- Global Publishing

Neya Global Journal of Non-Profit Studies
2025

Processes of Change in
Non-Profit Organisations

DOI: https://doi.org/10.64357/neya-gjnps-hworgbrchmchscimp-04

DR. ANNA NEYA KAZANS



Publication and System Notice

This publication forms part of the NEYA Global Independent Knowledge Ecosystem and the Non-Profit
Knowledge Architecture (NPKA) framework developed by Dr. Anna Neya Kazanskaia.

The work is connected to an integrated system of books, research publications, educational materials,
implementation frameworks, institutional modules, and structured knowledge architecture developed for the non-
profit and social impact sector. Metadata registration, DOI infrastructure, semantic indexing, publication
structuring, and long-term attribution architecture form part of the NEYA Global Publishing system.

This publication may be indexed, referenced, archived, processed, or analyzed by academic databases, search
engines, Al systems, semantic discovery systems, and institutional knowledge infrastructures.

Institutional, organizational, implementation, curriculum, consulting, training, database integration, Al training,
or system-level use of this material requires active licensing, written authorization, or formal institutional
agreement with NEYA Global Publishing.

Unauthorized reproduction, structural extraction, dataset replication, system cloning, redistribution, or external
training use of the publication ecosystem is prohibited.

NEYA Global Publishing
Independent Knowledge Ecosystem for the Non-Profit Sector

Version 1.0 | NEYA Global Publishing Publication Protocol



Processes of Change in Non-Profit Organisations

Dr. Anna Neya Kazanskaia

NEYA Global | NEYA Global Publishing
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0009-0009-5669-1676

DOI: https://doi.org/10.64357/neya-gjnps-hworgbrchmchscimp-04

Abstract
Processes constitute the mechanisms through which non-profit organisations translate

resources into social impact. Unlike routine operations, processes link inputs to outcomes
and determine how NGOs influence governance, policy, and cultural norms. This article
examines five central processes: service delivery, advocacy, education, framing, and
innovation. Service delivery remains the most visible form of NGO work, providing
immediate outputs while also reshaping governance expectations and accountability
relationships. Advocacy and lobbying extend influence into political and institutional arenas,
often through coalition-building and transnational networks, though they carry risks of
repression and elite capture. Education and awareness-building empower communities,
enhancing agency and enabling participation in governance. Framing and discourse change
represent less tangible but enduring contributions, as NGOs shape public debates and
redefine issues. Finally, innovation positions NGOs as laboratories of social
experimentation, piloting models that may later be scaled or institutionalised. Across these
processes, a persistent tension emerges between short-term delivery and long-term systemic
influence. NGOs often integrate strategies, using service provision to build credibility while
engaging in advocacy and framing to pursue structural transformation. Understanding these
processes as engines of change rather than isolated activities is essential for both scholars

and practitioners seeking to assess and strengthen NGO impact.

Keywords
non-profit organisations; processes of change; service delivery; advocacy; framing; social

innovation

1. Introduction
Processes are the dynamic engines that convert the resources mobilised by NGOs into

tangible and systemic change. They embody the practices, relationships, and mechanisms
through which non-profit organisations move from intention to influence. Understanding
these processes is crucial, because NGOs are often evaluated by their results without

sufficient attention to how those results come about. The study of processes shifts analysis
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from static outputs to the dynamic interplay of activities that bridge micro-level
interventions and macro-level transformations.

For scholars, analysing NGO processes clarifies the connection between organisational
structure and societal influence (Ebrahim & Rangan, 2014). For practitioners, it provides a
roadmap for balancing the urgency of service delivery with the long arc of systemic
transformation. Processes such as service provision, advocacy, education, framing, and
innovation are not discrete categories but interdependent and overlapping forms of action.
Together, they reveal the multifaceted role of NGOs as both implementers of immediate

responses and architects of long-term change.

2. Service Delivery
Service delivery is the most visible, measurable, and widely practiced process within NGO

operations. In contexts where state institutions are weak or absent, NGOs frequently fill
gaps in education, health care, and social protection. They provide essential goods and
services to populations otherwise excluded from formal provision, serving as frontline
actors of humanitarian assistance and community welfare (Salamon, 1994). In doing so,
NGOs often become key partners in governance, shaping both policy expectations and
accountability relationships.

However, the significance of service delivery extends beyond direct aid. Over time,
consistent and effective delivery can institutionalise new social norms of governance.
Communities accustomed to neglect begin to expect transparency and responsiveness,
reshaping the social contract between citizens and the state (Brass et al., 2018). Yet service
delivery also contains risks. Excessive focus on operational efficiency and donor targets can
depoliticise NGOs, transforming them into technical contractors that substitute rather than
strengthen public systems (De Waal, 1997). The challenge lies in delivering effectively
while avoiding dependency and maintaining a political commitment to empowerment and

systemic reform.

3. Advocacy and Public Campaigns
Advocacy represents NGOs’ capacity to move beyond immediate service provision into the

political and institutional domains where systemic decisions are made. It involves
persuasion, lobbying, campaigning, and coalition-building aimed at influencing legislation,
policy, and public behaviour (Keck & Sikkink, 1998). Through petitions, policy dialogues,
and social media mobilisation, NGOs shape agendas and hold power to account.

Transnational advocacy networks demonstrate how local struggles gain global resonance
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through information politics (sharing data and narratives), symbolic politics (employing
compelling stories or images), and leverage politics (using international pressure to
influence national policy) (Bob, 2005).

Nevertheless, advocacy introduces new vulnerabilities. Governments may view vocal NGOs
as political threats, leading to legal restrictions, censorship, or surveillance. Moreover, elite
capture can distort advocacy agendas when well-funded NGOs dominate representation at
the expense of grassroots voices. The legitimacy of advocacy depends on maintaining
grounded connections to affected communities, ensuring that public campaigns amplify
rather than replace local agency. Sustained advocacy thus requires a balance between policy
access and participatory authenticity, using coalition-building to democratise influence

while safeguarding independence.

4. Education and Awareness-Building
Education and capacity-building lie at the heart of long-term transformation. NGOs

facilitate learning processes that enable communities to understand rights, claim resources,
and participate in governance. Rooted in Freire’s (1970) pedagogy of the oppressed, many
NGOs adopt dialogical approaches that treat learners as co-creators of knowledge rather
than passive recipients. By combining participatory workshops, peer learning, and digital
platforms, NGOs translate complex social issues into accessible forms of empowerment.

Beyond individual learning, education catalyses collective agency. Studies show that civic
education and awareness campaigns often lead to sustained engagement in advocacy,
electoral participation, or local governance (Gaventa & Barrett, 2012). Education nurtures
social capital by strengthening trust and shared understanding within communities.
However, it also requires sensitivity to cultural and contextual differences—what counts as
“empowerment” in one setting may provoke resistance in another. Successful educational
processes respect local epistemologies, ensuring that global knowledge frameworks are

integrated without erasing community wisdom.

5. Framing and Discourse Change
Framing processes represent NGOs’ ability to shape meaning—to influence how societies

interpret problems and imagine solutions. Through research reports, public campaigns, and
symbolic events, NGOs redefine boundaries between the possible and the inevitable. They
translate technical issues into moral claims, transforming isolated grievances into collective

causes (Snow & Benford, 1988). This symbolic work can have profound consequences, as

30f6



seen in the reframing of gender-based violence from a private matter to a public human
rights issue, or of environmental degradation as a threat to global justice.

Discursive change, though intangible, produces enduring systemic effects. Once ideas
enter the public lexicon, they alter the ideational environment in which policy decisions are
made. NGOs that successfully frame issues build epistemic authority, becoming reference
points for policymakers and media alike (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998). Yet framing carries
responsibilities: simplification necessary for advocacy can obscure complexity or silence
alternative perspectives. The ethical challenge is to frame persuasively without erasing

nuance, ensuring that discourse remains inclusive and reflexive.

6. Innovation and Experimentation
Innovation and experimentation position NGOs as laboratories of social transformation.

Their relative flexibility allows them to pilot novel approaches in areas where governments
or markets may be constrained by bureaucracy or profit imperatives. NGOs test new models
of participatory budgeting, climate adaptation, digital education, or community health that,
if successful, can be scaled or institutionalised by public systems (Westley et al., 2014).

Innovation is not confined to technology; it often involves rethinking relationships and
governance structures. Collaborative platforms, co-creation processes, and hybrid financing
mechanisms represent social innovations that alter how development itself is organised. Yet
scaling innovation remains challenging: what works locally may falter when transplanted,
especially when contextual knowledge is lost. The sustainability of innovation depends on
iterative learning, cross-sector partnerships, and transparent evaluation. NGOs that treat
experimentation as a continuous process—rather than a one-time pilot—demonstrate

resilience and adaptive intelligence in volatile environments.

7. Discussion
The five processes examined—service delivery, advocacy, education, framing, and

innovation—illustrate the diverse and interconnected pathways through which NGOs
generate influence. Each process carries its own logic, timescale, and risks. Service delivery
provides immediate outputs but risks institutional substitution; advocacy advances
systemic change but may lose legitimacy if disconnected from the grassroots; education
builds capacity and empowerment, yet outcomes are long-term and diffuse; framing
transforms discourse and culture, though effects are hard to measure; innovation drives

adaptation and resilience, but scaling remains uncertain. The challenge for NGOs is to
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weave these processes into coherent strategies that balance short-term effectiveness with
long-term transformation.

This synthesis reveals NGOs as hybrid actors—simultaneously service providers, educators,
advocates, and innovators—operating across social, political, and cultural domains. The
integration of processes can generate synergies: effective service delivery enhances
credibility for advocacy; education strengthens community readiness for policy
engagement; framing amplifies visibility for innovation. Conversely, neglecting integration
can fragment organisational identity and dilute impact. For both researchers and
practitioners, a process-based analysis clarifies not only what NGOs do but how they make

a difference—and how those differences accumulate into structural change.

8. Conclusion
Processes are not administrative routines but mechanisms of transformation through

which NGOs link inputs to systemic outcomes. They represent the practical expression of
non-profit missions, where values meet action and resources become influence. Recognising
service delivery, advocacy, education, framing, and innovation as interconnected dimensions
of change highlights the importance of strategic coherence and adaptive learning.

For scholars, this framework deepens the theoretical understanding of NGOs as dynamic
systems embedded in complex governance landscapes. For practitioners, it provides
practical insights: align service provision with advocacy, embed education into every
initiative, and foster innovation through reflective experimentation. The effectiveness of
NGOs ultimately lies not in any single process but in their capacity to integrate multiple
modes of action—to deliver, to educate, to advocate, and to imagine new futures—bridging

immediate needs with enduring systemic transformation.
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