops and empirically validates quantitative
scales to identify socially innovative NPOs. This is done in line with an
examination of the potential applicability of the quantitative identification
of socially innovative NPOs.
6.1 An overview of the rationales of the chapter
Theoretical line. The first part of the research concerns the determinants of
social innovativeness of non-profits, i.e., their experience in social
inno a ion . I ackno ledge he comple na e of he e pe ience,
including generation and dissemination of social innovations, but
empirically do not separate them. The theoretical line is based on a
regression analysis of survey data and involves testing five hypotheses on
what determines the socially innovative experience of an NPO. These
explanations suggest that social innovativeness of non-profits is positively
related to and is a function of:
ol n ee

in ol emen (H1)

cross-boundary collaborations (H2)
NPO CEO conce n on inno a ion (H3)
financial diversity of an NPO (H4)
governmental financial support (H5)
The second part refers to structuring the field of innovative activity of
non-profit organizations. It covers organizational characteristics of the
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socially innovative non-profits and is also based on the survey data. This
produced, for the first time, an empirical description and estimation of the
scale of socially innovative part of Russian non-profit sector.
Methodological line. The thesis elaborates on methodological questions,
namely, on the reliability and validity of a quantitative identification device
to identify innovative non-profits. It includes self- epo ing bjec i e
single-item (Fuchs & Diamantopoulos, 2009) scale and theoretically
g o nded objec i e cale. The me hodological line i ba ed on
e
data and subsequent interviews held with representatives of the surveyed
non-profits.
The quantitative method was selected purposely due to certain
considerations. Research design attempts to get over the shortcomings of
the current social innovation studies, conducted mainly in a qualitative
way (Chapter 5), by bringing in a quantitative framework. The crucial issue
for the social innovation research design is the construction of an
appropriate sampling frame. This issue has two sides. First is an unknown
general population of social innovation, the absence of any census. The
second is a variety of producers of social innovations and their highly
diversified and fragmented character. Moreover, in many cases, there is
no central database of social innovations producers, especially NPOs, to
which researchers can refer to construct such a sample frame.
The approach taken in this paper differs from the commonly employed in
social innovation studies (for an overview see Chapter 5; Jungmann, Baur
& Ametowobla, 2015; Gault, 2013; Mulgan, Kippy & Norman, 2013). I
apply a reverse sampling approach when social innovations are examined
not as individual cases, but as NPOs characteristics. The data were
obtained from an NPOs organizational survey in Russia, and this is the
main argument for the selected method and why other methods were left
unattended. The quantitative method allows gaining an overview of social
innovation prevalence among NPOs, demographics and the share of
socially innovative NPOs, as well as delivering quantitative explanations
of the capacity of NPOs to produce social innovations. These data cannot
be delivered through qualitative methods.
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6.2 Survey sample composition
This study examines various attributes of social innovation in the nonprofit sector using data from an organizational survey of non-profits,
carried out by the Centre for Studies of Civil Society and Non-Profit
Sector of the National Research University Higher School of Economics
(HSE) in 2015. The survey examines the state and scope of non-profit
organizations in Russia and is annually conducted by HSE since 2006
(Mersianova et al., 2015; Jakobson et al., 2011). Non-profit surveys are
based on a standard questionnaire and include an annual ad-hoc module.
I have elaborated questions on innovative activities, and they were
included in the survey inventory in 2015.
The Russian non-profit sector exhibits a high degree of diversity and
incorporates 18 legal forms (2019). All non-profits meet the UN
Handbook on Nonprofit Institutions in the System of National Accounts
defini ion of non-p ofi in i ion (NPI ), i.e. o gani a ion ha a e
private (i.e., not part of the governmental apparatus), self-governing, nonprofit-distributing, and non-compulsory (United Nations, 2003). I use
NPO efe ing o non-profit institutions, but it is also a name for nonprofit, non-governmental organizations, that are in the Russian legislation.
Thus, non-profits in the dissertation are non-governmental by definition.
A stratified cluster sampling strategy was employed to ensure maximum
representatives of the non-profit sector. The number of NPOs is 850
units. The sample represents a general population of non-profit
organizations of different types and legal forms, being officially registered
as a non-profit. The sample includes all forms of non-governmental, nonprofit organizations. Principles of the stratified selection are the following:
1. The selection procedure is based on a typology of administrative
regions of the Russian Federation. The procedure used three
features of administrative regions: the urbanization index (number
of citizens living in cities with more than 50,000 inhabitants per
capita); an indicator of civil society development (number of nonprofits per capita); and an index level of regional economic
development in a form of the ratio of per capita gross regional
product (GRP) to the national average. This resulted in the
selection of 33 of the 83 constituent entities.
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2. The sample is based on representative quotas for organizational
and legal forms and year of registration of NPOs. Quotas were
made based on the open register of non-profits, held by the
Ministry of Justice. The registry includes all the present legal forms
of NPOs.
The inventory contains formal close-ended questions related to
organizational demographics, inter-organizational activity, interactions
with government bodies, and revenue structure. Interviews were
performed in-person with CEOs of the selected NPOs in rural and urban
areas. The average duration of each interview was one hour. The
in e ie ing a pe fo med b he poll agenc
P blic Opinion
Foundation - one of the three leading Russian polling agencies. Interview
data were coded, entered in digital data format, and the STATA data file
was built. Survey data can be requested from the Center for Studies of
Civil Society and Nonprofit Sector of the National Research University
Higher School of Economics (Irina Mersianova, director,
imersianova@hse.ru)2.
6.3 Dependent variables. Item generation
The dependent variable is the social innovativeness of non-profits. It
efe o an NPO e pe ience in ocial inno a ion , incl ding in od cing
social innovations to external beneficiaries in the social services field,
either through new projects and services, o ongoing p ojec . NPO
leaders were asked whether their organization has introduced any
innovative solution during the past two years. Questions were posed to all
non-profits in the sample, with no pre-selection made.
The dependen a iable i mea ed b a
and an objec i e heo e ical cale.

bjec i e elf-assessment scale

S bjec i e elf-judgment scale allocates NPOs according to self-assessed
questions and identifies their social innovativeness, which is an
organizational experience in social innovations. The inventory includes a
2

Data is expected to be in an open-access in 2020 at the
http://sophist.hse.ru/db/oprosy.shtml?ts=123.
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definition of social innovations
namely new solutions (such as a
product, service, model, or practice) that address social needs more
effectively than the existing approaches. NPO leade
e e a ked
whether their organization had introduced any innovative solutions in the
course of the preceding two years. The study is deliberately limited to
defining social innovations in the forms of products and services, leaving
the process and outcomes of innovative performance as an opportunity
for future research. A non-p ofi i labeled a ociall inno a i e hen
the respondent reported the organization introduced new products and
services in on-going or new projects to external beneficiaries in the social
services field.
NPOs with organizational or management innovations and those
p od cing no inno a ion e e eco ded a non-inno a i e . I a done
due to the consideration, that social innovation implies a clear social
purpose and intention to tackle social needs as a leading motive.
Organizational and marketing innovations, as well as general
technological and economic innovations, are led by competitive
motivations to achieve advantages on the market (Seelos & Mair, 2012).
I purposely applied the subjective self-judgment scale and let NGOs
declare whether they are socially innovative or not. This follows the
general innovation measurement approaches, including those originating
in the Oslo Manual. For instance, The Community Innovation Survey has
q e ion : During the three years 2012 to 2014, did your enterprise introduce:
Goods innovations: New or significantly improved goods (exclude the simple resale of
new goods and changes of a solely aesthetic nature); Service innovations: New or
significantly improved services?
However, the limitations and validity of this self-judgment approach are
also clear (Arundel et al. 2013; Gault, 2013; Lee & Sabharwal 2016),
especially regarding such an empirically undeveloped concept as social
innovation. It is broadly unknown among the Russian general public,
including NPOs. Therefore, the initial idea of the proposed methodology
is to examine whether the self-assessment subjective scale would be valid
and suitable for the measurement of social innovation. Still, I am not
positively sure, that I am really dealing with social innovations, identified
using this scale. With an attempt to illuminate these limitations I generated
and validated a theoretically-g o nded objec i e cale.
An objec i e heo e icall -grounded scale is a pool of theory and
content-valid items that set the social innovativeness of an organization.
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These items were derived from four demarcation elements of the concept,
described earlier. Despite items being driven from the theoretical and
empirical literature, they were not quantitatively tested altogether
elsewhere in the literature.
I end up with a twelve-item scale incorporating facets of the social
innovation concept. I suggested that some elements of this scale are of
core relevance to the social innovation concept and should refer to any
socially innovative organization. They are a social purpose that aims at
addressing social needs, cross-boundary collaborations, and volunteer
engagement. Respondents were asked to describe the projects of their
organization. To be labeled as socially innovative, an organization should
meet all these four elements. The dependent variable takes the value of 1
if projects of a non-profit meet all four criteria simultaneously, of 0 if
projects do not answer these criteria.
Table 3 presents items of the scale, being included in the inventory. It also
provides selected references concerning each particular item.
Table 3. Dependent a iable. An objec i e heo e icall -driven scale.
Element of
the SI concept

Indicators (prompts)

Examples of
references

Social nature

1. Our projects aim at solving a
social problem

Mulgan et al.,
2007

Novelty

2. Our solutions to social
problems are rather new and
were not used previously
3. We use well-known, and wellestablished practices and
approaches

Anheier et al.,
2014

Legitimacy and 4. NPO works with important
urgency
social problems according to
most of the residents
5. NPO works with urgent
social problems that should
be solved asap according to
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The
Young
Foundation,
2012
Kattel
2012

et

al.,

Anheier et al.,
2014

most of the residents
Involvement of 6. NPO implement solutions
volunteers
that were suggested by locals
7. Our projects attract various
resources,
including
volunteers.

Moulaert et al.,
2010

Diffusion and 8. Our tools are distributed and
institutionalizati
used in various public and
on
private organizations to
address social problems

Murray et al.,
2010

Cross-border
collaborations

9. Our projects involve joint
efforts
from
various
stakeholders: NPOs, officials,
businesses and individuals
10. The needy can interact with
organizations that are in
charge for solving such
problems as a result of our
projects

S en en
&
Torfing, 2012

11. Beneficiaries get new skills
and knowledge needed to
address their problematic
situation as a result of our
projects

Mort,
Weerawardena
&
Carnegie,
2003

12. One can get such assistance
of
exclusively in our NPO

The
Young
Foundation,
2012

Empowerment

Exclusive
nature
innovative
solution

Verschuere,
Brandsen
&
Pestoff, 2012.

Osborne
&
Brown, 2005
Howald et al.,
2016

Source: elaborated by the author.
6.4 Independent variables
Independent variables are concerned with the suggested determinants of
innovative activity by non-profits. These explanations were derived from
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the existing literature and were developed in the hypotheses above.
Following my overall research question, I expect, that the following
factors make some NPOs more likely to produce social innovations than
others (Table 4). Here I present hypotheses, the corresponding indicators
and questions in the inventory to measure the indicator.
H1. Volunteer engagement is positively related to the social
innovativeness of non-profits
Indicator: An average number of volunteers per month Ho
many volunteers, approximately, participate in the activities of
o o gani a ion pe mon h?
H2. Multi-stakeholder collaborations are positively related to the social
innovativeness of NPOs
Indicator: The number of external parties of interaction Wi h
what external environment actors does your organization interact?
Plea e elec f om he li .
Collaboration
authorities:

with

non-profits,

regional,

and

municipal

Did your NPO collaborate with municipal authorities
during the last year?
Did your NPO collaborate with regional authorities during
the last year?
In which forms do you interact with other NPOs?
0 = interactions
1 = collaborations as conjoint fundraising; provision or
distribution of goods/services to needy; conjoint
participation in grant writing and grant competitions;
participation in conjoint programs; setting up joint
working groups.
H3. NPO CEO conce n on inno a ion i po i i el
development of social innovations

ela ed o he

Indicator: Role of a leader in the development of innovation Do
you agree or disagree about the following statements concerning
o o gani a ion?
1. Development and implementation of innovations is one
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of the tasks of the management of the organization
2. Management considers the development and
implementation of innovations as one of its obligations
3. Management is rewarded for the development and
implementation of innovations
H4. The number of funding sources is positively related to the
innovativeness of an NPO
Indicator: Self-evaluation of the economic well-being of an
o gani a ion: Ho do o e ima e he c en economic ellbeing of your o gani a ion?
H5. Governmental financial support is positively related to the
innovativeness of NPOs
Indicator: Presence of governmental financial support in the
e en e
c e: Wha kind of o ce of e en e e e p e en
in your organization during the last year? Please select from the
li .
6.5 Analytical models and procedures
I use the following scenario, aiming at the identification of socially
innovative NPOs with experience in social innovations. All calculations
were applied to the 2015-year sample (n=850 NPOs). Data processing
was performed in R. Confirmatory factor analysis was run in lavaan
package version 0.6-3.
Phase 1. Testing the factor structure of he bjec i e and objec i e
scales using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. Factor analysis
assumes that indicators referring to the same dimension are likely to be
strongly correlated. By grouping indicators, researchers reduce the
complexity of a large data set into a small number of composite variables.
Each new composite variable reflects one specific dimension of variance
in the data.
The in e nal con i enc of he cale
analysis.
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a a e ed i h C onbach alpha

Phase 2 assesses two scales for convergent and discriminant validity
evidence. Validity allows us to determine to what extent the measurement
corresponds to the theoretical construct of the social phenomenon; does
the instrument measure what it is intended to (Dodd & Shanas, 1943)?
Construct validity estimates to what extent measurements of the
con c face a e con i en . Con c alidi incl de con e gen
and discriminant validity and is applicable to examine the level of
congruence between what is measured and the theoretical construct
(Carmines, 1979; Dolbier et al., 2005; Van Saane et al., 2003).
Construct validity is usually examined in comparison with other wellestablished scales measuring the same or opposite construct. A significant
correlation signals that indicators measure the desired concept
(convergent validity). The reverse situation of weak correlation signals that
indicators measure different concepts (discriminant validity). It is
challenging to measure discriminant validity with no established indicator
of social innovativeness.
As an external verification of the self-reported scale, I conducted
telephone interviews with representatives of innovative non-profits,
selected from the sample. I randomly selected ten NPOs who described
their projects as innovative at the self-reporting scale (Table of the
interviewed NPOs is available at Appendix 5). The respondents were
asked to describe projects they have reported as innovative. I assessed
whether the described project is innovative, whether it meets elements of
innovativeness: novelty, social urgency, cross-boundary cooperation, and
volunteer engagement.
Phase 3. To understand the relationship between socially innovative and
non-innovative NGOs, I compared descriptive statistics of these two subgroups and examined the congruence of the results, gained by both scales.
The assumption was that scales will identify intersecting innovative NGOs
and that the shares will match.
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7. RESULTS: VALIDITY OF THE IDENTIFICATION
SCALES FOR THE IDENTIFICATION OF
SOCIALLY INNOVATIVE NPO
For the methodological line of my study, I examined the applicability and
validity of two identification scales (objective and subjective) to identify
socially innovative non-profits. This chapter refers to the research subquestion on what would be a valid quantitative instrument (scale) for
social innovation identification? After the examination of the scales, I
selected the most valid one and proceed with the hypotheses test in the
next chapter.
The sequence of the applied procedures is as follows. First, I examine a
bjec i e elf-a e men cale NPO CEO epo ed he he he
had introduced any of the listed innovations in his/her organization
during the last two years. Second, I examine an objec i e cale, hich i
based on theoretically expected characteristics of socially innovative
projects. Respondents identified characteristics of the projects being
implemented in his/her non-profit. In the case that the project
simultaneously meets four criteria of social innovativeness (social
purpose, novelty, cross-boundary collaboration, volunteers), it was labeled
as socially innovative. I empirically examined the reliability and validity of
both scales on survey data on 850 non-profits.
7.1 Scale fac

c

e:

bjec i e elf-assessment scale

In this phase, I test the structure of the self-assessment scale using
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. Results supported a twofactor model corresponding to the organizational innovations and social
innovativeness of NPOs.
The self-assessment scale includes a range of innovations within the
organization. I have artificially allocated two items related to social
innovations (new social solutions to external beneficiaries in frames of
new or on-going projects) and refer to them as indicators of social
innovations. Now I examine internal structure of the entire selfassessment scale to identify whether this sub-scale is confirmed by the
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data.
Table 5 presents descriptive statistics for each item of the self-assessment
scale. Mean values are between 0.08 and 0.24. Some items demonstrate
high asymmetry up to 2.978 and an excess (6.875).
elf-assessment binominal

Std. Error

a i ic . S bjec i e

Mean

Table 5. De c ip i e
scale.

1. achievement of a goal of organization

.24

.015

2. strategical planning

.17

.013

3. HR management

.11

.011

4. volunteer management

.08

.010

5. relationships with partners

.14

.012

6. internal communications in the organization

.11

.011

7. accounting system

.15

.012

8. organizational structure

.11

.011

9. computer (IT) technologies

.22

.014

10.introduction of new programs, projects or
services for external beneficiaries

.19

.013

11.introduction of innovations in previously
existing programs, projects or services for
external beneficiaries

.17

.013

12.reputation, networking and advertisement

.20

.014

13.fundraising

.14

.012
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Results supported a two-factor model for the self-assessment scale. The
scale was then examined for its factor structure using exploratory factor
analysis (EFA). Factor analysis is a set of techniques for determining the
extent to which related variables can be grouped so they can be treated as
one combined variable or factor rather than as a series of separate
variables (Brown, 2006). Items with loading below 0.50, as well as with
overlapping loading on other factors were dropped out. Low factor
loadings indicate that an item is not strongly determined by any factor
(multiple high loadings indicate that an item is determined simultaneously
by more than one factor). The self-assessment scale of innovativeness
ended up with 10 items with three items being dropped due to low factor
loading belo 0.50. The e a e i em No 1 achie emen of a goal of he
o gani a ion , No 9 comp e (IT) echnologie
and No 13
f nd ai ing in Table 5 above.
The scale explains 51.1% of dispersion. KMO and Bartlett's test values
a e fficien fo fac o anal i (KMO mea e i 0.89 and Ba le
measure is 2763.929, significant at .000). Gained measures are sufficient
for the calculation of a correlation matrix (Table 6). The first factor
includes innovations in organizational structure and culture. It might be
named 'organizational innovations'. The second captures the social nature
of innovations, being introduced in the organization. It includes
innovations for external beneficiaries, that are argued to be social
innovations. One of these particular items the introduction of new
programs, projects or services for external beneficiaries has high loading
(0.82). The remaining item covers reputation. Thus, with a certain
assumption, this factor might be called the 'social innovativeness' of
NPOs.
Table 6. Factor structure. 'Subjective' self-assessment binominal scale.
Rotated Component Matrix

Component
1

1. HR management

.63

2. internal communications in
the organization

.66
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Label

2
organizational
innovations

3. accounting system

.63

4. organizational structure

.56

5. relationships with partners

.56

6. volunteer management

.52

7. strategical planning

.50

8. introduction of innovations
in previously existing
programs, projects or
services for external
beneficiaries

.69

9. introduction of new
programs, projects or
services for external
beneficiaries

.82

10. reputation, networking and
advertisement

.55

social
innovativeness

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation
Method: Varimax.
The results supported a two-factor model for the self-assessment scale.
The first factor includes innovations concerning organizational structure
and culture. I call it organizational innovations. The second one captures and
better reflects the social nature of innovations introduced in the
organization. It includes innovations for external beneficiaries that are
argued to be social. One of these particular items introduction of new
programs, projects or services for external beneficiaries have high
loading (0.82). The remaining item covers reputation. Thus, with a certain
level of assumption, this factor be called the social innovativeness of an
NPOs.
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7.2 Scale factor structure: objective theoretical scale
In this phase, I test the structure of the objective theoretical scale using
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis on data from 850
participants. Results supported a two-factor model corresponding to the
cross-boundary collaborations and social legitimacy.
The internal consistency of the scale was computed to assure that it meets
the minimum standards for reliability for research purposes. For the
single-item sub-scale, internal consistency could not be computed.
Descriptive information was obtained fo he cale a iable (Table 7).
Some items demonstrate certain asymmetry not higher than -1.516 and
negative kurtosis minus 3 (less, than -2.002).

Mean

Std. Error

Table 7. Descriptive statistics. Multi-item theoretical scale (n=850).

1. Our projects aim at solving social problem

,80

,014

2. Our solutions to social problems are rather
new, and were not used previously

,26

,015

3. Our projects involve joint efforts from
various stakeholders: NPOs, officials,
businesses and individuals

,52

,017

4. Our projects attract various resources,
including volunteers

,49

,017

5. NPO works with important social problems
according to most of the residents

,64

,017

6. NPO works with urgent social problems
that should be solved asap according to
most of the residents

,50

,017
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7. NPO implement solutions that were
suggested by locals

,44

,017

8. Our tools are distributed and used in
various public and private organizations to
address social problems

,32

,016

9. We use well-known, and well-established
practices and approaches

,63

,017

10. The needy can interact with organizations
that are in charge for solving such problems
as a result of our projects

,49

,017

11. Beneficiaries get new skills and knowledge
needed to address their problematic
situation as a result of our projects

,46

,017

12. One can get such assistance exclusively in
our NPO

,46

,017

The scale was then examined for its factor structure using exploratory
factor analysis. Items with loading below 0.50, as well as with overlapping
loading on other factors were dropped out. Low factor loadings indicate
that an item is not strongly determined by any factor (multiple high
loadings indicate that an item is determined simultaneously by more than
one fac o ). The a e i em No 2. O ol ion o ocial p oblem a e
a he ne , and e e no ed p e io l , No. 9 We e ell-known,
and well-e abli hed p ac ice and app oache and No. 12 One can ge
ch a i ance e cl i el in o NGO f om he able # above.
The scale ended up with 9 items and two factors, explaining 50.6% of the
total item variance, which is above the required level of 50%. KaiserMeyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett's test of sphericity evaluate the fitness
of initial data for factor analysis. KMO mea e i 0.86, Ba le mea e
is 2182.854 being significant (0.000). Gained measures are sufficient for
the calculation of a correlation matrix (Table 8).
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Table 8. Factor structure of the multi-item theoretical scale.
Rotated Component Matrix

Component
1

1. Our projects involve joint efforts
from various stakeholders: NPOs,
officials, businesses and individuals

.68

2. Beneficiaries get new skills and
knowledge needed to address their
problematic situation as a result of our
projects

.61

3. The needy can interact with
organizations that are in charge for
solving such problems as a result of
our projects

.66

4. Our tools are distributed and used in
various public and private
organizations to address social
problems

.51

5. Our projects attract various resources,
including volunteers

.56

Label

2

crossboundary
collaborati
ons

6. NPO works with important social
problems according to most of the
residents

.78

7. NPO works with urgent social
problems that should be solved asap
according to most of the residents

.68

8. Our projects aim at solving social
problem

.58

9. NPO implement solutions that were
suggested by locals

.49

social
legitimacy

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation
Method: Varimax.
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The results supported a two-fac o model fo an objec i e heo e ical
scale. The first factor incorporates items reflecting cross-boundary
collaborations and empowerment generated by the implemented projects.
It might be named cross-boundary collaborations. The second factor is more
concrete and better reflects social nature, local legitimacy and the urgency
of projects implemented by an NGO. This factor is named as social
legitimacy.
7.3 Internal consistency of the scales
I assess the internal consistency of the scales and sub-scales, received after
the factor analysis. The scale internal consistency is determined by the
strength of the correlations among items and the number of items
included in the scale.
The internal consistency of each scale was computed to assure that the
scales met the minimum standards for reliability for research purposes
(C onbach alpha of .70 o abo e; F & Bacha ach, 2008). C onbach
alpha is used to test for measurement reliability by measuring consistency
in responses to questions intended to assess a particular constructor
factor. However, it does not indicate if the questions represent the same
concept. Table 9 indica e ha fo m ample, C onbach alpha i
sufficient for all scales.
Table 9. C onbach alpha e l fo he heo e ical and elf-assessment
scales and internal factors
Scale

N of
items

Objec i e heo e ical cale
sub-scale: cross-boundary
collaborations (factor 1)
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C

bach
alpha

9

0.825

5

0.78

sub-scale: social legitimacy (factor
2)

4

0.763

S bjec i e elf-assessment scale

10

0.855

sub-scale: organizational
innovations (factor 1)

7

0.818

sub-scale: social innovativeness
(factor 2)

4

0.782

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). CFA is applied to test whether measures
of a con c a e con i en i h a e ea che
nde anding of he
na e of ha con c . I n CFA fo bo h cale a ia ion follo ing
the factor structure gained by EFA and with our initial segregation. This
returned CFA results with good coefficients for the scales, demonstrating
good fit with the survey data. That points at covariance and utility of both
scales (Table 10).
Table 10. CFA coefficients
Scale

df

P

CFI

TLI

Initial 12-item
theoretical scale
according to
expected factors

43

0.000

0.988*

0.984*

0.044*

0.049*

9-item theoretical
scale according to
EFA

26

0.000

0.995*

0.993*

0.034*

0.037*

Initial 13-item selfassessment scale

64

0.000

0.983*

0.979*

0.045*

0.057*

10-item selfassessment scale
according to EFA

34

0.000

0.993*

0.991*

0.032*

0.045*
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RMSE SRM
A
R

Note: * indicates good fit.
Convergent validity. Convergent validity is the extent to which different
indicators of a given factor would correlate. Indicators purported to relate
to the same factor should be highly correlated. The reverse situation of
low correlation with an indicator of a different construct indicates
discriminant validity (Eid, 2010). In case of social innovations, there are
no established quan i a i e mea emen of an NGO e pe ience in
social innovations. Therefore, we follow the general innovation approach
and treat the self-assessment scale as an indicator for testing the
convergent validity of a multi-item theoretical scale (Table 11).
Findings yielded moderate convergent validity between the overall
objec i e and bjec i e cale (0.141**) (Table 11). However, relatively
low values of correlation are expected for the binary data. Correlations
between sub-scales gained by EFA are much higher. Thus, scales appear
to be valid as separate ones, but they do not match as different measures
of he con c . The can be applied a al e na i e and ho ld be ea ed
as supplementary ones.
Table 11. Convergent validity of the multi-item theoretical scale (n=850).
Self-assessment
sub-scales
Scale

Selfassess
ment
scale

Theoretical scale

0.141**

Theoretical scale

organiza
tional
innovati
ons

social
innov
ative
ness

sub-scale:
sub-scale:
crosssocial
boundary
legitimacy
collaborations

sub-scale: crossboundary
collaborations

0.148**

0.18**

1

0.376**

sub-scale: social
legitimacy

0.133**

0.01**

0.376**

1
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Self-assessment
sub-scale:
organizational
innovations

1

0.525

Self-assessment
sub-scale: social
innovativeness

0.525**

0.148**

0.133**

0.18**

0.01**

**

1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
In establishing divergent validity, the social innovativeness scale should
demonstrate a low correlation with dissimilar measures (Hinkin, 1998).
For instance, to assess the discriminant validity of a happiness scale,
scholars use a measure of unhappiness. However, we do not have a
relevant variable for divergent validity and leave this test for future
studies.
To conclude, the e ea ch e l demon a ed ha bo h bjec i e and
objec i e heo e ical cale a e eliable and alid fo mea ing he social
innovativeness of NGOs. The theoretical scale has a two-factor structure,
reflecting cross-boundary and social legitimacy aspects. The selfassessment scale is divided into organizational innovations and social
innovations aspects. Both scales have moderate mutual convergent
validity. I conclude they measure similar, but different aspects of the social
innovativeness of an NGO.
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8.
RESULTS:
HYPOTHESES
ON
THE
DETERMINANTS
OF
NPO S
SOCIAL
INNOVATIVENESS
8.1. Basic organizational demographics describing socially
innovative NPOs
Basing on the test of the validity of the scales, both scales presented a high
validity as an individual scale, but they have low mutual correlation,
measured by convergent validity analysis. This signals that both scales
cap e and mea e omeho diffe en pa of he ociall inno a i e
NPO concep .
I start this section by commenting on the survey results and factors that
are associated with the experience of non-profits in producing social
innovations.
According to the identification scales, socially innovative NPOs were
distinguished within the sample. The population of socially innovative
NPOs measured with two different scales differ. A quarter (23%) was
identified with the
bjec i e elf-assessment scale while 16% were
labeled a ociall inno a i e i h he objec i e elf-judgment scale. My
first expectation was that two innovative sub-samples would concur by
particular respondents those who have identified themselves as having
social innovations would simultaneously describe projects of his/her
NPO as innovative ones. The results, however, indicate a low level of
congruence and intersection. Only 23% of overlap with each other,
meaning that about one-fourth of sub-samples gained by two scales
coincide with each other.
There is room for assumption that scales capture different slides of the
phenomena and correspond to different aspects of socially innovative
non-profits. However, the demographics of those NPOs are similar and
they differ from non-innovative NPOs, identified by both scales
(Appendix 4).
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The spheres where innovative NPOs dominate over non-innovative are
health, social services, and philanthropy. There are more innovative
foundations and autonomous NPOs than non-innovative, while religious
organizations and political parties tend to be less innovative. Both scales
indicate a predominance of innovative NPOs among that which receive
government funding and are in a good financial situation. Collaboration
with regional and federal authorities as well as with other NPOs also tends
to take place more frequently for innovative NPOs than non-innovative.
Innovative NPOs, measured by both scales, interact with more external
actors and attract more funding sources than non-innovative NPOs.
Thus, innovative organizations defined as such by both self-assessment
and theoretical scales share similar characteristics. These descriptive
statistics draw a picture of an innovative non-profit that is relatively active,
well-established, and embedded into local context and networking. While
these characteristics described the innovators, they did not explain the
determinants of why they engaged in such activity. This was explored
further by the regression analysis.
Subjective self-assessment scale has limited potential to reduce response
biases, typical for a close-ended and self-reported inventory. Therefore, to
explore in more depth what stands behind self-reported innovativeness I
conducted follow-up telephone interviews. I reached those NPOs, who
described their projects as innovative at the self-assessment scale in the
2015-year survey. Ten NPOs were randomly selected out of 23.5% from
he ample being inno a i e (Appendix 5 for a list of the interviewed
NPOs).
Six out of ten NPO leade p o ed o ha e inno a i e p ojec in hei
organizations. The described projects matched core elements of social
innovations (novelty, social purpose, cross-boundary networking and
volunteers). I briefly highlight two projects, implemented by NPOs,
identified as socially innovative in the sample. The first project aims at
helping convicted people in one Russian region. Projects of this kind are
still very new in the country. The non-profit organization works with
several groups of colony prisoners and provides medical help, assistance
with documentation and mediation between relatives of prisoners, colony
and municipal administrations. The project also develops and proceeds
with new on-line services (Rostov-on-Don, human rights NPO). The
second innovative project is implemented for families with children with
mental disabilities, that is an innovative practice in provincial Russia. The
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non-profit provides services and recreation facilities for the parents,
including daycare for children, philological and educational assistance with
tight cooperation with municipal authorities. The innovative project
created a self-helping and educating network of parents with children of
similar mental disabilities (Chaykovskiy, local NPO). Moreover, the
project advocates for the rights of such people and strives to create public
awareness of it.
The other four NPOs described the projects, which fail to correspond
with the criteria of social innovations, although they believed the project
is innovative, as reported. Namely, respondents described regular ongoing projects, with some slight modifications in the procedures.
However, I am unable to assess the extent to which this ratio is the case
for all survey NPOs.
8.2. Hypotheses: determinants for a NPO social innovativeness
This chapter answers the fourth research question
the survey, makes NPOs socially innovative?

what, according to

The study is built on several hypotheses, that social innovativeness of nonprofit is positively related to:
H1. volunteer engagement
2. multi-stakeholder collaborations, that is cross-boundary
collaborations
H3. CEO conce n on inno a ion, ha i innovation
de elopmen i a leade e pon ibili
H4. the number of funding sources, that signals of organizational
economic well-being
H5. governmental financial support.
There is a great deal of theoretical work on social innovation with
proposed several casual relationships and factors. With that, very few
causalities gained empirical confirmation, because of the lack of indicators
and no available data sets or time series to draw on to test hypotheses
(Mulgan, Joseph & Norman, 2013). These research results provide some
empirical bases for the specification of the expected dependencies.
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Table 12 presents the binary logistic regression results, conducted for both
bjec i e and objec i e cale .
Table 12. Binary logistic regression results (number of observations =
548).
S bjec i e elfassessment

Objec i e
theoretical scale

LR Chi2 (10) = 143.46

LR Chi2 (10) = 245.55

Prob > Chi2 = 0.0000

Prob > Chi2 = 0.0000

Pseudo R2 = 0.2221

Pseudo R2 = 0.7651

Constant

-1.31*** (-1.55, -1.06)

22.99
2,591.40)

Social purpose

0.12 (-0.14, 0.37)

8.98 (-981.80, 999.76)

Independent
determinants

(-2,545.42,

Number
of
-0.14 (-0.36, 0.09)
volunteers (H1)

-0.72 (-4.39, 2.94)

Collaborations
with
municipal -0.02 (-0.27, 0.23)
authorities (H2)

0.42 (-0.23, 1.08)

Collaborations
with
regional 0.09 (-0.18, 0.37)
authorities (H2)

-0.73* (-1.49, 0.02)

Innovation
development is a
1.03*** (0.80, 1.25)
leade
responsibility (H3)

0.66* (-0.02, 1.34)

Number of crossborder
0.24* (-0.03, 0.51)
collaboration
partners (H2)

0.85* (-0.07, 1.77)
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Collaboration with
other non-profits 0.27** (0.05, 0.50)
(H2)

0.32 (-0.31, 0.94)

Economic
being (H4)

0.27** (0.05, 0.50)

-0.08 (-0.68, 0.51)

0.13 (-0.09, 0.36)

0.40 (-0.24, 1.03)

well-

Governmental
funding (H5)

Two out of five hypotheses were statistically supported while one
hypothesis gained partial support. Most of the relationships are in the
expected direction, except the case of governmental funding (no
significant relationships) and a volunteer engagement. Economic wellbeing is a partly supported variable and requires additional investigations.
Surprisingly, the number of volunteers (H1 Volunteer engagement is
positively related to the social innovativeness of non-profits.) was not
supported as a factor of social innovativeness of NPOs. The result of no
statistically significant relationships between experience in innovations
and the number of volunteers is surprising, as most of the volunteering
literature correlates volunteers and social innovation. It is commonly
justified that volunteers have multiple functions in the social innovation
development. The general assumption in the social innovation field is that
citizen engagement and participation will lead to more effective and more
legitimate decisions (Simon & Davies, 2013). Volunteer engagement, as a
form of citizen participation, is believed to be a crucial source of
inno a ion de elopmen , f eedom o e pe imen , a being a ke o ce
of he inno a i e capaci (O bo n & Fl nn, 1997: 36). It is also a source
of several beneficial inputs, which volunteers can bring to the
organization. The social innovation gains different kinds of resources and
values as a result of volunteer engagement and collaboration (Anheier et
al. 2014; Bason, 2010, for an overview, see Chapter 3). As Simon and
Davies (2012: 8) ph a e i , hen e alk abo ci i en engagement in
ocial inno a ion, e e alking abo he a in hich mo e di e e
voices and actors can be brought into the process of developing and then
sustaining new answers to social challenges essentially how citizens can
be involved in developing social innovations and in innovative social
p ojec .
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The discussion chapter attempts to explain the surprising results. While
the main explanations are, first, that volunteer management is a highly
resource-consuming process, and it draws off NPOs' resources from
innovative development. The second argument relates to overall unstable
volunteer engagement and an extension of episodic volunteer
engagement, that appeared to be insufficient for a meaningful
contribution to the innovative activity of non-profits.
The results surprisingly demonstrate that governmental funding (H5
Government financial support is positively related to the innovativeness
of NPOs) appeared to be of no significance.
General social innovation literature acknowledges the significance of the
government policy as a robust enabling or restricting environment for
social innovation development (for an overview see Chapter 3). Indeed,
the state can encourage social innovation and upscale practices by
providing legislative and regulatory capacities, financial incentives,
through the removal of bureaucratic barriers (Grimm et al., 2017). Against
this background, the function of governmental financial support in social
innovation development can be interpreted as an issue of access to the
social services market. Governmental financial support, notably being
a a ded in g an , clea l demon a e c en polic p io i ie and o a
certain extent reflects the current political framework towards non-profits
operating in a particular field. It reflects pronounced or latent policy
expectations for the social innovation in terms of favorable producers and
areas for innovations. Thus, it functions as a supporting or a limiting
instrument of an overall non-profit innovation agenda. In this regard,
governmental support can be interpreted as a signal of discrimination of
non-profits, that not all organizations are treated equally, which can be the
case in non-democratic societies (Wiepking & Handy, 2015b).
I expected a high significance of the governmental funding factor (H5
Government financial support is positively related to the innovativeness
of NPOs), reflecting the suppressive influence from the state on the nonprofit sector. The discussion chapter makes attempts to explain the
absence of anticipated relation by, first, consideration of a low share of
go e nmen al f nding in an NPO e en e
c e. The econd
rationale is an apparent absence of social innovation discourse in the social
policy agenda. Moreover, the discussion elaborates that the ambiguity of
government policy towards the sector is one of the explanatory factors,
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leading to particularities in the composition of the innovative sub-sector
of non-profits.
The relation with economic well-being appears to be an inconsistent
relationship (H4 The number of funding sources is positively related to
the innovativeness of an NPO). Its significance varies in different
modifications of the dependent variable and should not be treated as a
universal one.
The role of a leader in promoting innovative agendas and the development
of innovations (H3 NPO CEO conce n on inno a ion i po i i el
related to the development of social innovations) is indispensable for
ocial inno a ion. The leade responsibility on innovation development
proved to be of great importance for the examined sample. The individual
role of a leader is significantly associated with the social innovativeness of
non-profits. In the case where the leader perceives innovation
development as his/her responsibility, the non-profit is more likely to be
socially innovative.
External organizational cross-boundary collaboration (H2
Multistakeholder collaborations are positively related to the social
innovativeness of NPOs) is also an association. Non-profits have to be
open to external collaboration to produce social innovations. The higher
the number of external collaborations is, the higher is the relation to social
innovativeness. This finding entirely corresponds with the existing
collaborative innovation literature and highlights the complex nature of
social innovations. Cross-boundary collaborations are sourced from many
different resources, including financial, volunteer, and social capital.
Therefore, any other type of resource can hardly replace these
collaborations, which are essential for social innovativeness.
Heterogeneous networks are a necessary precondition for innovation and
share characteristics that are crucial to the viability and future spread of
social innovation (Anheier et al., 2019). Many studies empirically confirm
the importance of collaborations for social innovation development and
i al ( ee an o e ie in Chap e 2). S en en and To fing (2012) state
that cross-boundary and inter-organizational collaborations in networks
of interdependent public and private actors facilitate collaborative
innovation efforts by knowledge-sharing, risk-sharing, and resource
exchange. By the actual and precise participation in mutual collaborations
for the innovation project, the involved actors confirm their willingness
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to participate, administrate, and support further implementation and
dissemination of the solution (Neumeier, 2017).
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9. DISCUSSION
9.1 Discussion on the determinants of an NPO s social
innovativeness
My dissertation synthesized different, but partly overlapping, theories and
methodological approaches to social innovation. I developed a set of
demarcation traits for social innovation which distinguish social
innovation from any other type of innovation. Allowed me to produce
and verify two scales for the identification of social innovation in
quantitative studies and surveys. The dissertation contextualized the
current knowledge on social innovation in the Russian national context.
However, I have not attempted to develop a comprehensive theory of
social innovation. Neither have I focused on a deductive generalization
from the empirical evidence on social innovations.
This study elaborated on the way social innovations are determined and
conceptually grounded. I have approached the diversity of the
conceptualizations and suggest that social and general innovations share
some traits. They differ in fundamental ways concerning the initial
motivation and their impact. This was demonstrated with a description of
the evolution of theoretical perspectives. The dissertation suggests placing
the current conceptualizations within a spectrum, rather than presenting
distinct theoretical streams. The spectrum has two clusters of functionalist
and transformationalist conceptualizations on social innovations. Based
on this, I proposed several demarcation elements, that shape social
innovation and distinguish it from the other types of innovations. These
elements are a social purpose, novelty, cross-boundary collaborations, and
volunteer participation. They are the conceptual traits of social
innovation.
The research results deepen knowledge on theoretically driven
determinants of an NPO ocial inno a i ene ; he e a mp ion were
tested using a large empirical sample of NPOs for the first time. I
examined the relative importance of predictors of social innovativeness in
the non-profit sector. Five theoretically driven determinants were
expected to be strongly associated with social innovativeness of NPOs.
The results confirmed a statistically significant relation between three out
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of five determinants. They are multi-stakeholder cross-boundary
collaborations (H2), a leade concern on innovation (H3), and, the
financial well-being of an NPO (H4), the latter being a weak predictor.
Somewhat surprisingly, governmental funding and the number of
volunteers were insufficient predictors of an NPO social innovativeness.
The theoretical findings extend the theories on social innovation. The first
finding contradicts the volunteer literature. This suggests further
elaboration and validation of the contribution made by volunteers to
development of social innovation is needed. The second finding refers to
the governmental role in social innovation development. It proved to be
not a straightforward dependency between government funding and social
innovation development. Unexpectedly, this dependence is not proved in
the Russian context; this needs further careful examination.
In the following paragraphs, I discuss the confirmed hypotheses and then
discuss the surprising findings.
9.1.1 Cross-boundary collaborations
As expected initially, cross-boundary multi-stakeholder collaborations
proved to be of great significance and are a seedbed for social innovation
(H2).
Network collaboration mirrors the complex, non-linear, and dynamic
nature of social problems and assures the engagement of many actors to
achieve the desired outcomes. Cross-boundary collaborations contribute
to stability and the acceptance of new ideas in the longer term and reduce
barriers. The actual participation and collaboration of various actors
decrease the risk that innovation would not attract sufficient further
support to be viable. This ensures that innovation is welcomed and is
demanded by all the engaged parties. Moreover, cross-boundary
connections mediate the development of trust among the members of an
organization, which supports the adoption and legitimacy of an
innovation (Gieske et al., 2016).
Social innovation requires at least established or institutional connectors
and sufficient financing to line up (Mulgan et al., 2013). Mutual
commitment from partners ensures a higher level of sustainability of social
innovation. This is especially promising as the general grant literature
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indicates the highly probable termination of the project after the end of
financial grant support (Beam & Conlan, 2002; Frumkin & Kim, 2002;
Gazely, 2008). Cross-boundary collaboration, thus, is an enabling
environment for social innovation.
Collaborations are required to facilitate connections for social innovation.
Collaborative relations perform as a compensatory instrument to
eliminate developmental barriers, which are often the result of
bureaucratic shortcomings. Open communication structures are not
something prevalent in a highly bureaucratic system. Addarii and Lipparini
(2017) note that ongoing traditional arrangements of social service
provision in European countries are strictly regulated. NPOs are required
to comply with a broad range of standards, while different departments
and levels of governments are responsible for different services, often
with little integration.
Service provision in Russia is much more affected by the inconsistent
regulations, while official remedial channels for problem-solving do not
function as expected. Scholars point to the prevalence of informal
economic structures and relations (Barsukova & Radaev, 2012; Barsukova
& Ledeneva, 2018; Volkov, 2000). The current Russian legislative
landscape in the social sphere is not straightforward. It has inconsistencies
and con adic ion in e m of NPO acce o pa icipa ion in ocial,
educational, health, and many other areas. Federal and municipal
legislation sometimes impose contradictory requirements for non-profit
involvement, which makes NPOs vulnerable and unstable, violating
cooperation flows. Ambiguous legislation, with restricting initiatives such
a fo eign agen la o a ne eq i emen o p o ide info ma ion on a
dono
e en e o ce addi ionall de abili e and eaken an NPO
position (Benevolenski & Toepler, 2017). The integration of NPOs in
collaborative cross-boundary relations, to a certain extent, can guarantee
the survival of an organization and improve stability in the face of
contradictory requirements.
9.1.2 The role of the leader
Social innovation development is positively related to the role and
approach to innovations by the leader of an organization (H3). This
hypothesis was confirmed by the survey results. Leadership orientation
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towards social innovation and innovation in general is acknowledged in
various theoretical streams, including traditional entrepreneurial studies.
They focus on a leader, as a decision-maker, in a hierarchical manner, and
there is a clear relationship between the leader and innovation processes.
In such a leader-centered perspective, an entrepreneurial leadership
orientation results in innovation development (Shier & Handy, 2019).
The social innovation perspective stresses the importance of personnel
engagement with innovation, promoted by the leader. Orientation toward
internal collaborations and open organizational culture are characteristics
of leadership which support the undertaking of social innovations. The
executive leader is seen as facilitating the development of a culture of
social innovation through various efforts of staff engagement, contrary to
the assumptions of entrepreneurial or ideological leadership (Shier &
Handy, 2019). In other words, the leader can be an initiator of an
innovative idea and simultaneously play a crucial role in creating
organizational opportunities for social innovation (Ostrower & Stone,
2006; Murphy, 2011).
The leade
a pi a ion and manage ial abili
o de elop ocial
innovations are especially significant for relatively small and weak nonprofits. Russian NPOs are believed to be highly dependent on the leader
and his/her vision of organizational development. This is quite
understandable, keeping in mind the contradictory regulations, the
informal character of economic ties and the dominance of small-size
NPOs in Russia. Available data demonstrate that 27% of Russian NPOs
do not have any paid employees, 28% have 3-5 paid staff members, while
only 15% have 6-10 paid aff membe (HSE, 2017). Leade lea ing or
changing his/her attitudes towards innovations very likely will lead to a
change in the overall organizational strategy in social innovation
development.
9.1.3 Volunteer engagement
The unexpected results show no relationship between the number of
volunteers and the innovativeness of an NPO (H1). My data have two
indicators for volunteer engagement. One is a proxy for the presence of
volunteers in organizational projects, and the other is an indicator of the
number of volunteers. Although the results are insignificant, there is a
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negative relationship the higher the number of volunteers, the less likely
an NPO will innovate.
The current study revealed no signs of volunteer engagement as a
determinant of the innovativeness of an NPO. In other words, the
n mbe of ol n ee i no a po i i e enable fo an NPO social
innovativeness. Some empirical studies, such as the ITSSOIN research
project, also conclude volunteers are not a necessary pre-condition for
social innovation development in organizations (Kleverbeck et al., 2019;
Anheier et al., 2019). Two rationales might explain this.
The first explanation refers to the overall narrow potential of civic
engagement in Russia. Current data indicate that the overall level of
volunteering is low, as is the level of general trust and overall civic
participation (Mersiyanova, 2018). Despite the recent increase of
situational and episodic volunteering in Russia, past research argues that
following the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia has lacked a
volunteering culture (Howard, 2002; Smolar, 1996). Reported
volunteering rates remaining persistently low (Kamerade, Crotty, &
Ljubownikow, 2016). Even though the economic and political conditions
facilitating volunteering, such as available time or financial resources
improved in the 2000s in comparison with the 1990s, volunteer
engagement is still scarce. Some sources attempt to explain this, not as a
lack of a volunteering culture, but that volunteering takes place mostly
informally and irregularly (Bekkers et al., 2016) rather than within a formal
setting such as NPOs.
NPOs nowadays struggle to attract and maintain a solid base of regular
volunteers and instead rely heavily on irregular, episodic volunteers. This
requires many resources and organizational efforts but brings a relatively
small contribution by volunteers to everyday organizational life and
innovative potential. Recent mega-events in Russia such as the Sochi
Olympics and the Football World Cup (Orttung & Zhemukhov, 2014)
have been able to attract large- cale epi odic ol n ee (M lle , 2011).
Population surveys demonstrate that only 25% of Russians have
volunteered during the past two years (2017, HSE), while one-tenth (9%)
were doing it regularly (more than once a month). 66% of NPOs declare
they have attracted volunteers to their projects, but 65% of those who
volunteer, do it informally (2017, HSE). NPOs report that they face issues
of low loyalty and high levels of turnover. The creation of a pool of
permanent regular volunteers is a crucial issue.
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The low level of volunteer engagement in NPOs echoes the second
explanation for the results. I suggest that it is related to volunteer
management an NPO needs to have an established system of volunteer
managemen and pa icipa ion o ecei e a positive contribution from
volunteers to social inno a ion. Vol n ee ing hen in e p e ed a a me e
helping hand , albei impo an , i nlikel o p od ce inno a ion. A foc
on distinct individual competencies and how to best employ them would
have to be implemented in the design of organizational and policy
initiatives promoting volunteering that aim at producing social
inno a ion (Krlev et al., 2020: 286). Efficient participatory methods
require elaborate design and volunteer management. Volunteer
engagement does not happen merely through, for instance, open
invitations to public meetings or participation in social or episodic
volunteering projects (Nyseth & Hamdouch, 2019). The volunteer
management literature and the public management literature stress the
importance of building long-term and sustainable relationships with
volunteers, to increase their contribution to an organization (Pestoff,
2018). Otherwise volunteer contributions to socially innovativeness would
be less significant.
The potential contribution from volunteers might be gained more
efficiently from other resources, including resources from the paid
employees. As an illustration of this suggestion, Osborne (1998)
demonstrated that the innovativeness of a non-profit is related to the
presence of at least one paid employee more significantly than to the
number of volunteers. Similarly, resources and functions brought by
volunteers to social innovation development can be supplemented by
external resources. With cross-boundary collaborations, NPOs might
supplement functions and resources, which are not being supplied by
volunteers. Innovative non-profits in the sample demonstrated a much
higher level of collaboration with multiple actors than non-innovative
organizations.
9.1.4 Governmental financial support
Somewhat unexpected was the finding that governmental financial
ppo p o ed o be a a i icall in ignifican p edic o of an NPO
social innovativeness (H5). My underlying assumption was that such
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financial support would contribute to an NPO's innovative potential in
two ways. First is a direct input to financial stability. Financial stability, in
turn, is positively related to the capacity of an organization to innovate.
The second rationale was that governmental fiscal incentives suggests
implicit governmental approval for social innovation in NPOs. This
would be regarded as a sign of an overall positive course towards NPOs
and innovations. Governmental financial support was considered to be a
proxy for institutional political support and legitimacy, which creates an
environment for operation and contributes a trustworthy reputation.
The insignificance of the governmental support for social innovativeness
points to at least two circumstances. First is the small proportion of
go e nmen f nding in an o e all NPO
e en e
c e.
Governmental funding composes 11.2% of non-p ofi
e en e
according to the Russian Federal State Statistics Service (2017). Surveys
support this by highlighting the relatively narrow coverage of
governmental funding. Less than one fifth (18%) of Russian NPOs
declare they had a financial contribution from any government-based
funds in 2015. This share has not changed much for several years.
The targeted nature of government funding awarded in grants should also
be considered as a factor, explaining insignificant relation to the
innovation of NPOs. The Russian governmental discourse does not
employ social innovation as a leading framework for the social sphere and
does not make it a keynote for grant competitions. Political discourse
mainly overlooks the social innovation concept. While social innovation
wording is rarely used in official documents or in the non-profit sector
community, the social entrepreneurship concept is actively popularized.
The state and foundations promote and declare public-private
partnerships and social business development. The Our Future
Foundation (est. 2007) is the leading foundation, providing financial and
organizational support to social entrepreneurs, along with other support
initiatives (Popov & Soloveva, 2018). Bearing in mind, that there is still no
legislation and definition of social entrepreneurship, I suggest, that the
social innovations theme is not the prevailing one in Russian social policy
discourse.
Consequently, I assume that NPOs are limited in terms of using grant
funding for the development of social innovation. For example, I refer to
the distribution of Presidential Grants to NPOs in several recent years.
Presidential grants are believed to have the most significant amount of
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available funding for NPOs on a competitive basis and the most
significant shares are awarded to social services, education, research,
culture and recreation (Frohlich & Skokova, 2020). The absence of direct
evidence of a correlation between governmental support and the
innovation of NPOs, however, should not be regarded as final and
definitive evidence of lack of governmental influence. Therefore, I reflect
on the second rationale for the hypothesis and elaborate on an
institutional argument of governmental financial support to NPOs.
My research data do not provide direct quantitative evidence of the
negative segregation of NPOs, as neither government financial support,
no he field of NPO ope a ion appea ed o be ignifican . Ho e e , I
can trace it by the analysis of the overall composition of the socially
innovative sub-sector of NPOs. Hence, I claim, that the political
framework of the Russian national context, namely the ambiguous
governmental policy towards non-profits, indirectly demarcates those
NPOs which are likely to be innovative. The dual governmental strategy
marginalizes non-profit activity in contested political areas such as human
rights, while simultaneously strengthening its involvement in issues that
align with state interests, most notably in the social sphere (Skokova, Pape
& Krasnopolskaya, 2018; Skokova, 2017). Non-profits working to
implement social policy are more institutionally and, consequently,
economically stable than those working on advocacy or ecological issues.
A Spi e (2011:1) p i g a oo NGO
i e [in an authoritarian
regime] only insofar as they refrain from democratic claims-making and
address social needs that might fuel grievances against the state. For its
part, the state tolerates such groups as long as particular state agents can
claim c edi fo an good o k hile a oiding blame fo an p oblem .
The c en condi ion mean ha po en iall dange o
NPOs now
suffer from the absence of financial and operational capacities and the
public perception of decreased legitimacy, making it more difficult for
them to introduce and distribute innovations.
9.1.5 Economic well-being
Subjective perception of economic well-being (H4) only partly proved to
be positively related to social innovation. Financial well-being is an
important element for its stable operation, as it allows an organization to
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allocate funding and develop innovations, not putting the entire operation
at risk.
As with other determining factors, present data do not provide insights
on the diversity and structure of sources of revenue. An interesting
question is to examine the application of every added revenue source, its
contribution, and value to the whole. When will the costs of managing
diverse financial flows outweigh the benefit of every new one? The
statistical relationships gained only partial support, I can assume the
relationship between number of funding sources and financial well-being
is not as straightforward as expected.

9.2 Influence of the national context: division of the non-profit
sector
The fifth research question of the dissertation asks to what extent the
Russian national context influences the determinants of NPO innovation.
The results were gained using data from a large Russian NPO survey. This
causes obvious questions about the extent to which the results are
exceptional for Russia and to what extent the national context determines
and influences the results.
Quantitative data on other countries are often not available, and the
examination of the Russian results from a comparative perspective to
other national contexts is difficult. Survey data are not sufficient to answer
this question, a I ha e onl a fe p o ie fo he na ional con e .
However, I attempt to address the question at least partly, basing on my
data and secondary data on Russia. I discuss the Russian governmental
influence on NPOs and the effect this has on the composition of a subsector of socially innovative NPOs.
I claim that the context does not have a unique direct influence on the
pa ic la de e minan of an NPO ociall inno a i ness, which would
not be relevant for other national contexts with similar characteristics. The
insignificance of governmental funding is relevant to other contexts,
where governmental discourse and support programs do not select social
innovations as a particular point of interest.
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The particularities of government-NPO relations lead to an artificial
division of the sector, which illustrates the specific influence of the
context. One part of the sector, aiming at social services, is likely to be on
he afe ide i h highe in i ional and financial abili . Mean hile,
ad ocac ac i i p o ide e i in a con e ed a ea i h lo
abili .
The former social service organizations, thus, have more favorable
conditions to develop and implement social innovations, unlike the latter
advocacy NPOs.
This dual character of government-NPO policy and the related division
of the sector can be explained in terms of confrontation and co-optation,
de eloped f om he Adil Najam (2000) Fo -C framework. Depending
on the alignment or non-alignment of means and ends, Najam
distinguishes between four different forms of government-NPO
relationships: cooperation, confrontation, complementarity, and cooptation. Coston (1998) proposed a similar model, in which governmentNPO relationships are represented as a continuum that ranges from
collaboration at one extreme to repression at the other. I consider the
public rational choice theory approach to offer a promising lens through
hich he in e nal logic of he go e nmen approach toward non-profits
in Russia can be understood (Krasnopolskaya, Pape, Skokova, 2015). This
approach claims that the government acts in its own interests and focuses
on the preservation of its institutional stability and legitimacy, and on
maintaining social control and order. This includes both oppression and
collabo a ion ini ia i e , a one can ob e e in he go e nmen c en
treatment of the Russian non-profit sector and civil society in general.
Russian NPOs struggle to gain social and government legitimacy, stability,
and resources, not only to develop social innovations but also to produce
and scale them. NPOs are under pressure to conform to the current
government focus on social service delivery, which also curbs the freedom
to pursue advocacy activities. In authoritarian regimes and regimes with
strong governmental influence, this strategy guarantees survival and a
relatively higher level of stability in the long run, than an open
confrontation (Lewis, 2013; Spires, 2011). Acknowledgment of the dual
nature of the Russian governmental policy prevents the acceptance of a
single point on the national context as a developmental state. This
promotes the idea of historical development and an omnipresent state
i h ci il ocie been ma hed, penetrated, dominated or come to be
financed b he a e (Lef ich, 1994: 379).
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The other facet of the results is that socially innovative NPOs are proved
to be relatively large and well-established organizations, unlike grassroots
innovators, as expected in the literature. These results, that innovative
NPOs are likely to be large organizations with, presumably, a particular
reputation among officials, citizens, and other stakeholders, and high level
of embeddedness, unlike grassroots, are predictable from the collaborative
inno a ion li e a e (To fing & S en en, 2012). Collabo a ion a e he
essence of social innovations (Shier & Handy, 2015), while to be able to
collaborate, an organization needs to possess the specific capacity in terms
of social capital, networking, financial and human resources (Torfing &
S en en, 2012; Ja k e & Lee, 2006).
The general innovation literature provides other grounds for the results.
There are different pieces of evidence about whether large or small firms
are more capable of generating innovations (Cohen, 2010; Walker, 2014).
Large organizations are non-effective monopolists facing difficulties to
adapt to the changing external surrounding. They face the loss of
managerial control, excessive bureaucratic control or conservatism
(Cohen, 2010). However, large organizations have a wide variety of
scenarios to attract different types of capital, including technical, financial,
and human capital. They can benefit from economies of scale and more
significant outputs. Thus, there is no consistent line and empirical
evidence on the correlation between the size and innovativeness of the
organization.
The results are somehow a contradiction to the general expectations from
volunteering studies and some non-profit literature. It is expected that
social innovation is more likely to come from grassroots and local
initiatives (Mutch, 2007; Bekkers et al., 2013), in contrast to government
or business-initiated ones (Howaldt & Schwarz, 2010; Moulaert, 2000;
Grimm et al., 2013). Despite that, Russian grassroots, small locally
embedded networks, and broad citizen participation appear to be much
eake o gani a ion in he in i ional and e o ce e m han eg la
non-profits.
Several fundamental characteristics of grassroots and their role in
community-led innovations are missing in Russia and curtail the potential
of grassroot organizations. The definition of grassroots implies active
citizen participation, community-based network initiatives, and social
enterprise start-ups (Addarii & Lipparini, 2017) grounded in a specific
local context (Heiskanen et al., 2015). Russia is characterized by a low level
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of trust, mostly informal citizen engagement and low community-level
initiatives. This is aggravated by a socio-political phenomenon referred to
a a defici of
, hich eme ged in he mid-1990s alongside radical
economic and political transformations. The deficit of trust was acute in
many layers of society and most spheres of public life, especially in
economics, politics, and the social sphere. The deficit of trust is still
present, which manifests in the low level of both interpersonal trust (only
18% of respondents believe that people can be trusted) and institutional
trust (Mersianova, 2018). Micro-finance funding opportunities for
community initiatives, social investment, or microcredit opportunities are
very scant or absent for grassroots and social enterprises. Alternative
broader funding is available within the non-profit sector. Thus, grassroots
organizations lack the resources and embeddedness to gain access to the
social field, to develop and implement socially innovative solutions, which
without practical implementation is not considered as social innovation.
To sum up, I trace some particularities of the influence exerted by the
national context. It refers to the division of the non-profit sector and the
composition of an innovative sub-sector. These organizations are
relatively large, well-established, and financially sound, with intensive
collaborative cross-border relationships. These organizations can release
specific resources and develop socially innovative projects as part of ongoing core-mission programs. Unlike grassroots, socially innovative
Russian non-profits do not devote their entire activity to one socially
innovative project.
9.3 Methodological discussion
There is a growing interest in social innovation in politics, academia, and
society. A wide array of social innovation qualitative studies and several
quantitative innovation indices respond to this, attempting to inductively
elaborate the theoretical concept and measure the social innovation
potential of organizational units. Both methodology streams face
limitations in terms of the collected data, their validity, representativeness,
and comparability.
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My methodological approach was led by the endeavor to expand the
quantitative framework to social innovation research. It reflects the third
e ea ch q e ion Ho can ocial inno a ion be mea ed? (Chap e
5). I discuss two methodological findings in this section:
1. the generation and validation of scales for the quantitative
identification of socially innovative NPOs;
2. the application of a reserve sample approach, focusing on
NPOs as producers of social innovations instead of focusing on
separate cases of social innovations.
Valid scales to identify socially innovative NPOs. To examine the applicability
of the quantitative measurement of social innovation identification, I have
generated and alida ed iden ifica ion cale . One cale i a bjec i e
self-a e men cale, ano he i an objec i e heo e icall g o nded
scale. The former follows general innovations measurements, presuming
that socially innovative NPOs can be identified by the subjective answers
by their CEO, whether the NPO has introduced social innovations or not.
The second scale is an objective identification; an NPO is ascribed as
socially innovative when its projects reflect the theoretical characteristics
of socially innovative organizations, derived from the literature.
Both scales are consistent and valid as individual identification devices,
both are suitable for the identification of socially innovative NPOs. With
a moderate level of convergent validity, i.e. mutual correlation, the scales
measure different facets of the concept and should be administered
together.
The applicability of the objective scale is supported by the theoretical
structure of the concept, highlighting the elements of social innovation.
Factor analysis results uncover the underlying structure of their social
innovation activity. The results support a two-factor structure, including
social legitimacy and cross-boundary elements of social innovation.
The subjective scale illustrates the applicability of the general innovation
measurement for social innovation studies. It also corresponds to the
discussion on the use technological and economic innovation
measurement to other sectors as public or non-profit (Arundel et al., 2018;
Gault, 2016). Scholars point to the moderate applicability of general
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innovation metrics to other types of innovation due to differences in the
examined concepts.
Application of the quantitative approach to social innovation
measurement is possible and is expressed in several other studies. Shier
and Handy (2015; 2019) generated and validated several quantitative scales
to measure intra-organizational environments for social innovation
development in human service organizations. The scales proved to be
consistent and valid. They avoid direct self-assessment, but include several
statements, describing internal organizational characteristics. The other
evidence is the gradual modification in general innovation measurement.
Metrics acknowledge and embrace broader types of innovations and to be
less focused on the business sector. For instance, compared to the early
Oslo Manual editions, the current definition of innovation (2018) does
not put restrictions on the type of innovation producer; strict
requirements to a degree of novelty; the implicit normative nature with a
requirement for a better or more effective solution. This contributes to a
decrease in system biases and skewed data biases. Thus, the latest
definition in the Oslo Manual can be relatively easily modified and applied
to social innovation studies.
A representative sample of innovative NPOs. The second methodological
contribution refers to the potential of a representative survey on socially
innovative NPOs. This is potentially achievable by switching the object of
empirical study. Research design in this dissertation considers a reverse
sample approach when social innovation is examined through a sample of
non-profits as its producers, not as an individual innovative case per se.
This approach assumes that social innovation can be examined directly as
a characteristic of non-profits, thus such organizations would be socially
innovative. As an outcome, one can gain an overview of the general extent
and scale of socially innovative organizations in the non-profit sector.
The dissertation quantitatively identifies social innovation based on a
representative sample of its producers. Universities, enterprises, and
innovative territorial clusters are studied to discover general, i.e.,
economic and technological innovations. Individual activities are studied
to inquire about user innovations. Similarly, I focused on non-profits as
producers of social innovations to distinguish and select innovative
organizations. The sample in my study is representative of the general
population of Russian non-profits. It gives me grounds to expand the
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results and claims that the study identified a sub-sector of socially
innovative non-profits in Russia.
Methodological limitations. The methodological approach has, however, some
limitations, pointing towards areas for further study.
The first limitation is the absence of the established quantitative
measurements of the social innovativeness (and non-innovativeness) of
organizations. Taking into consideration that there is a little reflection or
empirical examination of validity and reliability of social innovation
measurement, this absence limits the ability to examine the convergent
and discriminant validity of my quantitative measurement.
The second limitation is that quantitative metrics cannot cover the
development of social innovation in the organization; nor can it identify
local innovations with no dissemination. Focusing exclusively on the
declared innovations limits the range of the examined innovations. Those
innovations that did not gain dissemination or are informal are not visible
in a quantitative framework. This limitation is challenging to overcome
only in frames of a quantitative survey, and it requires qualitative or
ethnographic investigation.
The third limitation is sample driven and deals with a principle upon
which the sample is built. The sample relies on an official registry of NPOs
of various legal forms. This list lacks an overview of any informal
grassroots groups which can also be a source of social innovation. The
ample, he efo e, nde ep e en
nkno n g a oo initiatives. This
limitation refers to a broader issue of the future of social innovations and
their dissemination. How can social innovations which have grassroots
origins develop further? The implementation and scaling up of
innovations require intensive resource investments, more than grassroots
might possess. Krlev et al. (2020: 277) empirically confirmed that NPOs
perform as brokers and hubs in social innovation and collaborations,
being particularly strong at the initial phases of social innovation initiation.
However, after these initial phases, it often took other actors and their
respective competencies to bring in further resources or scale the
inno a ion .
The relevant question here is whether grassroots and NPOs transfer the
rights to social innovation to other more powerful partners with broader
resources, such as businesses or public organizations, or do they keep
innovations within their competences? Thus, do we need to capture the
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entire population of social innovation, even those with no practical
implementation? This consideration is likely to have a negative answer in
studies which aim at a general overview of the characteristics of the
socially innovative population. Such investigations are likely to disregard
sample limitations and not dig into underrepresented cases. The other
studies aiming at in-depth examinations and a comprehension of the social
innovation processes and social mechanisms which underlie their
development are likely to give a positive answer.
The fourth limitation of the survey design study is a self-assessment bias.
It is also one of the most crucial limitations of the general innovation
measurement inherited in the inventory. Indeed, several empirical studies
on innovations demonstrate significant differences between self-reported
and descriptive-base innovators (Arundel & Huber, 2013; Neumeier,
2017; Gault, 2013; Bloch, 2013). It can be questioned whether
respondents will imply the same meaning of the question as a researcher
has. Neither is it certain that all aspects of the theoretical concept would
be relevant for the particular examined organization (see, for example, Lee
& Sabharwal, 2016).
The disruptive effect of exaggerating the positive self-attributions of social
innovations is most pronounced when the examined concept is actively
and positively discussed and presented in public and governmental
discourse (Brandsen et al., 2016: 303-310). Results can be skewed in both
cases of pronounced or limited governmental discourse. This is not the
case for Russia, where he o ding ocial inno a ion a adop ed e
recently and is still a construct without a highly pronounced normative
value for the general public. It is still not trendy and socially desirable to
over-represent an organization as socially innovative. In this regard, the
inventory explains what is considered as social innovation and provides
several proxies for it, instead of a direct question. Along with the
in od c ion of an objec i e cale, he e aim o ed ce he di bing
influence of discourse and context sensitivity. Moreover, the survey was
not devoted exclusively to social innovations; these questions were only
one part of the inventory. Thus, unlike some instances of entirely
innovation-related inventories, responses in our case were not so
significantly influenced by social-desirability effects. Therefore, I assume
a reduced influence of self-reporting and overestimation. However,
further studies in other contexts are needed to validate the scalability of
the measurement process.
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The fifth limitation again refers to the scale composition. I am limited in
interpreting different facets of each particular item of the scale. Each of
the items refers to some more general theme but can only embrace its
most apparent and typical characteristics. I also am limited in
differentiating between the various facets of items, for instance, in
differentiating the intensity of cross-boundary relationships or volunteer
engagement. Further research could develop this scale by including
separate items related to each of the general themes. Such research would
help to identify a higher specificity of the particularities and conditions
that support the socially innovative efforts of NPOs or other
organizational units.
Finally, limited knowledge bias often accompanies general innovation
measurement. It refers to a situation when respondents do not have
sufficient insights on the structure and operation of an organization and
are not in the position to answer questions with full awareness.
Respondents might have limited knowledge of the entire organization or
of activities taking place at low hierarchy levels. This is hardly the case for
the Russian data, as all the inventories were only filled in by the CEOs of
NPOs who are in charge of the entire operation of the organization.
The dissertation suggests how the rather diversified and hardly
comparable field of social innovation research could evolve with greater
use of replicable identification devices, measuring social innovativeness in
non-profits and, potentially, other organizations. The social innovation
measurement approach can benefit from the strengths of the general
innovation measurement. It refers to a direct definition of social
innovation, quantitative and easily collected indicators as the number of
patterns, representative samples and the potential comparability of data
collected in different localities (Gault, 2013). Economic effectiveness and
social impact could be added to the identification scale in order to build a
statistical image of the state and scope of socially innovative sub-sectors
for decision-makers. Thus, despite certain limitations, the administered
theoretically driven scale should be treated as a step to further quantitative
identification of social innovations. I assume my study contributes to the
quantitative field of social innovation research.
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10. CONCLUSION
10.1

Summary of the main findings

Social innovation is a new paradigm for social policy to tackle pressing
social challenges and unsatisfied social needs. It is perceived as a new and
better solution, than the existing possibilities, ela ed o ocie
capaci
to act through not-profit organizations, governmental bodies and other
various participants (Moulaert et al., 2005; Swyngedouw, 2009; Jenson,
2015).
Social inno a ion concep ali a ion ha g ad all e ol ed and ha
received considerable academic attention. This thesis engages with the
diversity of the debates on the theoretical essence and empirical grounds
of social innovation.
In the dissertation, I have focused on social innovation in non-profits in
the form of products and services, excluding the processes and outcomes
of innovative performance. I have also excluded other types of
innovations, aimed at governance or improving efficiency or the
organizational scope. More than this, social innovation was restricted to
initiatives in social sectors, as new social products and services, to external
beneficiaries, in the field of social welfare, including health, education,
social care, poverty, and the environment. I also examined social
innovation as an activity of non-profit, non-governmental organizations
and empirically studied the Russian population of NPOs. I excluded other
producers of social innovation, such as public bodies or commercial
enterprises.
The puzzle arises from the consideration that not all non-profits are
equally innovative and, even more, not all NPOs have to be innovative
(Brandsen et al., 2016). As such, the overall research question of the thesis
a abo he de e minan of an NPO e pe ience in p od cing ocial
innovation. Which factors make some NPO more likely to produce social
innovation than others?
To address the overall research question, the dissertation included the
continuity of intermediate research questions. It was done to draw a
sophisticated theoretical and methodological perspective on the
de e minan of an NPO social innovativeness. More specifically, the
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dissertation was structured on the conceptualization of social innovation
in NPOs and on the generation and validation of the quantitative scales
to identify innovative NPOs. The following text is structured along the
five research sub-questions.
10.1.1 How can social innovation be theoretically defined?
I begin with the first research sub-question, concerning the essence and
characteristics of social innovation. The research question goes beyond an
enumeration of definitions. Answering this question, I first described the
theoretical landscape of social innovation research and examined how its
perception evolved over time. The dissertation proposes a spectrum
approach to the existing theoretical frameworks on social innovation, as
opposed to referring to them as competitor strands. I place the social
innovation construct within the spectrum and identify clusters concerning
the dominant theoretical streams of thought. The majority of the recent
conceptualizations and definitions of social innovations lie in between,
with specific interconnections, closer to one or another cluster.
The first conceptual perspective uses a functionalist or utilitarian
approach. It emphasizes innovation's contribution in terms of answers to
social problems (Oosterlynck et al. 2013; EC, 2013; Edmiston, 2015) and
has direct roots in the change in the innovation agenda as mentioned
earlier. It reflects the attention given to the social component of
innovations and rests on normative assumptions the same as general
innovation thought. Social innovation, as well as general innovation, is
believed to contribute to social and economic growth. The second
conceptual perspective is a sociology-based transformationalist strand
reflecting the development of the social innovation schools of thought. It
builds on the perspective of micro-level relations and cross-boundary
cooperation in social problem resolution. The transformationalist
approach to social innovations emphasizes changes in social relations,
power structures and the outcomes of these actions to satisfy social needs
(Howaldt et al., 2015; Crepaldi et al., 2012; Haxeltine et al., 2016; Moulaert
et al., 2005).
As a result of the examination, I distinguished four principal elements of
the social innovation concept. These elements are the demarcation lines
of the concept and separate social innovation from any other type of
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innovation. I claim that the constellation of the following features
constitutes the core of the social innovation concept. Thus, a solution is
socially innovative when it has: social purpose, aiming at addressing social
needs; novelty for a specific context or territory; open-nature,
collaborative and networking relations between different actors for the
aims of the innovative solution, and legitimacy for a specific social
context.
10.1.2 According to theory, what traits and characteristics enable NPO to be socially
innovative?
The second research sub-question reflected the narrowed focus on nonprofits as social innovation producers.
I examined several theoretical strands and perspectives on the
determinants of an organization to produce innovations, regardless of its
sector. Scholars of general innovation identify the following determinants:
organizational and economic characteristics, leadership, and
organizational culture. On the contrary, scholars of social innovation also
expect external, institutional, political, and economic factors of national
or cross-national coverage to be relevant determinants of the
innovativeness of an institutional unit.
To examine the social innovativeness of NPOs, I applied an enabling
framework approach (Krlev et al., 2014), combining the sociological
institutional perspective framework with a focus on organizations. It
encompasses the constellation of four distinct frameworks political,
resource, societal climate, and institutional. Two of these frameworks
(resource and political) can vary within a particular national context and,
thus, are independent variables for organizations. Resource and political
frameworks influence differently on different NPOs. These frameworks
were transformed into the hypotheses of the study, suggesting that the
social innovativeness of non-p ofi i a f nc ion of ol n ee
involvement; leade in ention to develop innovation; cross-boundary
collaborations; financial well-being of the non-profit; and governmental
financial support to the NPO. Two other frameworks (societal climate
and institutional) are likely to be stable in a particularly context and
perform as unified and stable external conditions for organizations.
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10.1.3 How can social innovation be measured?
The third research sub-question was composite and reflected the
methodological part of the dissertation. Despite a significant number of
die add e ing ocial inno a ion and NPO inno a i ene , fe
empirical comparative and representative results were collected so far.
There is little empirically and statistically sourced knowledge of what
constitutes social innovation or its determinants.
To trace the origins of the existing data on social innovation, I put the
question how can social innovation be measured? There is a growing
interest in social innovation from political, social, and academic spheres.
A wide array of qualitative studies, and several quantitative indices, have
responded to this, trying to elaborate a theoretical concept and measure
the social innovation potential of individual units. I deliberated an
extensive description of shortcomings in the research design approach,
including the non-representative sample of data used in the general and
social innovation research. Both methodology streams face certain
limitations in terms of the collected data, its validity, and comparability.
These shortcomings made up rationales for the suggested modifications
to the research design.
This dissertation aimed to broaden an identification perspective on social
innovation, to proceed from detailed case-studies and qualitative
identification, and to justify a transfer of general innovation quantitative
perspective to the field of social innovations. I assumed that the
combination of the quantitative and qualitative approaches to the
identification of socially innovative NPOs would benefit the overall
empirical and theoretical knowledge. Due to this rationale, I elaborated
and verified two scales to identify socially innovative NGOs.
This dissertation proposes an identification scheme which promises to be
mo e eliable han he bjec i e a e men of he ne o ignifican l
imp o ed ol ion, o han de ailed ca e-studies of social innovations. I
de igned and applied o cale . The fi i an objec i e , heo e icall
grounded, multi-i em cale. The econd i a bjec i e , elf-assessment
scale. Both scales were empirically verified through validation and
reliability examination on a survey data set (2015, n=850 NPOs, HSE,
Russia).
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Both scales demonstrated reasonable validity and consistency as separate
devices while having a low mutual correlation. This implies that they
capture different parts of the socially innovative construct, still with some
intersection. Innovative non-profits, identified with different scales, do
not entirely match each other but possess similar characteristics, as
e pec ed. In hi e pec , he bjec i e elf-assessment scale can be
admini e ed along ide an objec i e heo -driven, scale to bolster the
strength of gained data.
10.1.4 What, according to the survey, makes NPOs socially innovative?
With the quantitative instrument now developed and validated, I proceed
to the fourth research question concerning the hypotheses of the study,
i.e., what, according to the survey, makes NPOs socially innovative?
Hypotheses were tested with a binary logistic regression analysis based on
the survey data.
Regression analysis results supported three out of the five hypotheses.
The e i a po i i e a i icall ignifican ela ion hip be een an NPO
social innovativeness and: (1) cross-boundary collaborations, (2) the
leade
in en ion o de elop inno a ion , and (3) he
bjec i e
pe cep ion of NPO financial ell-being (this relationship is unstable).
These results are in line with the non-profit and collaborative innovation
li e a e (S en en & To fing, 2012). C o -boundary networking
collaborations are treated as a vital factor and a seeding bed for innovative
developments. The general innovation and public administration literature
also acknowledge the crucial role of collaboration for innovations. The
significant contribution of an organizational leader in an innovation
development process is also an expected result from the perspective of
organizational literature, given the outstanding importance of a leader in
non-profits and other civil society organizations (Ostrower & Stone, 2006;
Murphy, 2011).
The diversity of revenue sources as a proxy for economic well-being is an
inconsistent predictor. It positively relates to organizational financial
stability, which also increases room for social innovation development and
implemen a ion. Thi e l , ho e e , a gained onl b he bjec i e
scale while the objec i e one demon a ed no statistically significant
relationships.
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Two expected factors surprisingly appeared to be insignificant predictors.
Governmental financial support and the number of engaged volunteers
gained no statistical significance in ela ion o an NPO inno a i ene .
10.1.5 To what extent does the Russian national context influence determinants of the
social innovativeness of NPOs?
The fifth research sub-question to what extent the Russian national
context influences determinants of the social innovativeness of NPOs
rounds up the entire study and contextualizes the overall research
question.
The fifth research sub-question draws on an acknowledgment of the local
embeddedness and sensitivity of social innovation. I claimed that the
theoretical assumptions on social innovations might be of changing
significance or relevance in a non-Western context. It might have been
expected that the particular constellation of local factors would lower the
relevance of the general theoretical assumptions. Indeed, most prior
research on social innovation has been performed in WEIRD nations.
Russia is unlike such nations, so that might have been a reason why some
of the theoretically-driven expectations on social innovations would not
work here. I analyzed the Russian case as an illustration of non-democratic
regimes and emphasized how relevant it appeared for social innovations.
Although governmental funding proved to be an insignificant predictor
of an NPO ocial inno a i ene in R ia, I claim ha he na ional
context indirectly determines what kind of non-profits are more likely to
innovate. Socially innovative NPOs in Russia are likely to be relatively
large and well-established organizations, unlike grassroots. These
organizations operate in the social sphere and are likely to obtain sufficient
legi imac and pe mi ion o ope a e f om he a ho i ie . G a oo ,
on the contrary, lack such embeddedness and that makes them more
vulnerable in institutional and economic terms. Indeed, governmental
policy towards the non-profit sector has divided the sector into contested
field of ope a ion ch a h man igh and pe mi ed a ea like ocialservice provision. This split between service provision and advocacy is not
new for the non-profit sector and has been noted elsewhere in the nonprofit literature within non-democratic contexts (Bogdanova, Cook, &
Kulmala, 2018; Cook, & Iarskaia-Smirnova, 2017; Salamon, Benevolenski,
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& Jakobson, 2015). Nonprofits in democratic regimes, on the contrary,
blend ad ocac and e ice p o i ion (H ang & S e , 2019; F all,
2017). This division has clear and significant policy implications and, to a
great extent, determines the institutional and financial capacity and
stability of a sub-sector. Advocacy NPOs are in a weaker and more
vulnerable position in comparison to social service NPOs. Innovative
NPOs, therefore, are likely to correspond with the social sphere, obtaining
legitimacy and the capacity to operate.
Particularities concerning the way government policy restructures the
sector and associated non-profit activities might be of high relevance and
hold explanatory power for other non-democratic national contexts.
These pieces of evidence are, however, of a limited empirical predictive
power, as there is a shortcoming of empirical large-N data on social
innovations in different countries. It is hard to predict whether theoretical
determinants will gain empirical verification in another national contexts.
10.2 Implications for theory
The dissertation has several implications for the theory of social
innovation: extending knowledge on social innovation, moving beyond
single-case analyses, as well as conceptualizations and qualitative studies
that add an empirical dimension to the existing research and literature.
The dissertation also brings in a perspective on a spectrum of social
innovation conceptualizations. This approach presumes commonalities
and intersections between different conceptualizations, instead of
presenting them as competing theoretical streams. My perspective
acknowledges and brings together the utilitarian and transformational
strands in social innovation literature.
The second contribution to the theory relates to the sharpening of the
concept by the elaboration of the clear demarcation elements, or so-called
conceptual traits. These traits distinguish the concept from any other types
of innovations and perform as a framework for the conceptual definition
of social innovations. They are the social purpose, aiming at addressing
social needs; novelty for a specific context or territory; open-nature,
collaborative and networking relations between different actors for the
aims of the innovative solution; legitimacy for a specific social context.
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These elements benefit from a clearer and more precise identification of
social innovation.
The gained results bring empirical evidence to the table that show not all
NPOs are socially innovative, neither do all NPOs have the potential and
a combination of the enabling factors to be innovative. Empirical results
gained from survey data with an application of the valid instrument
contribute to an an elaboration on the theory or empirically grounded
models of the phenomenon. This is an essential addition to the civil
society and non-profit literature, which assumes that civil society must
possess great potential for innovation due to its structural location
(Anheier & Fliegauf, 2013).
The n mbe of ol n ee a a p o fo ol n ee engagemen doe n
relate to the social innovativeness of an NPO. This result contributes to a
mo e de ailed and g ad a e app oach o ol n ee
ole in ocial
innovation development. The literature expects several contributions to
innovative developments from volunteers, but, apparently, these
contributions are not made automatically and should not be taken for
granted. Contributions brought by volunteers are purely potential and
should be managed and organized in line with volunteer-management
literature. Simultaneously, the gained results reflect on the comparative
potential of different types of volunteers to contribute to social innovation
development. Episodic volunteers are likely to have a limited capacity to
benefi an NPO
ocial innovativeness in comparison to regular
volunteers. In other words, further research, including quantitative
surveys, should examine these unconfirmed determinants more precisely
and regard them as complex ones.
The gained results lead to a brief discussion on the relevance of different
theories and the implications for such theory building. Some of the
theoretically-d i en e pec a ion on he de e minan of an NPO ocial
innovativeness were met, while others (governmental financial support
and the number of volunteers) gained no support in the Russian national
context. In its social structures, Russia is different to Western nations, so
that might have been a reason why some of the theoretically driven
expectations on social innovations would not work here. However, I
would not claim that some theories are less relevant in the Russian context
than others. The confirmed hypotheses of the study demonstrate the
unified nature of the theoretical perspectives on social innovations.
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10.3 Implications for methodology
Contributions to the methodology relate to the extension of knowledge
on one type of innovation: social innovation, very different in
characteristics and outcomes from general innovation. Current research
practice on social innovation has certain limitations that result from the
theoretical complexity of the concept and its specific features. Social
innovations are hardly standardized and do not have recognized indicators
for quantitative measurement in comparison with general innovations. I
believe that the introduction of quantitative identification devices to social
innovation research will increase scalability and allow such research to
move beyond single-case analyses and qualitative studies. This adds an
empirical dimension to the existing research and literature and contributes
to generating a complex vision on social innovation.
The overarching methodological contribution of the dissertation relates
o, fi , he gene a ion and empi ical e ifica ion of an objec i e cale
for the identification of socially innovative NPOs. Application of this
scale along with the self-assessment scale allows the identification of
organizational units NPOs or other organizations regarding their
social innovativeness. Accordingly, social innovations can be further
examined through the identified socially innovative units.
The second methodological contribution refers to applicability of the
reverse sampling approach to social innovation research. Social
innovations are examined not as individual cases, as the object of the
study, but through the population of non-profits as research objects.
Similarly, the applied sample approach is based on a representative sample
of o gani a ion and doe n depend on a pa ic la innovative case. This
strategy has prevented me (and any other future researcher) from focusing
on the positive side only. I did not concentrate exclusively on the success
cases of social innovations but identified organizational settings where
social innovation is developed. The research design is open in terms of
identifying types of producers, i.e., NPOs, firms or public agencies. This
provides the potential for gathering representative data on social
innovation, creating an overview of the general population and the scope
of a sub-sector of innovative organizations. Also, the sample is
constructed as representative of the general population of non-profits.
With certain limitations, the results constitute an image of the overall
population of socially innovative NPOs.
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Applicability of the quantitative approach to social innovation
measurement is thus doable and is expressed in several other studies. Shier
and Handy (2015; 2019) generated and validated several quantitative scales
to measure intra-organizational environments for social innovation
development in human service organizations. The scales proved to be
consistent and valid. The scales avoid direct self-assessment but include
several statements describing internal organizational characteristics. The
other evidence for the potential applicability of the quantitative approach
to social innovation research are the gradual modifications in the general
innovation measurement. Metrics are about to embrace broader types of
innovations and to be less focused on the business sector. For instance,
compared to the early Oslo Manual editions, the current definition of
innovation (2018) does not put restrictions on the type of innovation
producer, on strict requirements to a degree of novelty, or on the implicit
normative nature with a requirement for a better or more effective
solution. That contributes to a decrease in system biases and skewed data
biases. The latest Oslo Manual definition can be modified and applied to
social innovation studies after extension to the social need
(purpose) component.
10.4 Implications for practice
Data on socially innovative sub-sectors of NPOs might benefit several
groups of stakeholders in the field of social policy. First, policymakers are
concerned with how social innovation occurs within non-profits or public
sector organizations, as part of a goal to increase the capacity to tackle
social problems. With a quantitative identification device, policymakers
will gain an additional instrument to monitor and examine the sub-sector
of innovative NPOs or other institutional units. Surveys on social
innovation could create representative databases for the determined
general population of producers. These databases can contain information
on relevant actors and networks, types of social innovators, environments
in which certain types have unusually high chances of success, types of
barriers, and much more. For instance, following the Russian survey data,
social innovations are likely to be produced in foundations and social
movements in comparison with non-innovative NPOs. The former is
likely to have good economic well-being, collaborating with municipal
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regional governmental bodies in many forms, collaborating with federal
governmental bodies, and with other non-profits.
Validation of the quantitative identification scale, as well as an
examination of a sample of socially innovative organizations instead of an
examination of social innovation single cases, bring out the potential of
the quantitative measurement of social innovation. One can discuss
opportunities to contribute to the development of social innovation
accounts as a standard set of recommendations on how to compile
measures of presence or absence of social innovation activity of various
institutional units. Such accounts can provide a comprehensive and
detailed record of complex social innovation activity and the interactions
among various units such as non-profit institutions, public organizations
and the general government, as well as financial corporations. Such
accounts might be integrated into the current systems of national accounts
and offer additional guidance and technical advice on social innovation
topics that may not have been previously addressed but which are essential
for policy or programmatic purposes.
Russian policymakers, in particular, might customize the infrastructure,
financial support and legal framework for socially innovative
organizations and integrate their efforts into the current social policy. This
would be of great importance for social innovation development, keeping
in mind that the present legislation overlooks this phenomenon and
concentrates on social entrepreneurship. The research results indicated no
definite relation between governmental financial support and social
inno a ion e pe ience among R ian NPO . Thi ignal ha o dina
grant financial support probably would not be a sufficient trigger to
stimulate social innovations among NPOs. It also signals that more
complex support measures can be implemented to create an enabling
environment for innovation development, one not limited to financial
incentives but referring to the infrastructural, social climate and political
frameworks. The potential improvements might focus on creating actual
infrastructure for collaborative relationships between public bodies and
non-p ofi , o ec e a legi la i e pace fo NPO in ol emen in he
work of public organizations for new solutions. For now, as was
mentioned in many studies and Russia-language publications, there are
various barriers and a reluctance to provide access to NPOs to operate in
public organizations as service providers (Tarasenko, 2018; Mersianova &
Benevolenski, 2016). Without collaborative relationships, there would
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presumably be a limited space for social innovation development and
dissemination with bounded social effects (Kulmala, 2016; Kulmala,
2018).
10.5 Directions for future research
Both the findings and limitations of this dissertation create directions for
future research. The presented findings embrace only a small part of the
theoretical and measurement fields of social innovation. Thus, there are
several challenges for a further research agenda.
The question of the future use and implementation of social innovations
is an open and a promising one. Originating in the collaborative crossboundary relations in NPOs, the question is how and where social
innovations can develop further. Scaling up innovations requires much
more intensive reso ce in e men
han a
imple p ac ical
implementation of the solution. Krlev et al. (2020: 277) empirically
confirmed that NPOs perform as brokers and hubs in social innovation
and collaborations, being particularly strong at the initial phases of the
c ea ion of an inno a i e ol ion. Ho e e , af e he e ini ial pha e , i
often took other actors and their respective competencies to bring in
f he e o ce o cale he inno a ion. The efo e, he ele an
question is whether NPOs transfer the rights of social innovation to other
more powerful partners with broader resources such as business or public
organizations, or should they keep innovations within their competences?
A mirror question concerning the future implementation of the
innovations refers to the readiness of other stakeholders to pick up the
responsibility to scale up social solutions, despite its complex nature. One
should also consider the poor knowledge of and little empirical evidence
for social value and effectiveness of innovations, if any. Indeed, social
innovation has a strong normative component and is believed to be
be e han he c en choices, while no solid empirical pieces of
evidence have been presented to justify positive social outcomes of social
innovations. In other words, social innovation stakeholders and potential
investors are in the satiation of uncertainty and high risk.
The next challenge is a further specification of social innovations
implemented by NPOs which are identified as innovative. Indeed, the
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gained results provide little insight into what kind of innovations are
implemented by the innovative NPOs in my sample. I could assume that
innovations a e in line i h he o e all a ea of NPO ope a ion, b hi
would be pure speculation. Thus, additional questions on the particular
innovative projects need to be added to the inventory.
Similarly, current data provide little knowledge of the process and actual
goal setting for innovations. Processes of goal setting and collaborations
are of great importance, primarily owing to the notion that the values of
different stakeholders might differ significantly (Moore & Hartley, 2008).
Bekkers and Tummers (2018) point out that it is vital to address social
innovation, not only from a multi-stakeholder perspective but also from
a multi-value perspective. They note the challenge of making these values
explicit and creating a shared understanding of the values among
participants of the innovation process. Accordingly, Brugnach et al. (2008)
stress the importance of inclusiveness and a shared problem definition:
which actors are included in the problem definition and formulating
solutions, and how are these being framed? (Gieske et al., 2016).
Further research is also needed to assess the role and level of involvement
of beneficiaries and other actors in the co-creation and co-design of
innovations. Although it is assumed that NPOs represent the interests of
the beneficiaries, it is worth examining the actual process of co-creation
of innovations to see whether end-users participate in it and their interests
are acknowledged. This issue for further studies is of particular interest, in
the respect that the number of volunteers had a negative relation with the
innovativeness of NPOs in my sample.
The next intriguing question refers to the actual composition of the
de e minan of an NPO inno a i ene . Al ho gh several factors are
positively related to the innovativeness of NPOs, current data give little
insight into the composition of these factors. The identification of the
presence or absence of any component is not sufficient as it is. Metrics
should reveal more detailed characteristics of a component, say,
collaborations, such as intensity, what is done in these collaborations, with
whom these collaborations were with, as well as how participants estimate
the significance of these collaborations for the social innovation
development process. Metrics should address such questions as to what
extent diversity inside a particular factor contributes to its overall
significance for innovation development? For instance, to what extent
does the diversity of actors in cross-boundary collaboration bring a
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positive effect to the innovativeness of an organization? What would be
the relative importance of each particular actor in these collaborations?
Survey data also do not provide sufficient insights to define to what extent
personal networking with policy-makers enables NPOs to influence
regulations, e.g., the lobbying agenda. It is a broad issue which concerns
the advocacy potential of Russian non-profits, data of which is known to
be rather scarce and deficient.
The other issue refers to organizational characteristics such as the diversity
of actors, diversity of networks and access to decision makers. Research
results confirm the significance of the diversity of actors, including
authorities, non-profits and mass-media. However, it is difficult to
e ima e he ela i e impo ance of e e pa ic la ac o in NPO
innovativeness based on the current data.
Further research might also consider organizational diversity as a starting
point for social innovation development. Non-profits have different levels
of organizational and social capital capacity and access to decision makers;
thus, they differ in a lobbying capacity. Would these presuppositions
significantly influence the level of innovative NPOs or other
organizational units? While I found no statistically significant relationship
between an NPO area of operation its innovativeness, this aspect should
gain further careful consideration. Similarly, as with other determining
factors, the present data do not provide insights into the diversity and
structure of revenue sources. The interesting question is to examine the
application of every added revenue source, its contribution and value to
the whole. When will the costs of managing diverse financial flows
outweigh the benefit of every new one?
The available dissertation data leave room for further elaboration on the
role and character of volunteer contribution to social innovation
development. While I found no statistical significance between the
number of volunteers and the innovativeness of an NPO, it implies a call
for further investigation on the diversity or composition of volunteers.
Do the diversity and characteristics of volunteers matter? Do more people
automatically bring more diversity and more potential to come up with
good ideas, or not? Would it be more beneficial for social innovation
development to involve a small number of individuals with different
backgrounds and skills, or to have a more significant number of
volunteers from similar backgrounds and skills? Indeed, if regular
association-based volunteering is replaced with episodic practices, non176

profits cannot rely on a familiar and close set of volunteers. The aspect of
the quality and characteristics of mass episodic volunteers merits further
attention.
Another outline for further research refers to elaboration on the influence
of national context or cross-sectoral influence. My survey data offer little
opportunity to examine this aspect in detail. Like many others, my study
was conducted in one single country and provided no cross-national
dataset. This follows the importance of the local context but limits the
po en ial fo he in men
alida ion in he c o -national perspective.
I suggest that future research on social innovation should employ the
developed method across countries or sectors. Accordingly, studies
should more carefully address differences in national culture and
governance traditions. There is a gap between the understandings and
discourses on social innovation between different cultural contexts, types
of government and state traditions (Pollitt & Bouckaert 2011).
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Chapters in
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2. Krasnopolskaya I., Mersianova I. (2015).
Transformation of the social sphere administration:
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Issues, 2: 29-52 (in Russian).
3. Krasnopolskaya I., Mersianova I. (2014). Civil
Society as an Environment for Production and
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Confrontation and Co-optation. Europe-Asia Studies.
70 (4), pp. 531-563.
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6. Salamon L., Skokova Y., Krasnopolskaya I. (2020).
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Civil
Society
Development: The Surprising Case of Russia.
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly. p. 1-31.
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Chapter 2

7. Krasnopolskaya I., Minnigaleeva G. A. (2019). Social
innovation, in: Global Encyclopedia of Public
Administration, Public Policy, and Governance
(Living Edition). Cham: Springer

Chapters 5-6 8. Krasnopolskaya I., Korneeva I. (2020). Social
innovation measurement: a room for quantitative
metrics. International Review of Applied
Economics. 2020. p. 1-31
Confirmation of authorship
1. Krasnopolskaya I., Meijs L. (2019). The effect of enabling factors
on social innovation in Russian non-profit organisations.
International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 39(5/6): 447-463.
Both authors participated in the development of the article.
Theoretical part, discussion and conclusions were jointly
developed. Irina Krasnopolskaya developed the methodological
part and results. Both authors addressed the comments of the
reviewers and prepared the manuscript for publication.
2. Krasnopolskaya I., Mersianova I. (2015). Transformation of the
social sphere administration: demand for social innovations. Public
Administration Issues, 2: 29-52 (in Russian).
Both authors participated in the development of the article. Irina
Mersianova addressed methodological part.
3. Krasnopolskaya I., Mersianova I. (2014). Civil Society as an
Environment for Production and Diffusion of Social Innovation.
Foresight and STI Governance, 8(4): 40-53 (In Russian).
Both authors participated in the development of the article. Irina
Krasnopolskaya wrote the part on the theoretical framework,
methodological and result perts, Irina Mersianova participated in
methodological part. The discussion and conclusions were jointly
developed.
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4. Skokova Y., Pape U., Krasnopolskaya I. (2018) The Non-profit
Sec o in Toda
R ia: Be een Conf on a ion and Cooptation. Europe-Asia Studies. 70 (4), pp. 531-563.
All three authors participated in the development of the article and
presented it at several conferences. Ulla Pape wrote the part on
the theoretical framework, Yulia Skokova the part on
confrontation, Irina Krasnopolskaya the part on support and cooptation. The discussion and conclusions were jointly developed.
Yulia Skokova and Ulla Pape addressed the comments of the
reviewers and prepared the manuscript for publication.
5. Krasnopolskaya I., Skokova Y., Pape U. (2015). Government
Nonprofit Relations in R ia . E plo a o Anal i . Voluntas:
International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations. 26 (6),
pp. 2238-2266.
The article was prepared as part of the Laboratory for Nonprofit
Sector Studies at the Center for Studies of Civil Society and the
Nonprofit Sector at Higher School of Economics in Moscow,
headed by Professor Lev I. Jakobson and Professor Lester M.
Salamon. All three authors worked together in equal parts on the
conceptualization and the theoretical framework of the article.
Irina Krasnopolskaya, Yulia Skokova and Ulla Pape developed the
methodological approach for the paper and conducted the
empirical analysis. All three authors contributed to the writing of
the article, which was organized in close collaboration with
Professor Lester M. Salamon, who edited the special issue for the
journal Voluntas.
6. Salamon L., Skokova Y., Krasnopolskaya I. (2020). Subnational
Variations in Civil Society Development: The Surprising Case of
Russia. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly. p. 1-31.
The article was prepared as part of the Laboratory for Nonprofit
Sector Studies at the Center for Studies of Civil Society and the
Nonprofit Sector at Higher School of Economics in Moscow,
headed by Professor Lev I. Jakobson and Professor Lester M.
Salamon. All three authors worked together in equal parts on the
conceptualization and the theoretical framework of the article.
Lester Salamon, Yulia Skokova and Irina Krasnopolskaya
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developed the methodological approach for the paper, Yulia and
Irina conducted the empirical analysis. All three authors
contributed to the writing of the article, while Professor Lester M.
Salamon edited the special issue for the journal NVSQ.
7. Krasnopolskaya I., Minnigaleeva G. A. Social innovation, in:
Global Encyclopedia of Public Administration, Public Policy, and
Governance (Living Edition). Cham: Springer.
Both authors worked together in equal parts on the chapter.
8. Krasnopolskaya I., Korneeva I. (2020). Social innovation
measurement: a room for quantitative metrics. International
Review of Applied Economics. 2020. p. 1-31.
Both authors participated in the development of the article. Irina
Krasnopolskaya wrote the part on the theoretical framework,
methodological part, the discussion and conclusions. Irina
Korneeva the part on statistical analysis. Irina Krasnopolskaya
addressed the comments of the reviewers and prepared the
manuscript for publication.
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Sample / data sources

APPENDIX 2. GENERAL INNOVATION MEASUREMENT SURVEYS
Questions and Indicators

Period

The
Global Seven indicator pillars built around two sub-indices measuring Combination of hard data and 2007
Innovation
the innovation input and output of a country
survey questions.
ongoing
Index,
GII
The GII index has two sub-indexes: the Innovation Input Sub- Secondary data derived from
(World
Index and the Innovation Output Sub-index. The Input Sub- several (over 30) sources.
Intellectual
Index covers institutions, human capital and research,
Survey data derived from the
Property
infrastructure, market sophistication, and business
Wo ld Economic Fo m
Organization of
sophistication. The Output Sub-Index covers creative outputs
Executive Opinion Survey
the
United
and knowledge and technology outputs.
(EOS). Questions on
Nations)
Sub-indices are constructed as a simple average of its Innovation linkages, and
component variables.
intangible assets
The GII index is a average of the Input and Output SubIndexes.
The GII uses 80 variables in 2018.
Input pillars: national economy that enables innovative
activities: institutions; human capital & research; infrastructure;
market sophistication; business sophistication.
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Output pillars: evidence of innovation outputs: knowledge and
technology outputs; creative outputs.

2. Investments captures investments made in both the public
and business sector i.e. R&D investment, firm investment.
linkages & entrepreneurship; intellectual assets

3. Innovation activities captures different aspects of
innovation in the business sector, i.e. innovators, linkages
and intellectual assets
4. Impac cap e he effec of fi m inno a ion ac i i ie ,
i.e. employment impacts and sales impacts
Question: Is your activity, organization or initiative offering a
new type of product or service/production
process/delivery/promotion/unattended customer niche?
Organizations identifying themselves with any of these
innovation dimensions were considered innovative.

54 counties (2017):

Secondary data on
macroeconomics variables.

Two N-large surveys:

1999
ongoing

European
The index incorporates 30 variables, constituting innovation Combination of secondary 2010
Innovation
indicators of three main types:
data from various data sources, ongoing
Scoreboard
including Eurostat, Global
1. Framework conditions, as main drivers of innovation
(the European
Entrepreneurship
Monitor,
external to firms, i.e. human resources; attractive research
Commission)
World
Bank:
World
systems; innovation-friendly environment
Development Indicators and
some
others

Global
Entrepreneursh
ip
Monitor
(United
Nations, World
Economic
Forum, World
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Bank,
OECD)

and

The
Global
Entrepreneursh
ip Index (the
Global
Entrepreneursh
ip
and
Development
Institute).

A measurement of the Entrepreneurship Spirit Index
impact entrepreneurship has on a society and the extent
society supports this activity. Following indicators are applied:
entrepreneurial framework conditions (experts, NES):
entrepreneurial financing; government policies: support and
relevance, policies regarding taxes and bureaucracy;
government entrepreneurship programs; entrepreneurship
education at school stage, entrepreneurship education at post
school stage and entrepreneurship training; research &
Development (R&D) transfer; commercial and legal
infrastructure; internal market dynamics, internal market
burdens or entry regulations; physical infrastructure; cultural
and social norms
1. societal values and perceptions
2. individual attributes of a potential entrepreneur
3. entrepreneurial activity indicators
GEI uses 31 variables combined in 14 components of the
entrepreneurship ecosystem: Opportunity Perception; Startup Skills; risk acceptance; Networking; cultural Support;
Opportunity Startup; technology Absorption; Human Capital;
competition; product Innovation; Process Innovation; high
Growth; internationalization; risk capital.
GEI is based on three pillars entrepreneurial attitudes,
abilities, and aspirations.
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1. The Adult Population
Survey (n= at least 2000 in
each country). Covers the
entrepreneurial aspirations
of
the
country's
population
2. National Expert Survey
(n= at least 36 in each
country business and
academic experts). Covers
country's
institutional
factors.

137 countries (2018)

Individual variables are from
the GEM survey.

The institutional variables are
obtained from various
sources: Transparency
International (Corruption
Perception Index), UNESCO

2014 ongoing
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(tertiary education enrollment,
GERD), World Economic
Forum (infrastructure,
regulation, scientific
institutions, availability of
scientists, business
sophistication, technology
absorption and technology
transfer capability, staff
training, market dominance,
venture capital),United
Nations (urbanization), The
Heritage Foundation and
World Bank (economic
freedom, property rights,
labor freedom), the World
Bank (taxation, good
governance) , the Observatory
of Economic Complexity
(economic complexity),
OECD (country risk), and the
Venture Capital & Private
Equity Country Attractiveness
Index (depth of capital
market)

Has your company introduced any of the following types of
innovation since January 2013?

Innobarometer. Question: Innovation occurs when a company introduces a
new or significantly improved good, service, process,
marketing strategy or organizational method. The innovation
can be developed by the company itself or has been originally
developed by other companies or organizations.
Innobarometer
2016 EU
business
innovation
trends (the
European
Commission)
New or significantly improved goods
New or significantly improved services
New or significantly improved processes (e.g. production
processes or distribution methods)

The Flash Innobarometer
methodology. Standard
questionnaire.

Carried out by TNS in 28 EU
countries, in Switzerland and
the United States of America
(2016 edition).

Sample: 14,117 companies
interviewed, of which 13,117
are from the 28 EU Member
states, and 500 each from
Switzerland and the United
States.

The sample comprises
companies employing 1 or
more persons in
manufacturing, services and
the industry sector. The
sample was selected from an
international database, with
additional sample from local
sources where necessary.

New or significantly improved marketing strategies (e.g.
packaging, product promotion or placement, or pricing
strategies)

Information about how companies manage their innovation
activities, plan investment to modernize their business, and
tackle barriers to the commercialization of innovation. The
index includes:

Interviews were conducted
with key decision makers of

New or significantly improved organizational methods

since January 2013 and their plans for the future

1. profiles of companies that have developed innovations
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2001ongoing

The Oslo
Manual

of turnover invested in innovation activities

2. the impact of innovations on turnover, and the proportion

for

the

3. barriers to commercialization of both innovative and noninnovative goods and services

types of public support
commercialization of goods or services

4. preferred

5. the role of design, and the use of advanced manufacturing
technologies
6. skills for innovation

Innovation types
Innovation activities
Expenditures
Incormation sources
Collaboration
Objectives/ outcomes
Obstacles
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companies via telephone in
their mother tongue.

A (non mandatory) standard
for representative statistical
surveys of self-reported
innovation outcomes (and
related activities) by business
managers about their firms

1990s

Community
Innovation
Survey
(Eurostat)

An innovation is the introduction of a new or significantly
Data are collected by each EU
improved product, process, organizational method, or
Member State, as well as from
marketing method by your enterprise. An innovation must
Norway and Iceland.
have characteristics or intended uses that are new or which
provide a significant improvement over what was previously
Data are mainly collected via
used or sold by your enterprise.
mail or online surveys with
Questions to the respondents: During the three years 2012 to
face to face and phone
2014, did your enterprise introduce:
interviews in some countries.

Survey of more than 1,000
senior executives from the
National Association of
Manufacturers member

The statistical unit is the
en e p i e i h 10 emplo ee
o mo e .

Goods innovations: New or significantly improved goods Sample is derived from the
(exclude the simple resale of new goods and changes of a national registers of
solely aesthetic nature)
organizations of the required
Service innovations: New or significantly improved types.
services
CIS measures the enterprise, product and process innovation,
innovation activity and expenditure, effects of innovation,
innovation co-operation, public finding of innovation, source
of information for innovation patents, etc.
The
The index includes innovation inputs and outputs.
International
Innovation inputs are government and fiscal policy, education
Innovation
policy and the innovation environment.
Index
(The
Boston
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1992
ongoing

2009

Consulting
Group,
The
National
Association of
Manufacturers,
The
Manufacturing
Institute)
Outputs included patents, technology transfer, and
other R&D results; business performance, such as labor
productivity and total shareholder returns; and the impact of
innovation on business migration and economic growth.
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companies across all
industries.

In-depth interviews with 30 of
the executives.

APPENDIX 3. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
OF INNOVATIVE AND NON-INNOVATIVE NPOS
Table 1. Demographic characteristics of innovative and non-innovative
NPOs, measured by different scales, %
Single-item self-assessment
scale %

Four-item theoretical scale,
%

Innovative

Noninnovative

Innovative

Noninnovative

public
organizations

46.0

43.4

44.9

38.1

religious
organizations

1.0

8.6

6.4

9.7

foundations

13.5

9.2

11.8

.0

noncommercial
partnerships

9.5

6.9

6.5

14.2

autonomous
NPOs

10.0

5.5

7.1

3.4

social
movements

2.5

2.8

2.8

1.8

homeowners'
associations

7.5

3.7

4.1

8.0

political parties

2.5

3.2

2.7

5.3

others

7.5

16.8

13.7

19.5

culture

18.5

20.2

19.7

20.4

education

8.5

5.2

5.7

8

health

5.0

3.4

4.2

0.9

Characteristics
Legal form

Sphere
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social services

16.5

13.2

15.7

2.7

environment

2.5

4.0

3.8

2.7

housing

11.0

11.1

11.0

11.5

human rights

11.5

13.7

13.7

9.7

philanthropy

2.5

.9

1.5

.0

international
activity

.0

.2

.1

.0

religion

1.5

8.3

6.2

1.5

professional
associations

5.0

6.9

5.2

5

other

15.5

12.2

12.3

16.8

yes

44.5

28.2

35.3

10.6

no

55.5

71.8

64.7

89.4

poor

26.5

43.5

37.7

51.3

good

73.5

56.5

62.3

48.7

no

22.0

41.8

34.2

43.4

yes

78.0

58.2

65.8

56.6

no

62.0

74.5

69.7

83.2

yes

38.0

25.5

30.3

16.8

Governmental
funding

Financial wellbeing

Collaboration
with regional
authorities

Collaboration
with federal
authorities
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Number of
external actors
for interaction
0

1.5

2.8

2.0

5.3

1

9.5

23.2

16.6

42.5

2-6

66.5

63.5

66.8

47.8

7-11

22.5

10.4

14.7

4.5

no

54.5

69.7

36.8

85.0

yes

45.5

30.1

63.2

15.0

1-5 people

28.7

32.3

30.5

40.5

6-10 people

21.2

24.4

23.6

19.1

11-20 people

21.9

19.8

20.6

16.7

21-50 people

16.7

14.5

14.8

14.3

51-100 people

7.0

2.5

3.5

4.8

>100 people

5.5

7

6.4

4.8

0

8.0

74.5

7.5

17.7

1

24.0

25.5

31.3

42.5

2-6

63.0

.0

58.6

38.1

7-10

5.0

.0

2.6

1.8

Collaboration
with other NPOs

Involvement of
volunteers

Number of
sources of
financing
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APPENDIX 4. LIST OF THE INTERVIEWED
SOCIALLY INNOVATIVE NPOS
Non-profit organization

Region, city

1

Komi republican public organization
of parents of children with special
needs "Special childhood"

Komi Republic,
Syktyvkar

2

Regional public organization
"Federation of Ju-jutsu and Kobudo
of the Rostov region"

Southern Federal
District,

3

Local Community Foundation
"Tchaikovsky Foundation"

Volga Federal District,
Tchaikovsky

4

Rostov Regional Branch of the AllRussian Public Movement "For
Human Rights"

Southern Federal
District,

5

Perm city public organization
"Center for Civic Education and
Human Rights"

Volga Federal District,
Perm

6

Public organization of disabled
people "Center for disabled children"

Central Federal
District,
Zheleznodorozhnyy

7

Sverdlovsk Regional Public
Organization "Civil Union"

Ural Federal District,
Yekaterinburg

8

Rostov city public organization for
helping children with Down
syndrome "Special children

Southern Federal
District,
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Rostov-on-Don

Rostov-on-Don

Rostov-on-Don

9

Krasnoyarsk Regional Public
Organization "Crisis Center for
Women and Their Families Affected
by Violence" Verba"

Siberian Federal
District, Krasnoyarsk

10

Charitable organization Foundation
"Center for Social Programs"
RUSAL

Siberian Federal
District, Krasnoyarsk
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SUMMARY
Various actors are increasingly discussing social innovation as a new
means and approach to solving social challenges and engaging citizens in
these efforts. Within the EU, there is a highly pronounced governmental
demand fo and e pec a ion of ocial inno a ion a a magic ool' fo ne
and pressing social challenges. Yet there is little generalized knowledge
empirically and statistically
of what actually constitutes social
innovation, its state and scope in the national institutional and legal
landscapes.
I operationalize social innovation as a solution to social challenges that is
new and legitimate for a specific context or territory, is built on crossboundary collaborations and includes various actors focusing on a
particular problem. I prioritize Non-Profit Organizations (NPO) as a
seedbed for social innovation development and exclude other producers
of social innovation, such as public bodies, or commercial and social
enterprises. NPOs and their social innovativeness are the major focus of
this study. I refer to social innovativeness of non-p ofi a an NPO
experience in social innovations, including introducing social innovations
to external beneficiaries in the social services field, either through new
projects and services, or ongoing projects. I label such organizations as
socially innovative NPOs. Two a pec of NPO social innovativeness
are of specific attention in this dissertation: the determinants of social
innovativeness of non-profits and the quantitative identification of such
socially innovative NPOs.
This dissertation responds to the call of scholars to investigate the puzzle:
if not all NPOs are innovative, then what characteristics of NPOs are
associated with their social innovativeness? To this end, I provide a broad
overview of what constitutes social innovation and how it can be
measured qualitatively or quantitatively, based on a variety of conceptual
approaches to social innovation from the economic, sociological and nonprofit literature. The empirical basis of this dissertation is a survey of
NPOs in Russia (n=850 NPOs, 2015).
In my study, I empirically identify the organizational determinants of
social innovativeness of NPOs, referring to the enabling frameworks
approach. Social innovativeness of NPOs refers to an NPO's experience
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in social innovations for external beneficiaries. I distinguish this from an
NPO in e nal o gani a ional inno a ion , aiming a o gani a ional ellbeing.
To identify socially innovative NPOs within the framework of a largesample organizational survey, I elaborate quantitative identification scales
and validate them with statistical analysis. This addresses a number of
limitations in previous empirical studies of social innovation. Current
studies mostly follow a bottom-up strategy and are explorative, being
qualitative or mixed-method. Their research design tends to be unique and
non-replicable. Samples in social innovation research are mostly nonprobabilistic and non-representative due to the unknown general
population of social innovations. The identification device and case
selection to a certain extent pre-determines research results and replicates
he e ea che heo e ical f ame o k. Th , he e i al a a po ibili
that innovation which is generally prominent, well-known or easy to
access will be mentioned and selected. I argue that a combination of
qualitative and quantitative approaches can at least partly eliminate listed
limitations. In the survey, self-assessment subjective and descriptive
objective scales proved to be of high internal consistency but should be
applied simultaneously to gain valid results. I found that, when applied
indi id all , he cale iden if diffe en a pec of an NPO ocial
innovativeness.
With the elaborated scales, I ran a regression analysis to examine the
determinants (external and internal) associated with social innovativeness
of NPOs. The results demonstrate a positive relationship between crossbo nda collabo a i e ela ion hip , a leade in en ion o de elop
innovation and financial well-being, and social innovativeness. A
surprising result was that there were no relationships between
governmental financial support, or between the number of attracted
ol n ee , and an NPO e pe ience in ocial inno a ion. I e plain he
insignificance of governmental financial support as a determinant for an
NPO ocial inno a i ene b gge ing ha his relation does not exist
if there is no public or policy demand for social innovation when social
innovation is not pronounced in the public policy discourse. The
insignificance of volunteers as a determining variable for social
innovativeness relates to volunteer management issues, i.e. that the
attraction of volunteers is costly in terms of time and financial and human
resources.
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In addition to the individual contributions of each chapter, my overall
dissertation contributes to three streams in the literature. First, it answers
the call of scholars, in the literature on social and general innovation, to
investigate the particular criteria that distinguish social innovation from
other types of innovation, including economic, technological, userinnovation, organizational and others. Second, it contributes to the
theoretical clarification of the organizational determinants that enable an
NPO to be socially innovative, despite the particular context. These
factors are: a cross-secto al collabo a ion be een ac o ; he leade ole
in innovation development; and the financial well-being of an NPO. A
third contribution of this dissertation has to do with the ongoing
methodological debates on the measurement and identification of socially
innovative organizations, including NPOs. A quantitative approach with
identification scales opens up the opportunity to analyze social
innovativeness, not as a single case but as a changeable attribute of
organizations. This provides the possibility to gather a representative
empirical description of the nature of socially innovative activity by
NPOs. It also allows an estimation of the extent of this activity, creating
an overview of the general population of socially innovative NPOs
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