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The significance of local and international non-governmental organizations in society has been 

increasing quite rapidly. Nevertheless, the research concerning international NGOs internal 

activities has not evolved in phase with the growing roles of NGOs’. The internal communication 

and organizational culture have significant role on how NGOs works externally. The aim of this 

study is to gain knowledge on WWF’s (World Wide Fund for Nature) internal communication and 

organizational culture. This is achieved by researching the communicational processes around 

WWF’s global “Engaging hundreds of millions” -objective and reflecting the findings on the 

approaches and theories among organizational culture and sensemaking. WWF is one of the world’s 

largest environmental international NGO with over 5,000 employees worldwide. The study bases on 

the experiences of WWF’s managing communicators, and it reveals that a majority of them feel that 

the internal communication in the Network does not work as effectively as they hope. According to 

the results, many people feel that the internal communication and participation to different 

processes is unsatisfactory mainly because clear practices and opportunities to participate are 

lacking. However, the study also reveals that there is a substantial enthusiasm and will to improve 

the practices together within the WWF Network. 
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1. Introduction 

 

In recent years the number of studies concerning communication in organizations has been growing 

rapidly. Communication has a central role in every organization from start-up companies to 

enormous corporations. External communication defines the organization to the public, 

shareholders, media, supporters and partners, who are the key players concerning the organization’s 

function, credibility, continuity and growth. External communication also defines organization’s 

vision, mission, strategy and objectives to the public through concrete actions and practices. 

Appropriate internal communication creates a base for the external communication: If an 

organization fails with the internal communication for some reason, it usually affects the external 

communication negatively as well.  

It could be claimed that no organization is able to be powerful or influential without good 

communication, internal and external. But what is good communication? The answer certainly 

depends on the organization. Often the nature of communication is defined not only by national 

culture but also by organizational culture. 

Most of us are part of some kind of an organization; a school class, hobby group, work place or the 

most obvious, family, and we are consequently specialists concerning that certain organization and 

its ways of function. I got interested in organizational issues a couple of years ago, when I started 

my work as a communications officer in WWF Finland. Through my job, I have become part of one 

of the biggest environmental non-profit organizations, and seen the inspiring but at the same time 

challenging possibilities which a world-wide organization has to offer. 

 

1.1. Research aims and questions 

 

This study deals with the internal communication in the global non-governmental civic organization 

WWF (World Wide Fund for Nature)
1
. In this study my aim is to find out how one of the WWF 

Network’s main objective of conservation, communication and marketing, “Engaging hundreds of 

millions” (HoMs), is adapted at the local level in WWF’s over a hundred national and regional 

offices around the world. In particular, the aim of this research is to study the adaptation of the 

                                                           
1
 Previously known as World Wildlife Fund, which is still in use in the US. 
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objective from the inside, in other words to find out how the internal communication works in an 

international NGO. My intention is to study this question through the communicational approach. 

In WWF International’s texts the wording of the objective indicates the need for finding new 

audiences and engaging them to WWF’s aims and messages. However, to be able to engage 

hundreds of millions of people around the world, WWF has to first engage its own offices and 

people to the objective.  

The study answers three research questions, from which the first one is the central research 

question, while the second and third are sub questions: 

1. What do the WWF offices think about the internal process that produced the HoMs 

objective? 

2. How do the communications departments in the WWF offices seem to understand the HoMs 

objective? 

3. How has the HoMs objective affected their local external communication? 

In addition, my hypotheses are that the internal communication processes might not have been as 

satisfactory as the Network would have hoped, that people would wish to participate more in the 

internal processes and that the HoMs objective is not adapted and localized as effectively as it could 

have been because the traditions of acting as one global Network are not established enough. 

There is no theoretical formula that can be used to get watertight answers to my research questions. 

That is why I have to construct my study through several theories and approaches and use those as 

tools which enable the examination from different perspectives. As in many other organizational 

studies, in this study I will also explore theories and approaches from different fields of research. 

This study draws mainly on theory of sensemaking and approaches to organizational culture, but 

theories on management and leadership are also briefly discussed. 

There is a concrete call for studies concerning NGOs organizational structure, culture and 

management, because the field has grown rapidly in the last few years. It has been estimated that in 

India alone, there were 3.3 million NGOs
2
 in 2010 and 1.5 million NGOs operated in the US

3
 in 

2012. 

                                                           
2
 http://www.indianexpress.com/news/first-official-estimate-an-ngo-for-every-400-people-in-india/643302/ 

3
 http://www.humanrights.gov/2012/01/12/fact-sheet-non-governmental-organizations-ngos-in-the-united-states/ 
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In addition, NGOs have become major players in society; they influence politics, provide education, 

produce and share novel research in many fields, work in the field, manage some of the vital 

functions particularly in developing countries, cooperate and negotiate with companies and lobby. 

This means that their role is constantly growing in many fields of societies, e.g. among development 

and environment, and it is therefore very important to understand this role better. 

I am studying the research topic with both quantitative and qualitative methods, in other words, 

with a mixed methods approach. A quantitative research features a questionnaire that was sent to all 

of the communicators in managing positions in the WWF Network. Qualitative method will be used 

in order to interview some of these managing communicators in more detail. 

In this chapter I have presented the aim of this study and the study questions. Next, I will take a 

look at the previous research there is relating to the topic and open up some of the key concepts of 

the study. In the second Chapter I will present WWF as an organization, its role, mission and vision, 

as well as the Network’s global structure and function. In the end of Chapter two, the “Engaging 

hundreds of millions” -objective is also presented in more detail. 

Chapter three focuses on the theoretical approaches, which I like to call tools, as they provide the 

opportunity to investigate the topic within certain framework. In that Chapter the key theories, such 

as sensemaking and approaches to organizational culture, are also presented.  

In Chapter four, I will present the methodological approach to the topic. Quantitative and qualitative 

methods are introduced together with the criteria why certain methods were chosen. The selection 

of the sampling is also presented.  

The results of the questionnaire will be presented in Chapter five. In Chapter six I will analyze the 

interviews and the questionnaire results together in the theoretical frames I have presented before. 

The findings of this study are concluded in the last part of the study, Chapter seven. 

My intention is that the findings and conclusions of this study will be bringing some contribution to 

the rather narrow field of NGO studies. I also hope that the study will give some important 

information for the WWF Network and work as a source of inspiration in the future when the 

Network is developing its internal communication. 
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1.2. Previous research 

 

Many scholars in communications, marketing and economics have been studying questions 

concerning external and internal communication in profit organizations, but research concerning the 

adaptation of global communication objectives and strategies in non-profit organizations is 

somewhat slender. In addition, relatively few studies have been made about adapting a global 

strategy into the local level in international organizations.  

There are a number of studies concerning the significance of a communication strategy for the 

organization and the way the communication strategies should be conducted (e.g. Quirke 2000). In 

addition, many scholars have studied the development of communication strategies either in global 

or local level (e.g. Cambie 2009) as well as written guide books for creating a useful and profitable 

communication strategy (e.g. Patterson & Radtke 2009). What is characteristic about these studies 

is that they often deal with communication in profit organizations and corporations rather than in 

non-profit organizations.  

Consequently, there could be some challenges in adapting the findings of these studies into a study 

about a non-profit organization’s communication due to the different nature of the overall concept 

of the organizations. The aim of a profit organization is eventually to make profit. However, while 

it is clearly very important to a non-profit organization, too, to gain coverage, reliability and 

consequently more supporters and funds, non-profit organizations may also want and need to 

communicate about issues and topics which do not directly aim at gaining more financial supporters 

and money. In some WWF offices this kind of communication is called conservation 

communication. 

However, some of the basic forms and theoretical approaches are the same in both profit- and non-

profit organizations, so these theories will provide some useful approaches for my study. 

When NGOs have been studied, they have often been studied from the perspective of their function 

in society, not from the angle of internal communication or organizational culture and management, 

apart from some exceptions.  

David Lewis has studied the management of non-profit organizations in his book where he also 

discusses the organizational culture, communication and internal relationships in non-profit 

organizations (Lewis 2007). He has studied primarily development organizations, but his findings 

are relevant for NGOs in other fields as well. In addition, Naoki Suzuki has studied development 
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NGOs from the inside discussing the tensions, causes and consequences between headquarters and 

field offices within development NGOs (Suzuki 1998). 

Relating to the previous research and theories, there is also a wide number of studies concerning 

globalization, localization and glocalization
4
 in media (like Hafez 2007, Robertson 1992, Appadurai 

1996, Castells 1996-8 and Beck 1999), but very few of these studies discuss these topics in relation 

to organizational communication. 

2. Background of WWF’s global Network 

 

WWF (World Wide Fund for Nature) is one of the world’s largest environmental INGOs, 

established in 1961. WWF tells that its mission is “to stop the degradation of the planet’s natural 

environment and to build a future in which humans live in harmony with nature”
5
. WWF states that 

in concrete this means working globally to conserve the world’s biodiversity and to reduce the 

ecological footprint of the human kind by ensuring sustainable use of natural resources and 

promoting the reduction of pollution. The organization is known from its panda symbol. 

 

2.1. WWF Network - For a Living Planet 

 

There are two types of offices within WWF. National Offices (NOs) and associates, as well as 

Regional Programme Offices (POs) are situated in over 100 countries around the world. Also, in 

many countries there is more than one office, like the WWF Central Africa Programme 

headquartered in Cameroon which supports WWF’s projects in Cameroon, Central African 

Republic, the Democratic Republic of Congo and in Gabon
6
. 

In addition, there are Topical Offices or programmes such as the Earth Hour office in Singapore or 

the Global Initiatives (GI’s). These are not necessarily separate offices but they may consist of a 

group of people who are working for the same issue around the world. These offices work 

transnationally around specific topics, like Tigers, Climate and Energy or Amazon. 

                                                           
4
 Glocalization means a combination of global and localization. Oxford dictionary explains that glocalization means 

“the practice of conducting business according to both local and global considerations”. The term was popularized by 

a British researcher Roland Robertson on 1990’s. 

http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/glocalization?q=glocalisation  
5
 http://wwf.panda.org/who_we_are/  

6
 http://wwf.panda.org/who_we_are/wwf_offices/ 
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In total, there are 26 National Offices (or associates) or Regional Programme Offices in Asia and 

Oceania, 24 in Europe, 12 in Africa and 16 in Americas. The sizes of the offices vary from small 

project offices with just a few employees to huge offices with over 200 employees. In addition, 

many offices run programmes where volunteers can take part, e.g. the oil destruction operation 

forces in WWF Finland. 

The manifold structure of the WWF Network both benefits and sets challenges to its function and 

operations. With over 5,000 staff (around 2,500 full time employees) in six continents, WWF can 

be described as multinational organization. 

The headquarters of the WWF is located in Gland, Switzerland. The headquarters is referred as 

WWF International. WWF International is a secretariat for the whole WWF Network and “its role is 

to lead and coordinate the WWF Network of offices around the world, through developing policies 

and priorities, fostering global partnerships, coordinating international campaigns, and providing 

supportive measures in order to help make the global operation run as smoothly as it can”
7
. WWF 

International also coordinates different committees, e.g. Communication and Marketing Committee, 

whose members are employees of different WWF offices around the world. 

WWF’s external communication can be non-financial related conservation communication, 

marketing communication with a fundraising ask or a combination of these two. Some WWF 

offices separate conservation communication departments from marketing communication 

departments. Others have a joint communication and marketing departments (comm’s), and a joint 

comm’s director. According to WWF, both types of communication are needed, to both inform and 

inspire people to live sustainably and to collect funds for WWF’s conservation work around the 

world. 

 

2.2. Engaging hundreds of millions (HoMs) 

 

Even though WWF has over 7 million supporters worldwide including volunteers, from which 5 

million supports WWF financially, the Network has realized that more people are needed to support 

the environmental causes globally. According to WWF’s Communications and marketing executive 

director Sudhanshu Sarronwala “Engaging hundreds of millions” objective was produced to 

respond to this need. 

                                                           
7
 According to http://wwf.panda.org/who_we_are/organization/ 
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“In the first 20-30 years of our history we had a really high relevance in Europe and in North 

America, with respect to the civil society and to grassroots, and concerning the financial 

supporters as well. From 1986 until 2011 we were basically stagnant in terms of number of 

supporters, and the worry was that the entire economic development has moved quite 

significantly to Latin America and to Asia and to parts of Africa quite a lot over that time. 

That is the time when people, when 700 million people moved to the middle class, and our 

number of supporters never went up by anything at that time, so that means that there were 

hundreds of millions of people that were now growing into that middle class with the ability 

to understand issues, to have the income ability to support and especially get involved with 

the cause, but it (the number of supporters) was not growing with us, and therefore there was 

actually hundreds of millions of people that we needed to engage, particularly in China, 

India, Brazil, much of Asia and other parts of Africa to get this engagement (…) and that is 

where hundreds of millions came from.”
8
 

The main aim of the objective is that “WWF wants to engage hundreds of millions of people for our 

cause - especially in emerging economies and the BRICS but in OCED (sic) countries as well - for 

building constituencies as well as for membership”
9
. The paper also states that young, urban people 

are especially in focus.  

Globally, three specific practices are mentioned to fulfill the objective: First, to develop Earth 

Hour’s content for “Beyond the Hour”; second, to develop mobile content and to publish a mobile 

site for WWF; and third, to build a digital payment platform that allows micro-giving in all 

countries. 

One raising issue has been the adaptation of the objective into the offices. Some people have been 

asking how the Network will be mobilized to follow through the objective effectively. “We all 

agree we need to engage hundreds of millions. But where does the responsibility for this sit within 

our organization? Does it sit in online? In fundraising? Or communication? In conservation?” asked 

Dermot o’Gorman, CEO of WWF-Australia in the annual conference 2011
10

. 

According to Sarronwala there are no specific communicational channels that are in focus, but the 

implementation depends largely on the local possibilities and culture in a specific place. 

                                                           
8
 Sudhansu Sarronwala’s interview  on 26th of April 2013. 

9
 According to the Shaping our Future -Report on Annual Conference in May 2011 

10
 According to the Shaping our Future -Report on Annual Conference in May 2011 
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3. Theoretical tools for the study 

 

Since organizations are complex and the structures, practices and cultures inside the organizations 

are even more complex, there is not a one single theory that could be used to study organizations 

from the inside. Instead, the field of organizational theories, a term which is usually used to 

describe all kinds of organizational matters, consists of several theoretic approaches. Organizational 

theorists have borrowed themes from sociology (e.g. themes around culture, ethnicity and gender), 

social psychology (e.g. human behavior, norms and management), anthropology (e.g. cross-cultural 

questions), and certainly from communication in all of its forms. 

For this study, I have explored several different theories and approaches within the fields mentioned 

above. There are many different interesting approaches and theoretical frameworks by which 

organizational matters could be discussed and analyzed. For example, organizational operations and 

behaviour could be analyzed with theories about different organizational structures (e.g. Fayol 

1988, Weber 1947, Taylor 1911, Maslow 1970, McGregor 1960, Scott & Davis 2007). 

Organizations could also be explored through theories on management and leadership (e.g. Fayol, 

Weber, Taylor, Maslow, McGregor, Weick & Bougon 2001), like David Lewis (2007) has done 

when he has studied different development NGOs’ management structures and manners. 

Organizational practices could be studied e.g. with approaches on strategy building (e.g. Miles & 

Snow 2003). Also, a global organization’s operations and practices could be studied through the 

lenses of globalization and localization (e.g. Hafez 2007, Robertson 1992, Appadurai 1996, Castells 

1996-8, Beck 1999), where the connection between globalization and localization would play a 

central role. 

Even though all the previously mentioned approaches would be relevant for this research, I have 

chosen to study the topic with two specific approaches: Organizational sensemaking and 

organizational culture. I think that by applying these specific approaches it is possible to examine 

WWF’s internal organizational culture and processes effectively. I will draw on approaches on 

organizational culture to understand what is going on inside the organization. Sensemaking is 

included in order to understand the background of the organizational processes. Approaches to 

organizational cultures are explored to understand what kind of organizational culture WWF have 

and how that culture can affect to the way sense is made within the organization.  

However, when relevant, I will refer to other theories, approaches and sources as well, but keeping 

those two, sensemaking and organizational culture, as principal theoretical approaches. To be 
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precise, I will draw especially from Karl E. Weick’s (1995, 2001) and Margaret Wheatley’s (2006) 

thoughts about sensemaking in organizations. Geert Hofstede’s (and his son Gert Jan Hofstede’s) 

(1994, 2001, 2005) studies provide an important national context to the field of organizational 

culture. 

Actually, Hofstede and Hofstede beautifully condense the importance of studying all the 

organizational elements in relation to each other. They say “the performance of an organization 

should be measured against its objectives, and top management’s role is to translate objectives into 

strategy (…). Strategies are carried out via the existing structure and control system and their 

outcome is modified by the organization’s culture -and all of these elements influence each other” 

(Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 309-310). This definition makes all these elements (objectives, 

strategy, organizational structure, control aka power-relations and organizational culture) highly 

important aspects when studying an organization’s internal communication. 

 

3.1. Some key concepts for the study 

 

In order to study and analyze the adaptation and localization of the “Engaging hundreds of 

millions”-objective, certain concepts and theories must be introduced and opened. 

Organization 

is something most of us belong to some parts of our lives. Most scholars agree that a group of 

people become an organization through communication. Weick argues that communication activity 

is the organization itself (Weick 1995: 75). Linda L. Putnam and Anne Maydan Nicotera discuss 

that after Weick’s contribution on organizational theories in the 60s and 70s, many scholars started 

to focus on “organization” as a verb instead of a noun, and started to study communication as the 

means by which people coordinate actions, create relationships, and maintain organizations 

(Nicotera & Putnam 2009: 1). Weick and Michel G. Bougon also say that organizations exist 

largely in the mind (Bougon & Weick 2001: 308). Katherine Miller defines organization as 

including five critical features: the existence of a social collectivity, organizational and individual 

goals, coordinating activity, organizational structure, and the embedding of the organization within 

an environment of other organizations (Miller 2012: 11).  

Non-governmental organization (NGO) 
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is a global or local organization that operates separate from government and does not pursue profit 

(also considered as a non-profit organization). Lester M. Salamon and Helmut Anheier define that 

NGOs have five characteristics: Formality (institutionalized), privacy (separate from government), 

non-profit distributor (does not accrue its owners/directors), self-governance and voluntary (at least 

some degree of voluntary participation) (Anheier & Salamon 1996: 3-4). This definition is 

recognized by many scholars. In addition, there are different abbreviations used on different non-

governmental organizations, the most relevant for this study is international non-governmental 

organization (INGO). 

Strategy 

in this study, refers to, an organization’s plan on moving towards its vision and mission in a certain 

timeframe. Henry Mintzberg defines strategy as a retrospective operation. He says that a strategy is 

something where observed patterns in past decisional behavior represent a sophisticated treatment 

of the retrospect (Mintzberg 1978: 935). Weick captures that “strategic plans are a lot like maps. 

They animate and orient people” (Weick 1995: 54-55). 

Objective 

is a planned goal that connects to strategy. Oxford Dictionaries defines objective as “a thing aimed 

at or sought; a goal”
11

. In this study “Engaging hundreds of millions” is an objective of the strategy. 

Strategy also leads the way towards the objective. 

 

3.2. Approaches to organizational theories 

 

During the industrial revolution, organizational studies were mainly determined by classical 

management and organizational theories that looked at organizations through a machine metaphor. 

Organizations were experienced as strict hierarchical structures with tight leadership and decision 

making protocols. Miller explains that in machine metaphor organizations are seen as machines, 

with elements of specialization (special responsibilities or tasks within the organization), 

standardization and replaceability (easy replacement of an individual worker), as well as 

predictability (specific rules how the organization operates and is built) (Miller 2012: 18-19). 

                                                           
11

 http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/objective  
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Later, the lack of acknowledging the significance of an individual worker in classical approaches 

worked as an inspirer for human relations and human resources theorists. Since that, modern and 

post-modern organizational theorists have mainly focused on organizations as unpredictable open 

systems. 

3.2.1. From classical to modern approaches 

 

In the late nineteenth and the early twentieth century theories such as Henri Fayol’s (1988) theory 

of classical management, Max Weber’s (1947) theory of bureaucracy or Frederick Taylor’s (1911) 

theory of scientific management were defining the academic field of organizational studies. 

What is mutual in Fayol’s, Weber’s and Taylor’s theories is that they all seem to base on strict 

hierarchical system where communication is limited especially to vertical top-to bottom 

communication. Bottom-to-up communication is also discussed but not emphasized.  Horizontal 

communication, e.g. a social or innovation related communication from worker to another is not 

highlighted in these theories. 

After the glory of classical approaches, theorists such as American psychologist Abraham H. 

Maslow and management professor Douglas McGregor raised among the most important scholars 

in the academic era of human relations and human resources. 

Miller points out that while classical approaches seem to stick to task oriented and vertical 

communication, human relations approaches underline the attempt to maintain the quality of human 

relationships communication as well as highlights the innovation content communication within the 

organization (Miller 2012: 50).  

To simplify, modern human resources and human relations approaches focus on worker as a 

precious individual with certain needs, expectations and innovations while classical approaches see 

a worker primarily as a part of the machine. Also, the way of communication in human resources 

and human relations approaches is more informal and social. All channels, including face-to-face 

communication, are used, contrary to classical approach which emphasizes written communication. 

Maslow is best known for his hierarchy of human needs, a theory which is well used in many 

different disciplines, also in organizational theories (1970). Maslow explains that individuals in 

organizations are defined with five different types of needs; Physiological needs, safety needs, 

affiliation needs, esteem needs and a need for self-actualization (Maslow 1970: 35-46). The firstly 

mentioned lower needs should be fulfilled before the subsequent ones, the higher needs, can occur 
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(Maslow 1970: 59). Miller says that in organizations, the esteem need (the need to feel a sense of 

achievement) and the need for self-actualization (the need to be all that one could be capable of 

becoming) occur when the first three type of needs have been fulfilled (Miller 2012: 40). 

After these new perspectives rose, a new metaphor for organizational theories was developed in the 

late twentieth century. The machine metaphor was no longer satisfactory and organizational 

theorists adapted biologists’ and engineers’ systems metaphor. According to Miller, “systems 

metaphor views organizations, not as self-contained and self-sufficient machines, but as complex 

organisms that must interact with their environment to survive” (Miller 2012: 58). In systems 

metaphor, everything links to everything and organizational structures are arranged through 

subsystems. This means that organizations, founded on individuals, are also unpredictable, unlike 

machines.  

Today, many scholars draw from both classical theories and human relation theories when studying 

and explaining organizational structures and cultures. Next in this chapter I will explore more 

closely different forms of organizations, and then move on to discuss two specific theoretical 

approaches: Sensemaking that has its’ premise on human resources approach and organizational 

culture that recognizes organizations today as complex open systems. 

 

3.2.2. Starbursts, spider webs and rotating spheres as network forms 

 

Organizational structure affects the way of communication within the organization. Broadly 

speaking, the classical organizational approaches follow the pattern of top-to-bottom 

communication with vertical communication from management to subordinates. In contrast, the 

modern approaches such as human resources approach, see the organizational communication 

system as a web, with more horizontal and dialogic communication, not only from management to 

subordinates, but also from subordinate to another and from subordinates to management.  

Peter Monge and Janet Fulk specify three different internal organization forms which also link to 

different communication models. These forms are: Multinational corporations-model (MNCs), 

spider’s web-model and spherical network form (Fulk & Monge 1999: 73-76).  

Monge and Fulk state that “MNCs are often represented as a starburst connecting the center, the 

focal organization, to all satellite organizations”. They also describe MNCs as wheels, where the 

hub is the focal organization and the rim contains the external organizations. In between, the spokes 
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represent the network connections from focal organization to the external organizations (Fulk & 

Monge 1999: 73). If the central “starburst” is stressed as the leading hub in the organizational 

communication, then communication easily becomes a top-to-bottom managed procedure. 

Second, Monge and Fulk outline the term of “spider’s web”, which has been used by several 

researchers. Spider’s web model refers to large organizations with flexible internal structures and 

semiautonomous divisions. They state that these divisions can be loosely coupled through the hub 

or the headquarters. This creates a network that provides maximum flexibility and responsiveness 

(Fulk & Monge 1999: 75).  

Third, they present the spherical network form, first offered by Raymond E. Miles and Charles C. 

Snow in 1978. This form diverges from the previous two with its more dynamic model. Monge and 

Fulk state that in this form, lot of the organizational resources are available on the surface of the 

sphere and when facing a problem or opportunity the sphere rotates to provide access to a wide 

variety of resources (Fulk & Monge 1999: 75-76). 

As MNCs model can be seen representing most of all a top-to-bottom communication model, 

spider’s web and spherical network form can be seen including more bottom-to-top communication, 

because of a minor hierarchy and bureaucracy mechanism inside the organization. Spider’s web and 

spherical network models also allow that local circumstances, such as culture, politics and 

economics, can be taken into deeper consideration when making decisions concerning external 

communications. At the same time, as more liberal boundaries, minor role of the hub organization 

and more independent activities define these two models, it might become more challenging for the 

whole organization to speak with one voice. 

3.3. Organizational culture 

 

Culture affects the way organizations work. In this study, my aim is not to study further the specific 

national or regional cultural differences in WWF’s offices around the world, but to map possible 

cultural factors that might have significance in this study. It is important to understand that cultural 

differences affect the way of seeing and interpreting an organization’s behavior and goals.  

American organizational theorist Karl Weick defines organizational culture as “an enacted 

environment that results from retrospective interpretation of recurrent patterns in enactment” 

(Weick 2001: 306). Weick means that organizational culture is always based on past common 

experiences that have become common organizational behavioral norms and patterns. This means 
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that people in organizations are constantly and also unbeknown to themselves shaping and 

reshaping the organizational culture. Weick discusses that previous interpretations are 

organization’s memory which have become meanings of enactment (Weick 2001: 306). 

Consequently, these meanings are the source of both organizational culture and strategy. 

Edgar H. Schein, an American organizational development scholar, sees organizational culture 

through problem-solving lenses and as a shared learning experience. He defines it as “a pattern of 

shared basic assumptions learned by a group as it solved its problems of external adaption and 

internal integration, which has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be 

taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relations to those 

problems” (Schein 2010: 18).   

Miller puts together some characteristics that most cultural scholars recognize today. These 

characteristics include arguments such as “organizational cultures are complicated and emergent, 

that they are not unitary, and organizational cultures are often ambiguous” (Miller 2012: 84-86). 

These arguments highlight that organizational cultures are on no account simple and that there is no 

specific formula for a successful organizational culture and consequently for a successful 

organization. 

Dutch researcher Geert Hofstede has studied intercultural differences in organizations. The title of 

one of his books (co-authored with his son Gert Jan Hofstede), Cultures and Organizations: 

Software of the mind, tells us that they define culture as a collective programming of our minds. 

They state that people have different needs, expectations and actions depending on e.g. their 

cultural background (2005). Hofstede and Hofstede remind that there is no standard definition for 

organizational culture, but they sum up that it is: holistic, historically determinated, related to things 

anthropologists’ study, socially constructed, soft and difficult to change (Hofstede & Hofstede 

2005: 282).  

Common organizational culture is especially important in big multinational organizations, where 

organization operate around many different national or regional cultures. Hofstede and Hofstede 

emphasize that organizations can only function if their members share some kind of culture and that 

such organizations can escape from ineffectiveness and waste only by the development of a strong 

organizational culture at the level of shared practices (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 308). 

However, it could be asked, what Hofstede means with a “strong” culture, because it is impossible 

to measure the “strength” or “weakness” of a culture. For example, Schein argues that there are no 
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such things as “strong” or “weak”, “right” or “wrong” culture, because organizational culture is not 

only depending on the culture alone but on the relationship of the culture to the environment in 

which it exists (Schein 2010: 14). I think that we should avoid talking about organizational culture 

as only “weak” or “strong”, because we have nowhere to compare the “weakness” or “strength”. 

Instead, we should start to experience it through the individuals that form the organization; do they 

feel that their organizational culture is connecting them or do they even think that it would be 

important to share a common organizational culture cross cultural borders in an intercultural 

organization, or would common values be enough? 

The understanding of different cultures is important especially on the management level of the 

intercultural organization like WWF because the functioning depends on the intercultural 

cooperation especially on the management level. Hofstede and Hofstede suggest that “the basic 

values of a multinational business organization are determinated by the nationality and personality 

of its founder(s) and later significant leaders”. They also say “persons in linchpin roles between 

subsidiaries and the head office need to be bicultural” (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 341). Schein 

agrees with them, as he states that cultural understanding is essential especially to leaders if they are 

to lead (Schein 2010: 2). As Hofstede and Hofstede discuss, most INGOs are not supposed to have 

a home national culture. They argue that this might become a considerable problem in daily 

operations if people are not supposed to represent their countries but the organization as such 

(Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 341). 

 

3.3.1. Hofstede’s model: A tool to measure culture 

 

As argued before, measuring the strength or the weakness of an organization’s culture might be 

impossible. However, it is possible to measure how people in different cultures respond to different 

organizational aspects. Geert Hofstede developed a model in late the 20th century to compare the 

dimensions of cultures in organizations around the world. The model and the research is based on 

American multinational technology and consultation corporation IBM’s employees in 74 countries 

(2001). Geert Hofstede got access to the massive international survey when he was working in IBM 

as a personnel researcher. The aim of the research was to find out about the cultural dimensions in 

different national cultures. The study gave some significant results about the cultural differences. It 

revealed that the employees in different countries had common work-related problems, but the 

solutions to these problems were different in the areas of social inequality, the relationships 
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between the individual and the group, ways of dealing with ambiguity and the concepts of 

masculinity and femininity (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 23). The IBM study was not the only study 

that gained this sort of results. After the publication of the study, scientist Michael Harris Bond 

found the same cultural dimensions in his study among psychology students (Hofstede & Hofstede 

2005: 29). 

In his IBM study, Geert Hofstede ranked countries by different indexes. Power-distance index 

(PDI) informs us about the dependence relationships in a country, individualism index (IDV) 

measures the degree of individualism in a country’s culture, masculinity index (MAS) tells about 

the level of masculinity versus femininity in a culture and uncertainty avoidance index (UAI) 

measures the level of uncertainty and ambiguity avoidance in a country. In this study I will mainly 

focus on the power distance and the uncertainty avoidance matters. 

Hofstede and Hofstede use the concept of power-distance relating to power relations in an 

organization. They state that organizational leadership links to power, and power-distance is “the 

extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organizations within a country expect 

and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 46).  

The results show that smallest power-distance countries are countries such as Austria, Denmark, 

New Zealand, Ireland, Sweden, Norway and Finland. Largest power-distance countries are 

countries such as Malaysia, Slovakia, Guatemala, Philippines, Russia, Mexico, Arab Countries, 

China and Indonesia. In small-power distance countries there is a limited dependence of 

subordinates on bosses. This means that the emotional distance between the subordinates and bosses 

is also relatively small and subordinates can rather easily approach their bosses. On the contrary, in 

large-power-distance countries, there is a considerable dependence of subordinates on bosses and 

subordinates are unlikely to approach their bosses (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 45-46).  

To operate, large multinational organizations must have more tolerance for uncertainty and 

ambiguous situations than smaller organizations. Hofstede and Hofstede say that “countries with 

large-power-distance cultures have rarely produced large multinationals; multinational operations 

demand a higher level of trust than is normal in these countries, and they (multinational operations) 

do not permit the centralization of authority that managers at headquarter in these countries need in 

order to feel comfortable” (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 343). 

Uncertainty avoidance and UAI links to PDI closely. Uncertainty avoidance is described as “the 

extent to which the members of a culture feel threatened by ambiguous or unknown situations” 
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(Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 167). This means that the higher the UAI value is the stronger the 

employee’s try to avoid uncertain and ambiguous situations. It also means that the higher the score 

in UAI is, the stronger the need for rules and formalization, and for the experts to hear from their 

bosses how to do things (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 189).  

High scores in PDI often link to high scores in UAI. For example, high scores in UAI occur in Latin 

America and low scores in Nordic countries. Consequently, people in the Nordic countries may feel 

that it is relatively easy to approach their bosses, and they have a high tolerance for ambiguous 

situations, in contrary to Latin America, where employees in countries like Mexico may feel more 

distance to their bosses and also work hard to avoid uncertain situations.  

The call for participation
12

 within organizational decision making can also be dependent of the 

country’s PDI. Hofstede and Hofstede argue that participation, participatory decision making and 

distributing influence comes more naturally to low than to high PDI -countries. According to Geert 

Hofstede’s study, employees in high PDI -countries wished more participatory decision making 

within the organization (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 271). My view is that this might not however 

mean that participation would not be relevant in high PDI-countries, it only tells about the level of 

culturally learned desire for participation. 

Even though Hofstede’s model is extremely relevant when studying national cultures’ influence on 

organizational culture, there might be some disincentives to exploit the model in some studies. This 

might be the case if e.g. the nature of the organization is very global or if the employees do not only 

work within one national culture. Today, many people move around the globe depending on their 

current work. 

 

3.3.2. Organizational culture and management 

 

Many scholars underline the important link between organizational culture and management. Schein 

even proposes that “culture and leadership are two sides of the same coin in that leaders first start 

the process of culture creation when they create groups and organizations”, and after culture exists 

they “determinate the culture for the leadership” (Schein 2010: 22). 

In recent years, there has been a raising interest concerning a good management and organizational 

processes within the NGO field. According to Lewis there are some specific reasons why internal 
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management and internal organizational processes might not have been in focus as strongly as they 

have been in the business world. Lewis suggests the following five reasons: First, many NGOs are 

characterized by a culture of action instead of thinking about organizational structures and 

questions; second, there has been a ruling view from the public and the donors that NGOs should 

use almost all their funds to e.g. environment conservation work and not to administrative work; 

third, NGOs may have been established by people searching for “alternatives” for mainstream 

thinking (e.g. business sector with strong management culture); fourth, NGOs might start out as 

small, informal structures, and when they rapidly grow, they may not realize the importance of new 

systems and processes; and fifth, among NGO staff there might be a feeling that the talk about 

efficiency and effective management is being driven from outside and is therefore suspicious 

(Lewis 2007: 20-21).  

However, as Lewis also points out, there is a strong interest among NGOs to improve their 

management practices arisen from both internal and external factors (Lewis 2007: 23). This also 

means a better understanding of organizational culture and sensemaking. Simply, many 

international NGOs are too big to dismiss the importance of good management and process 

planning. The bigger the amount of employees and number of programmes and projects is, the more 

important is good management including proper strategy, a sort of road map, of where the 

organization is going. However, this does not necessarily mean that NGOs should turn in the 

business sector management with strict strategic planning because the open-system management 

could be more productive and suitable for NGOs. It is important, from my point of view, that the 

open-system and participatory management does not happen by accident, that it is not something 

left in the lap of the gods, because the participatory management also, and particularly, needs 

constant surveillance and evaluation. 

There is no magic formula for a successful management in a global organization. When employees 

from many different countries are expected to work towards certain common goals, management 

might become difficult in the global level. Hofstede and Hofstede discuss that success is defined 

differently in different cultures. They say that even though “developing managers across cultural 

barriers could thus be seen as an impossible task, but fortunately programs should not be judged 

exclusively on the basis of their subject matter. (…) They bring people from different cultures and 

subcultures together and by this fact broaden their outlook” (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 274). They 

suggest that “the lack of universal solutions to management and organization problems does not 

mean that countries cannot learn from each other. On the contrary, looking across the border is one 

of the most effective ways of getting new ideas of management, organizations, or politics” 



19 

 

(Hofstede, Hofstede 2005: 278). They also say that “theories, models and practices are basically 

culture-specific; they may apply across borders, but this should always be proven” (Hofstede & 

Hofstede 2005: 276). 

Naoki Suzuki points out that there are several characteristics inside NGOs which generate 

management dilemmas. The key characteristic is the struggle between headquarters and field 

offices, where different roles and activities of these two create tension. Suzuki argues that 

headquarters is usually physically distant and concerned with fundraising efforts, while the local 

office is concerned about the local community or environment and the implementation of the 

conservation or poverty reduction programmes (Suzuki 1998). 

 

3.3.3. Conclusions on organizational culture 

 

Most of these scholars agree that organizational culture is actually all about relationships, and that 

no culture exists alone but the “strength” of the culture depends on how the culture is linked to the 

environment. 

There are differences on how they see the necessity of a strong organizational culture for the 

organization to be effective. Schein says that there are no such things as strong or weak cultures 

while Hofstede talks about the importance of a strong organizational culture. 

Many scholars, like Wheatley, Lewis and Schein, agree that management and culture are strongly 

linked to each other, and that management is actually one of the most important factors that is 

defining the organizational culture after the local/regional/national culture. One of Schein’s key 

findings is that leaders are the main architects of culture. 

Schein, Wheatley and Weick can be considered as post-modern thinkers within the field of 

organizational culture. 

 

3.4. Sensemaking in organizations 

 

To simplify, sensemaking means making sense about something. Sensemaking is something that we 

are doing all the time in organizations, but we just might not call it sensemaking in our everyday 

life. In an organization, sensemaking can be seen more as an ongoing social conversation with a 
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focus on the thinking processes, than a strict single process, with a start and finish, to create a 

specific thing. 

The term itself has been used in different contexts, e.g. in information studies and in psychological 

studies concerning individual sensemaking, but it has become well used also in organizational 

studies. Karl E. Weick is one of the recognized organizational theorists, who linked organizational 

studies in sensemaking in the 90s and has continued to study sensemaking in organizations since 

that.  

In Weick’s literature of organizations and sensemaking one of the major focuses is to reduce 

ambiguity and equivocality (Weick 1995 and 2001). This means that to operate efficiently, an 

organization has to minimize the unpredictable ambiguity and equivocality within the organization. 

Weick describes sensemaking with quite a complex definition. He defines sensemaking as “a 

developing set of ideas with explanatory possibilities, rather than as a body of knowledge. This 

means that the topic exists in the form of an ongoing conversation”. According to Weick, 

sensemaking is an “activity placing stimuli
13

 into frameworks”, he says that “sensemaking is about 

authoring as well as interpretation, creation as well as discovery” (Weick 1995: xi; 5; 8).  

Lewis describes sensemaking with a more practical definition where leadership and management 

step in again. He sees sensemaking as a process in participative leadership (Lewis 2007: 194). 

Weick emphasizes that definition of sensemaking is not that simple. He underlines that 

sensemaking is not a search of one true picture (Lewis 2001: 9).  

To open up Weick’s definition, in organizational practices for example, a strategy can be seen as the 

framework, where sensemaking places the conversation, the thinking process and the interpretation, 

into the strategy. But sensemaking does not only study strategy as an existing cue, but it also studies 

how the strategy got there in the first place, and how it has been constructed.  

Margaret J. Wheatley, whose thoughts I will discuss in more detail later in this chapter, defines 

sensemaking through relationships and states that relationships are actually the most important 

factor when studying sensemaking. She argues that we have to start to think differently in 

organizations, we have to change what we do: “We need fewer descriptions of tasks and instead 

learn how to facilitate process. We need to become savvy about how to foster relationships, how to 

nurture growth and development. All of us need to become better at listening, conversing, 
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respecting one another’s uniqueness, because these are essential for strong relationships” (Wheatley 

2006: 39). 

 

3.4.1. A jungle of ambiguity, equivocality, ignorance and confusion 

 

In my life, the biggest organizational conflicts have occurred when people feel that they are not 

understood, heard or that they have not been allowed to participate. Ambiguity and equivocality 

have a substantial role when studying organizational communication. Everyone with a role in a big 

or small organization knows that conflicts often occur from misunderstandings or insufficient 

communication. Consequently, ambiguity and equivocality are perfect terms to describe these 

organizational challenges. 

Even though both ambiguity and equivocality mean the presence of two or more interpretations, 

they also have different meanings in sensemaking. According to Weick’s rational definition, 

ambiguity can mean a lack of clarity and it is consequently similar to uncertainty. Weick defines 

that ambiguity is more about unclear meaning and equivocality is more about the confusion created 

by two or more meanings (Weick 1995: 92; 95). 

So, what do ambiguity and equivocality engender in organizations? Weick describes that 

uncertainty and ambiguity create a shock attendant of ignorance (Weick 1995: 95). I would like to 

emphasize that ignorance cannot be mixed with the verb “ignore”, since they have totally different 

meanings. In this context, ignorance does not mean that individuals would not care or become 

interested in the subject, but that they lack understanding, requisite and relevant information. 

Weick underlines that ignorance can be removed with more information, but with confusion, “a 

different kind of information is needed, namely, the information that is constructed in face-to-face 

interaction that provides multiple cues (Weick 1995: 99)”.   

In organizations, ambiguity and equivocality can arise from many different reasons. The size of the 

organization is one important factor, as bigger and complex organizations and their systems can be 

more difficult to manage and lead than smaller ones. 

Weick refers to McCaskey’s suggestions about 12 characteristics of ambiguous situations, where 

McCaskey includes e.g. different value orientations and political/emotional clashes and describes 

that often the clash of different values politically and emotionally charges the situation. In addition, 

without objective criteria, players rely more on personal and/or professional values to make sense of 
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the situation. Other characteristics mentioned by McCaskey are e.g.: The information is 

problematical; the goals are unclear, multiple or conflicting; time, money or attention are lacking; 

success measures are lacking; symbols and metaphors are used or that participation in decision-

making is fluid (Weick 1995: 93). 

Information can be problematical as incomplete and insufficient but also as overwhelming. Too 

much information, as described by Weick earlier, can become a problem if the information is not 

prioritized, valued or clarified by the leader/s. 

 

3.4.2. Organizational forms as definers of sensemaking processes 

 

As sensemaking processes refer to innovation and thinking processes, they are vital for today’s 

modern organizations. Referring to Richard W. Scott’s definition of organizations, Weick says 

“organizations depicted as open systems should be most concerned with sensemaking” (Weick 

1995: 70). 

Even today, it is not obvious that sensemaking processes would be participative in organizations. 

Lewis still sees a strong “Weberian” hierarchy at least within the business sector. Lewis states that 

the “bureaucratic world (e.g. business sector) operates according to the rules of Weberian hierarchy 

and role specification, while by contrast the associational world (e.g. NGOs) is characterized more 

by face-to-face egalitarian relationships and multifaceted, informal roles” (Lewis 2007: 124-125). 

Hofstede, too, points out that Weberian bureaucratic model can generate alienation among the 

employees. Alienation, a term that refers to an individual’s powerlessness and meaninglessness in 

an organization, is linked into (Weberian) bureaucracy. Hofstede says that in bureaucratic 

structures, the models of people and systems are simplified for better management, and 

consequently are too different from real people that are complex. If people are forced to act 

according to bureaucratic models, the consequence is alienation (Hofstede 1994: 121). 

It might hold up that many NGOs resemble more open system organizations than similar business 

organizations, due to their characteristic and historical role of openness: Often NGOs have the 

premise as civic organizations. However, I think that the division between these two sectors, 

business and NGO, might not be as strict as Lewis suggests. Some of the NGOs nowadays are 

managed more like the organizations in business sector and some of the organizations in business 

sector might be managed more like what Lewis is describing “face-to-face egalitarian 
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relationships”. The “ambiguous zone” between these two, Weberian hierarchy and face-to-face 

egalitarian relationships, can resonate in organizations within both business and NGO sectors.  

Weick also suggests that organizations today innovate and operate better without a strict Weberian 

hierarchy. His view, that could be seen almost revolutionary, is that “the best organizational design 

is to do away with the top-management team. Because the organization makes sense, literally and 

figuratively, at the bottom, that is all the design that is necessary. Current organizational forms 

involving teams, lateral structures, and dynamic networks seem to embody this lesson” (Weick 

1995: 117). It is unclear what Weick means with “design” in this connection. If Weick means 

organizational structures by “design”, then from my view, Weick’s proposal is somewhat out of 

reach, as organizations also need some kind of management structures to function. However, this 

does not mean that I would diminish the importance of sensemaking in the lower levels of 

organization, vice versa. 

In organizations, arguing about views in every level is vital. Without arguing and arguments, which 

here does not mean only a justified statement or opinion but a process between two or more people 

with different views, there is no sensemaking and consequently no actions. Schein states that “only 

ideas that survive such debate are worth acting on, and only ideas that survive such scrutiny will be 

implemented” (Schein 2010: 11). This is also recognized by Weick, who states that “divergent, 

antagonistic, imbalanced forces are woven throughout acts of sensemaking (Weick 1995: 136)”. He 

also says that in sensemaking, believing is seeing and according to him, to believe is to notice 

selectively. Weick continues that beliefs, however, vary among people, so it is important that people 

argue in an effort to reduce the variety in beliefs (Weick 1995: 133-134).  

 

3.4.3. Chaos in organizations 

 

During the research process of my topic, there was one author that positively really shook my way 

of thinking about organizations and how they work or do not work. Margaret J. Wheatley has been 

a groundbreaker in her cross-scientific research linking organizational questions and natural science 

in quantum physics, biology and chaos theory. Wheatley emphasizes the importance of connection 

and relationships, both in natural science and in organizational sensemaking, as well as the fact that 

chaos is necessary for the creation of something new (Wheatley 2006). Miller says that “this kind of 

theorizing (new science) may be particularly important as we move to increasing complexity in our 

global world” (Miller 2012: 72). 
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Where Weick writes about the reduction of ambiguity as one of the overall aims concerning 

sensemaking, Wheatley sees ambiguity and chaos as a natural part of organizations and 

consequently as something very optimistic.  

Wheatley argues that like in chemistry’s dissipative structures
14

 disorder can be a source to new 

order also in organizations. According to her, the things we fear most, like disruptions, confusion 

and chaos, does not need to interpret as signs of destruction, but these things are necessary to 

awaken creativity (Wheatley 2006: 21). 

She refers back to the classical period in organizational studies and argues that it was actually not 

that long ago when we really started to look at organizations as complex systems. Like Lewis, also 

Wheatley states that even today many organizations are well defined by classical approaches. 

Wheatley says that just in recent years, we have begun to recognize organizations as whole systems, 

as learning organizations and as organics where people exhibit self-organizing capacity (Wheatley 

2006: 15). However, Wheatley argues that most organizations still tend to be “Newtonian”, with 

their strict boundaries and maps about roles and responsibilities, charts about numbers and pieces; 

what fits where and how, and that the “machine imagery of cosmos was translated into 

organizations as an emphasis on material structure and multiple parts” (Wheatley 2006: 29). 

She looks back the classical period and says: “It is both sad and ironic that we have treated 

organizations like machines, acting as thought they were dead when all this time they have been 

living, open systems, capable of self-renewal” (Wheatley 2006: 77).  

According to Wheatley there are four important factors in organizational communication that have 

to be taken into consideration when observing organizations from new sciences perspective. These 

are: the importance of relationships in organizations, the importance of participation in 

organizational processes, the appreciation of organizational change and instability and the 

importance of being open to the information environment (Wheatley 2006). This brings us back to 

the human resources approach, which also highlights the importance of open horizontal 

communication, participation and information sharing. 

In her research she emphasizes the meaning of relationships -not only relationships between people 

but relationship and connections between all factors- in the organizations with the following 

question: Which has a more important influence on behavior, the system or the individual? 

Wheatley concludes that there is no need to decide that: They both are equally important (Wheatley 
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2006: 35). The question is not about either or, but the relationship between these two, which is 

critical and they both influence each other. 

 

3.4.4. Participation in sensemaking 

 

When studying adaptation of a global objective, there are some important questions to ask, e.g. how 

the objective is processed and who has participated and how that has happened, in order to find out 

about the organization’s decision making process. By understanding that, it is easier to analyze the 

organizational culture that WWF has. 

Many scholars highlight the importance of participation and information sharing within the 

organization. Miller says, ”it would be difficult indeed to find managers today who would 

characterize their subordinates as interchangeable cogs whose needs play no role in organizational 

decisions” (Miller 2012: 52). In addition, Jeffrey Pfeffer and John F. Veiga propose seven practices 

for a successful organization, where one is the practice of sharing information. According to Pfeffer 

and Veiga this means that employees can only contribute to successful organization if they have 

adequate information about their own jobs and about the performance of the organization as a 

whole (Pfeffer & Veiga 1999: 37-48). 

Wheatley believes that great things are possible in organizations if we increase participation 

(Wheatley 2006: 46). She suggests that participation is the way out from the uncertainties, and we 

need constantly to expand the array of data, views and interpretations if we want to make wise sense 

of the world, in other words improve the sensemaking processes. She says that “we need to include 

more and more eyes. We need to be constantly asking: Who else should be here looking at this?” 

(Wheatley 2006: 66). In theory, Wheatley’s suggestion makes sense. But an important question is: 

How do we manage it in concrete in this world of information blizzard? 

Wheatley suggests that wider participation is possible if we start to think differently about the 

information. She states that “at all levels and for all activities in organizations, we need to challenge 

ourselves to create a greater access to information and to reduce those control functions that restrict 

its flow. We cannot continue to use information technology and management systems as 

gatekeepers, excluding and predefining who needs to know what. Instead, we need to evoke 

contribution through freedom, trusting that people can make sense of the information because they 

know their jobs, and they know the organizational or team purpose” (Wheatley 2006: 107). What is 
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vital in Wheatley’s argument is the last sentence about the importance for the employees and for the 

organization itself to know where the organization is going, to have a strong vision about the way. 

Wheatley demonstrates that the concept of ownership is vitally important in organizational 

sensemaking and culture. This does not only mean a concrete ownership of certain things, but 

particularly the emotional ownership of employees in their work. Wheatley puts forward that 

ownership describes personal connections to the organization; the emotions of belonging that 

inspire people to contribute. She believes that “people support what they create” (Wheatley 2006: 

68). 

Summing up Weick’s findings on sensemaking, he thinks that sensemaking rises from arguing, 

expectations, beliefs or manipulation, or commitment. Weick argue that “the goal of organizations, 

viewed as sensemaking systems, is to create and identify events that recur to stabilize their 

environments and make them more predictable (Weick 1995: 170)”. The sentence is a little bit 

cryptic, but my interpretation is that with sensemaking processes organizations pursue a state where 

there is a generic subjectivity within the organizations and where equivocality is minimized. 

 

3.4.5. Conclusions on sensemaking 

 

As discussed above, the approaches from classical period of organizational studies have for the 

most part been substituted with more open approaches to organizations and their structures. 

However, this does not mean that Weber’s, Taylor’s and Fayol’s theories would have been 

discarded. On the contrary, these theories are still used as a foundation by many modern scholars. In 

addition, some of the scholars, as has been discussed in this chapter, are well confident that even 

today, the classical period’s bureaucratic structures are true in many organizations. 

 All of the scholars (representing organizational theory’s modern approach) presented in this 

chapter underline the importance of participative decision making in order to reduce ambiguity or to 

avoid alienation among employees. Maslow and McCregor support open, horizontal communication 

over a strict hierarchy. Weick, Wheatley, Hofstede, Miller and Lewis all think that participation 

increase an employee’s ownership to the organization, its’ objectives and practices, as “people 

support what they create”. 

There are also differences between these scholars in how they see the role of ambiguity and 

equivocality within organizations. Weick argues that the main aim of sensemaking is to reduce 
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ambiguity, what, in great amounts, is problematic for the organization. Wheatley says that 

ambiguity is actually something that organizations need, in order to create something new. 

To sum up, many of the scholars recognize that we have to start to think differently about 

sensemaking processes in organizations, and that we have to start to see organizations as open and 

unpredictable, to be able to learn to be better as organizations. I think that sensemaking should not 

be seen as an absolute value but as a process which helps an organization to shape, change and re-

form which I consider the main premises for a workable organization. 

4. Methods 

 

Methodology defines the data collection manners in the research. Where theoretical framework is 

the tool for analyzing the data, methods can be seen as tools to collect data.  

There are two types of research methods, quantitative and qualitative. Often studies rely on one of 

these methods, depending on the topic and the discipline. However, it is possible and common to 

use both methods in the same research. John W. Creswell says that mixed methods approach, where 

both quantitative and qualitative methods are being used, has become more frequently used in 

academic research (Cresswell 2003: 208). Uwe Flick calls this method triangulation. He says that 

quantitative and qualitative methods can be used together in different ways. According to Flick it is 

less relevant if they are used at the same time or one after another, but more importantly a 

researcher must be clear whether they give a greater importance to one over the other (Flick 2006: 

37). 

From my point of view, mixed methods approach, or triangulation, is useful when studying 

organizational issues such as internal communication, organizational culture and management, 

because it offers benefits from both quantitative and qualitative methods. Quantitative methods, 

such as questionnaires, are useful when they are integrated in the wider concept. In many 

humanistic studies important nuances, details and links between different things could be lost if 

only quantitative methods were used. Qualitative interviews are relevant if the research topic is 

complex, as communicational issues often are, because they give broader data than questionnaires.  

The framing of the research questions is central so that the questions can be answered with the 

chosen methods. Creswell recommends having one or two central research questions and no more 
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than five to seven sub questions, so that it is still realistic and appropriate to answer those questions 

(Creswell 2003: 106). 

One thing that separates qualitative and quantitative methods from each other is the way the method 

is used to get the answers for the analysis. Joann Keyton says that “in qualitative research, theory 

development occurs during data analysis-at the end of the research process. In contrast, quantitative 

methods use data analysis to test the theory presented at the beginning of the project (Keyton 2006: 

67)”. This means that quantitative study is based on hypothesis(es) and qualitative study leans on 

research questions. When using both methods, a hypothesis and research questions are placed. 

Quantitative questionnaire is a good and rather simple way to collect data from a broad, but 

relevantly framed, audience. Hofstede and Hofstede emphasize that “questionnaires provide useful 

information, because they show differences in answers between groups or categories of 

respondents” (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 21). One of the strengths on using a quantitative method 

is that the possibility for misinterpretation of the data is minor comparing to qualitative methods. 

When the questionnaire is based on closed questions, the possibility of the respondent’s 

misunderstanding regarding the questions is smaller than when using open questions, presuming 

that the questions are formulated properly. This means that the results received with the help of 

quantitative questionnaire can quite easily be compared and analyzed. In addition, the framing of 

the sampling can be made quite easily. It is another question what the response rate will be within 

these frames. 

The strength of qualitative interview is the broad data the interviews will offer. By using interviews 

as a tool of collecting data the researcher will gain plenty of information about the studied topic. 

However, the drawback is that the amount of material will be so extensive that it will be challenging 

to analyze. To reduce the possibility of misinterpretation it is important to conduct several 

interviews with different people. 

Qualitative methods and interviews are also most appropriate when aiming to gain information 

about e.g. the organizational culture whose complex and changing nature can be very difficult to 

analyze with quantitative methods alone. This does not however mean, that information gained with 

interviews would be by any means simple or that a researcher would automatically gain some 

appropriate and coherent data about the organizational culture and its influence on e.g. the 

adaptation of communication strategy. This is because people often tend to answer as they would 

like to think or act, not how they really think or act. A broader framing in the qualitative interview 

may not be as significant problem as it is when formulating the questionnaire, since the interview 
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occasion usually flows and lives. By letting the interviewee answer freely to the questions, the 

chance of getting deeper and more meaningful material is greater. However during the interview, 

the interviewer also has to hold the frames in mind and remember the research questions that need 

to be answered by directing the interview with additional questions.  

One of the tricky parts on using qualitative interviews is the selection of the sampling. Contrary to 

the quantitative questionnaire, which could be sent to as wide a group as relevant, the selection of 

the sampling in the interviews must be narrower and more precise due to the large amount of data 

this method will provide. 

As presented here, there are many characteristics and details that have to be taken into consideration 

when conducting a mixed methods study. Next, these details are discussed further as the process of 

this specific study is presented. 

 

4.1. Methods in this study 

 

In this study I use a mixed methods approach by collecting data with a quantitative questionnaire 

and qualitative interviews. By choosing two different methods I try to narrow the possibility of 

misanalysing the data. Mixed methods approach also gives a possibility to cross-check the data.  

For this research I did a pilot study earlier, where both of the methods were tested. I found out that 

there were many challenges on using both quantitative and qualitative methods, such as the framing 

of the questionnaire in comparison to the framing of the interview questions, the formulation of the 

questions so that any directing questions would be debarred, and the actual and concrete collection 

of the data. The pilot study, even though it was carried out as in extremely small scale, also gave me 

some valuable information especially about the quantitative method and its characteristics. After 

accomplishing the pilot study, many details in the questionnaire were revised. For example I 

allocated the questions more, added more closed questions and removed some open questions. I also 

shortened the questionnaire as a whole.  

The main concern I have had during the research process has been whether I am asking the right 

questions in the right way? The concern applies to both of the methods, questionnaire and 

interviews, but most of all it applies to the questionnaire. This is because in the questionnaire the 

respondent does not have an opportunity to ask if e.g. the meaning of the question is unclear or if 

the respondent wants to clarify or explain their answer in some way. 
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The challenge in questionnaires is that they should not be too long and complicated so that the 

respondents would take some time to fill the questionnaire and at the same time there should be a 

relevant amount of questions so that the questionnaire will provide a sufficient amount of data for 

the analysis. As Klaus Bruhn Jensen argues, the structure is probably the main challenge when 

planning the interview (Jensen 2002: 242). When defining the questions for the questionnaire one 

has to be precise that the questions can also be answered. 

Another challenge concerns the number of answers from the sample respondents. It is always 

possible that the response rate will be too small to draw relevant and reliable conclusions. This is 

why it is good to use qualitative interviews beside the questionnaires. 

With the qualitative method my aim is to gain some additional data about the field of my study. 

Qualitative study, which here means Skype calls with the chosen WWF offices managing 

communicators, is a useful method when aiming to receive some more precise information from the 

field of study. 

For this study I have been linking qualitative and quantitative methods in a way where I have used 

qualitative interviews and observations to explore the background of the topic and to decide the 

framing for the study. After that I have turned to a questionnaire to collect the quantitative data. 

Finally, I have deepened and assessed the quantitative data with qualitative interviews. 

As discussed earlier, Flick suggests that it is important to decide whether one of the methods is 

given more importance over the other (Flick 2007: 35). In this study, both methods are treated as 

equal and they will complete each other, since the interviews have been made before and after the 

questionnaire.  

Barrie Gunter discusses the importance of a hypothesis in quantitative research. Gunter explains 

that quantitative research is primarily concerned with demonstrating cause-effect relationships, and 

any research project begins by setting up a hypothesis. Gunter also states that the hypothesis is 

either a proposition to be tested or a tentative statement of a relationship between two variables 

(Gunter 2002: 211). 

My hypothesis in this study bases on my personal observations when working in the WWF 

Network. It is consequently my proposition to be tested with the quantitative questionnaire. My 

hypothesis is that the internal communication processes might not have been as satisfactory as the 

Network would have hoped and consequently the Network would wish to participate more in the 

internal processes. My hypothesis is also that the global HoMs objective is not adapted and 
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localized as effectively as it could have been because the traditions of acting as one global Network 

are not established enough. 

WWF offices’ communication departments are run by communication directors, managers or heads 

of communication, depending on the office structure. If the communication and marketing 

departments are merged, then the same director might lead the whole department. Some of the 

smaller offices do not necessarily have a communication director at all. The managing 

communicators define the offices’ communication strategy and objectives. These people should be 

the ones who bring the Network information to their own offices. The managing communicators 

also lead the daily work of external communication, and they are consequently the key people 

defining the communication’s characteristics in their office. 

I have chosen to frame the sampling of the quantitative questionnaire to the person working in a 

managing position in communications in their office. In some cases the sampling also includes the 

directors of the joined communication and marketing departments. The questionnaire was sent to all 

the communicators in managing position according to communication and marketing executive 

director Sudhansu Sarronwala’s list of prevailing staff members. 

 

4.1.1. Quantitative questionnaire 

 

For this study I first collected a large number of questions around the research question concerning 

the HoMs objective and started to narrow the number of questions so that every question would 

provide some new information about the topic within the frames of the research topic. After that I 

included few questions about the communication in the respondents own offices in order to find out 

what the procedures are in their own office and if the HoMs objective already played some role in 

their local communications. I also included a chance to give some feedback about the questionnaire, 

so that I would know if something important was left out of the questionnaire. 

The questionnaire included 24 questions in total. 21 questions will be analyzed in this research. The 

nature of the questions was divided into 5 groups: 

Questions 1 to 6: Basic information about the respondent and their office 

Questions 7 to 17: Engaging hundreds of millions-objective (questions 14, 15 and 16 concerning 

Earth Hour will not be analyzed in this study) 
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Questions 18 to 21: Communication in the respondent’s own office 

Questions 22 to 23: Contact details 

Question 24: Feedback about the questionnaire 

The questionnaire also included some filtered questions. This means that some of the questions 

were either provided or jumped over depending on the respondent’s answer to the previous 

question. For example, if the respondent answered that they were not familiar with the HoMs 

objective (question number 7), they directed straight to questions referring to the importance of 

common global communication objectives (question number 17) and they skipped more detailed 

questions concerning the HoMs objective. Also question number 20 relating to the specific age 

group, was skipped if the respondent answered negatively to the previous question. 

The questionnaire also included three questions concerning WWF’s biggest annual campaign, Earth 

Hour. These answers will not be analyzed in this research since they focus more on the actual 

content of the HoMs objective than my research topic, which aims to study the internal 

communication and organizational culture in the Network. The answers to these three questions will 

be analyzed later by the Network for some other purposes than this study. 

The questionnaire was sent via e-mail as a link to www.surveymonkey.com to total of 70 people 5 

March 2013 and the respondents were given 14 days to answer the questionnaire. A reminder was 

sent a week after. The response rate in total was 60 percent, and the distribution of answers was 

broad. The questionnaire was filled anonymously. However, the respondents were given a chance to 

fill in their contact details if they were ready to do some personal follow-up interviews. 

 

4.1.2. Qualitative interviews 

 

The sampling in the qualitative interviews plays an important role concerning the results of the 

study and has to be made carefully. It was pleasing that as many as 32 people out of 41
15

 were 

prepared to participate in the personal interviews. From these 32 people I selected seven people to 

send the interview request.  Five of them were available for interviews within a given timeframe.  

The selection criteria formed around a key question (number 7) concerning the familiarity with the 

HoMs objective. Based on this questions number 7, one interviewee had not heard about the HoMs 
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 One respondent skipped this question. 
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objective (Interviewee D), three represented offices that had heard about the HoMs objective but 

did not know the content specifically (Interviewees B, C and F), and one represented those offices 

that knew the objective well (Interviewee E). In addition, I was looking at the other answers and 

especially tried to select interviewees who could possibly address and tell more about some of the 

findings I made from the questionnaire. Geographical location of the office was also taken into 

consideration, as well as the size and type of the office, so that not all of the interviewees would 

represent a same kind of an office. I interviewed three people from Europe, one person from Asia 

and one person from Americas. One interviewer represented a topical office in the shape of a 

Global Initiative (GI) and four other represented NO offices. 

The interviews were carried out between 2 May and 7 May 2013. They took approximately 30 

minutes each and they were carried out via Skype.  

The same interview guide was used with those four interviewees who were familiar with the 

objective at some level, and the questions concerning the HoMs objective were changed when I was 

interviewing a respondent who was not familiar with the objective. All the interviewees were ready 

to openly tell their views about the internal communication, HoMs objective and the organizational 

culture, but they all underlined that the answers were their personal opinions and did not necessarily 

represent their office’s views. All the interviews were recorded and transcribed afterwards. In 

chapter 6 I use (…) to mark some irrelevant words or sentences which were removed.  

In addition to the interviewees in the different offices, I also interviewed the communication and 

marketing executive director Sudhansu Sarronwala about the HoMs objective and about the internal 

communication within WWF. During the research I have consulted him and WWF’s 

Communication’s and Marketing Committees chair Liisa Rohweder couple of times concerning the 

HoMs objective. 

5. Results of the questionnaire 

 

In this chapter I present the most important results that were gained with the questionnaire. The 

complete data can be found from a separate appendix 1.  

By 18 March, when the questionnaire was closed, I had received 42 answers in total. The response 

rate in the questionnaire is 60 percent. 
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Answers were received from different sized and types of offices. There are answers from all 

continents: Most of the answers came from the offices in Asia and Oceania but almost the same 

amount of answers came from the offices in Europe. Nine answers were from Americas and five 

answers from offices in Africa (Figure 1.). Looking at the total office number in each continent
16

 it 

is clear that the amount of answers followed the number of the offices. 

 

Figure 1. The geographical location of the respondents’ offices 

 The majority, 23, of the answers came from national offices (55 percent), 10 answers came from 

regional programme offices and 9 answers from topical offices.  This means that different types of 

offices from different parts of the world are quite equally represented. Also all office sizes, from 

less than 10 people’s offices to over 201 people’s offices were represented (Figure 2). 
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 See chapter 2.1. 
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Figure 2. The size of the respondents’ offices 

The geographical location of the office seems not to have a substantial effect on how big the entire 

office is. In all of the listed four continents, there are offices in various sizes. For example in Europe 

six out of 13 offices are medium sized with 31 to 50 employees, but at the same time 4 of the 

offices have 101-200 employees in their entire office. 

A majority, 24, (57 percent) of the represented offices has a communication department of 5 or less 

people working with conservation communication. Even though 12 of the offices have over 101 

people working in the entire office, only six offices have more than 11 people working in the non-

financial related conservation communication department. 

The questionnaire was sent to 70 people who are directors, managers or otherwise responsible for 

their office’s communication. Half of the respondents are working as communications directors or 

heads of communication. The other half reports working in several managing positions, such as 

communications manager, marketing and communications director or press relations director. Five 

respondents tell that they are working as communications officer, communications specialist, senior 

communications officer, conservation officer and communications and campaigns coordinator. In 

these five cases it might be that there are no managing positions of communication in these offices. 

Two of the respondents work as director or CEO of their office. 
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The majority of all the respondents answered that they have a national/regional communication 

strategy. Also, 39 respondents answered the optional question about whether the HoMs objective 

played a role in that specific national/regional communication strategy
17

. From these people, 28 

answered that their strategy was built around the HoMs objective, or that the HoMs objective 

played some role in their own strategy. 11 people said that the HoMs objective did not play any 

role, but gave an additional comment why their office had not taken it into account. Most of them 

say that it was not taken into account because they were not aware of the global objective when they 

were defining their own strategy. One says that “it was too far away from daily business” and other 

says that "they were never briefed on it”. Some of the respondents are also new in their position 

with only few months of experience, so they did not have a say on their current strategy. 

Approximately half (51 percent) of those respondents who were somehow familiar with the 

objective say that they interpret the HoMs objective referring to both conservation communication 

and to fundraising communication, and nearly half (44 percent) say that it refers more to 

conservation communication. Only two (5 percent) of the respondents have interpreted the objective 

referring more to fundraising communication. 

A majority of all the respondents (78 percent, 32 people) say that they do not have a priority 

audience while 9 people (22 percent) answered yes. Many of those who have a specific target 

audience based on age tell that their target audience for communication is people from 15 to 30 or 

from 31 to 45 years. This means that a majority of those offices that have a specific target audience 

based on age focus on under 45 years old people. 

 

5.1. The familiarity of the HoMs objective 

 

When I started to work through the results collected with the questionnaire, I first defined one key 

question, which I use as a base to compare the answers. With a key question I mean a question that 

is highly relevant concerning the research questions and hypothesis. I chose to filter the answers on 

the strength of the question “Before receiving this questionnaire, to what extent were you aware of 

WWF’s global “Engaging hundreds of millions” objective?” Then I combined the filtered answers 

to different questions to find out if there were some similarities or patterns that repeated in the data.  
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Overall, this key question reveals that a majority, 39 people (93 percent), were at some level 

familiar with the HoMs objective, as they answered that they either knew the objective well or that 

they had heard about it but did not know the content specifically. Three people (7 percent) had not 

heard about the objective at all (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3. The familiarity of the HoMs objective 

 

5.1.1. Respondents who had not heard about the objective 

 

From those three respondents (Figure 3) who had not heard about the objective, two comes from the 

offices in America and one from Asia and Oceania. It is noteworthy that they are all quite large 

national offices with more than 51 people working in the entire office. They have both separate and 

joint communication and marketing departments and they all have 6-10 people working with the 

non-financial related conservation communication.  

When the respondents were asked whether it is relevant for the Network to have common 

objectives, the answers divide so that all three of them answer differently. Only one of them was 

ready to do some follow-up questions. 
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5.1.2. Respondents who knew about it but not specifically 

 

Almost half of the respondents answer that they had heard about the objective but that they did not 

know the content specifically (Figure 3). The answer option was a little bit vague, since it does not 

itemize what it means to know the content “specifically” so the respondents might understand the 

question a bit differently: Some might think that “knowing the content specifically” means that they 

would have to know every detail in it, while others might just have heard someone talking about the 

objective but never had possibility to explore it further. 

Nine of them represent an office from Asia and Oceania, six from Europe, two from Americas and 

two from Africa. It seems that especially smaller offices might have heard about the objective but 

they do not have a specific knowledge about it since 11 out of 19 of the respondents come from an 

office with 30 or less people working in the entire office. Since they are quite small offices their 

communications departments are also relatively small (5 or less than five). It does not seem to 

matter whether the office have a joint communications and marketing department or not.  

A majority (53 percent) of them thinks that the objective refers equally to both fundraising 

communications and conservation communications and a bit less than half (42 percent) thinks that 

the objective refers more to conservation communication. 

Almost all (95 percent) of the respondents also logically answer that since they do not know the 

content specifically they do not know or are not sure what kind of practices are expected from them 

concerning the objective
18

. All of these respondents say that the HoMs objective played none or 

only some role in their own office’s communication strategy. Only one respondent answers that 

they are well aware of what kind of practices are expected although they do not know the content 

specifically. This can be explained with the different interpretation of the question as explored 

before.  
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Figure 4. The involvement of those respondents who had heard about the objective but did not know the content 

specifically 

Surprisingly, three of those 19 people who did not know the content specifically answered that they 

or someone else in their office were involved in the Network’s process that produced the HoMs 

objective (Figure 4). The majority (82 percent) of the people who were not specifically familiar 

with the objective think however that they or other communicators in their office should have been 

involved in the process. All but one also thinks that these kind of global objectives are relevant. 

5.1.3. Respondents who knew the objective well 

 

Almost half of all the respondents answer that they know the HoMs objective well (Figure 3). These 

people come quite evenly from offices around the world: seven from Europe, five from Asia and 

Oceania, five from Americas and three from Africa. Quite similarly to those who did not know the 

objective specifically, half  of these respondents think that the HoMs objective either refers to both 

fundraising communication or conservation communication and almost half (45 percent) say that it 

refers to just conservation communication. 
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Figure 5. Awareness of the expected practices among the respondents who knew the objective well 

Surprisingly, 2 (10 percent) out of 20 respondents who say that they knew the objective well, are 

not aware what kind of practices are expected from them
19

 (Figure 5). Also, 13 (65 percent) out of 

20 only have some ideas about what practices are expected, and they think that the expectations are 

not clear enough. Only five (25 percent) of the respondents think that the expectations are clear. 18 

out of 20 say that the HoMs objective played some or a major role when they were building their 

own office’s strategy. 

Even though these people were familiar with the objective, only eight of them answered that their 

office was engaged in the process that produced the objective. However, the majority (86 percent) 

say that they should have been involved in the process. Five respondents skipped this question. 

Also, 17 out of 20 people, think that it is relevant to have global objectives like HoMs objective. 

Only one out of 20 answer that this kind of common objectives are not relevant, and two of the 

respondents did not know. 

                                                           
19
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Figure 6. Answers of the respondents who were familiar with the HoMs objective at some level 

Overall, from the 39 respondents who were at some level familiar with the HoMs objective, the 

majority’s office was not engaged in WWF International’s process that produced the objective 

itself. At the same time, the majority (32 respondents) would have liked that they or other people 

from their office would have had a possibility to be involved in the process (Figure 6.). 

I addition, the majority of those who knew the objective at some level, think that it is relevant for 

the WWF Network to have common global communication objectives. 

6. Qualitative interviews in relation to the questionnaire 

 

Overall, the interviews reflected the results of the questionnaire, but at the same time they gave 

some important explanations for some of the themes and results that the questionnaire raised. With 

the interviews I gained some important information concerning the factors behind the adaptation of 

the HoMs objective, issues such as organizational culture, management and participation.  

The interviews supported the questionnaire results concerning the adaptation of the HoMs 

objective. All interviewees felt that they did not know the HoMs objective as well as they would 

have wished. This was partly because many felt that there were no clear processes on how to 

participate and that the participation is sometimes only a coincidence concerning who happens to 

hear about a certain process.  
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Communications and marketing executive director Sudhansu Sarronwala says that the participation 

was disappointingly low in 2010, when the HoMs process started, and when the topic was also 

opened up for a discussion for the Network. 

“Partly because I do not think that people were, you know, I think that we are still pretty 

traditional, conversing that much online and I think that for a lot of people they have not 

seen it being born as offered discussion or anything. So I think that people had generally a 

low ownership on it.” (Sarronwala) 

Those four interviewees who had heard about the HoMs objective, said that they heard about it for 

the first time in a Network meeting in Lausanne on 2012
20

, two years after the Saint Gallen annual 

conference.  

As Sarronwala points out, he believes that the ownership of the objective was low from the very 

beginning and as addressed before, the emotional ownership is a key issue for successful 

sensemaking processes. This can also be seen from the answers of the interviewees. All of those 

interviewees who participated at the conference in Lausanne 2012 (and where they also heard about 

the HoMs objective for the first time), felt that the objective was interesting and wanted to learn 

more about it. Consequently, the participation helped them to want to adopt the objective. In 

addition, the interviewee who did not know the objective and had not participated, felt that the 

objective was nothing for them and that the national challenges were considered as more prioritized. 

“Do you remember if there were some certain offices more engaged than others?” (KR) 

“I don’t think so. I think it was a collection of individuals, like the NET (network executive 

team) members. It was in 2011, in the Saint Gallen annual conference, when we really 

started to work towards it.” (Sarronwala) 

As found out from the results of the questionnaire, the majority of the respondents say that the 

expectations around the HoMs objective were not clear for them. This means that there was a lot of 

ambiguity around the objective. Interviewees say that it is still not clear to them what the objective 

is really about. All had a feeling that it was about mobilizing supporters somehow, but they could 

not name clear expectations or aims on how to achieve the HoMs objective. 

“It may be clear to our CEOs. But if they received a really clear objective from the annual 

conference, I assume on 2010, the way it has been shared or explicitly explained, that this is 

what we are doing…I mean I don’t feel that has happened to me. It may have happened to 
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other people, but I never felt like this is what we are now doing and why. Maybe I am just 

unlucky that I never really heard about it.” (Interviewee C) 

Sarronwala underlines that the practices around the objective can be different depending on the 

office.  

“What is expected from the offices to do?” (KR) 

“One is that they should become aware that they need to have a mass market engagement 

and therefore they need to create a strategy that is going to create a mass market engagement 

whether through traditional media or social media or some other media. I think that was 

quite simply the objective, and with a particular reference to the BRICS
21

.” (Sarronwala) 

Interestingly, two of the respondents who answered that they had not heard about the HoMs 

objective, come from Americas and one from Asia. At least one of them, interviewee D, comes 

from a BRICS-country: 

“You answered that you were not aware of the HoMs objective, was this because you have 

been working in WWF for less than two years?” (KR) 

“Not necessarily. When we get in touch with other offices it’s much because we are needed 

for something or that we need something. Not because we have a need to communicate. I 

would know about the objective if I was needed to know.” (Interviewee D) 

“The objective is especially targeting people in the emerging economies, and yet you were 

not aware of it. Why do you think this happened?” (KR) 

“It seems that here we are all tangled up with our own problems, that when something 

comes up what was not generated here, a lot of reasons we cannot commit to it. It seems to 

me that it’s a problem that goes both sides; we can’t answer the foreign questions (referring 

to the objective) but also the foreign questions comes in a way that they are not easily 

assimilated by us.” (Interviewee D) 

The results of the questionnaire show that 28 respondents (72 percent)
22

 answered that the HoMs 

objective played a major or some role when they were defining their own office’s strategy. One of 

the interviewees say that in their own communication strategy there are some similar objectives 

existing but that the impact of the global HoMs objective was not significant. 
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“We will be trying to engage lots of people locally, but the reason we are doing this is not 

because we would deliver WWF International’s objective but we are doing it for our own. 

We think it’s a good idea. So the document itself does not actually reference back WWF 

International, which is a bit of a shame”. (Interviewee C) 

The aim of the interviews was also that the interviewees would have a chance to tell with their own 

words about the organizational culture within WWF. Many interviewees underlined that WWF’s 

global organizational culture is somewhat weak but that there are some signs of a common culture.  

“We spend a lot of time trying to make sure that people in the next room or the next desk 

work collaboratively and then we sometimes forget to think outside our office. But I don’t 

feel that there is an organizational culture, If I was to say how the culture feels like, it feels 

disorganized, inefficient, disconnected” (Interviewee C). 

Several interviewees felt that there is a global WWF culture defined by values: 

“We have values, but we don’t have a culture in which where those values can be valid.” 

(Interviewee D) 

 

“The values are very clear, and they are not just theoretical values, they are values that, say, 

a marketing person has to think about. They really identify WWF globally, and you can’t 

miss them. (…) In general, I do think that we have a WWF culture. This have to do with the 

openness that we have whether this have to do with colleagues or partners or people” 

(Interviewee B). 

By seeing organizational culture defined by values, might be one important factor that explains the 

need in the Network for clarity and systematic participation opportunities. Hofstede and Hofstede 

see organizational culture as something an organization has, not what it is. As discussed before they 

emphasize that practices have important role in organizational cultures (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005: 

308). This means that common practices, not necessarily common values, create common culture.  

Some interviewees said that they feel more connected, culturally and practically, to the local people 

and offices than to the WWF global Network. 

“I feel that I’m part of WWF XX office. And it’s a good feeling but I guess it could be 

better” (Interviewee D). 
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Even if the organizational culture might not be as existent as many interviewees would hope, the 

results from the questionnaire really support the willingness to share stronger culture and practices 

globally, as 36 respondents (86 percent) said that it is relevant and useful for WWF Network to 

have communication objectives such as the HoMs objective. 

In the questionnaire it was optional for the respondents to tell which country or which office they 

represented. The information about the specific country was available from those 32 respondents 

who filled in their contact details for additional interviews. 

It is noteworthy that it became difficult to analyze the results and answers with Hofstede’s tool 

about national cultures and their dimensions (such as PDI and UAI), because WWF staff not 

necessarily personally represent that certain country where they work, but that many people have 

moved away from their home countries to work in a certain office somewhere else in the world. In 

addition, not all the WWF offices are “national” or “regional”, but there are many people working 

in e.g. for Global Initiatives (GI) which operate in several countries. Also the size of the research 

data would have to be much greater and the questionnaire questions more manifold to be able to 

analyze the material credibly with Hofstede’s country specific tool. 

Consequently, for this study it is not appropriate to classify results based on countries and make 

some conclusions on how the national culture may or may not have an effect on how respondents 

feel that they should participate (relating to PDI) or on how high is the need for rules and 

formalization (relating to UAI). Even though the classification by country is impossible in this case, 

from the interview answers it is possible to find some of the elements Hofstede mentions in relation 

to the cultural contexts. 

As Hofstede says, multinational organizations have to have more tolerance on ambiguous situations 

and uncertainty than smaller national organizations. According to him multinational organizations 

also demand a higher level of trust from their offices. It can be interpreted from the results that even 

if respondents feel ambiguity around the global HoMs objective, they have tolerance over the 

unknown situation and that they accept that the internal communication is an ongoing development 

process from all sides. 

“I guess you never get it (internal communication) 100% right. People will always 

personally feel that they have not been heard on the right time or they have not been 

engaged on the right time. The best is good planning, clear timescales, clear identification of 
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the points of entry, the criteria who’s leading. Simple things that are openly shared.” 

(Interviewee C) 

 

”I admit that it is also partly my own fault, that I’ve only now started to integrate with the 

global Network. I could have done more and be more active, and learn about how the 

Network works.” (Interviewee E) 

Also Sarronwala thinks that even if the participation was low, there are things to learn about the 

process: 

“I remember that there was a lot of disappointment, that just a few people engaged, and in 

comparison to that we are now going through the Truly Global
23

 process and that process is 

on Yammer
24

 and that is pretty big, I mean it is easy for people to get into it and work on 

Yammer.” (Sarronwala) 

As was discussed earlier, Weick and Schein see that organizational culture is about past learning 

experiences shared to new members. Schein also explains that it is important to understand the 

dynamics of culture in organizations, because when we understand those, we “will be less likely to 

be puzzled, irritated, and anxious when we encounter the unfamiliar and seemingly irrational 

behavior of people in organizations” (Schein 2010: 9). For the results I have gained, it seems that 

there is some unclarity about how past learning experiences and information are shared. This 

unclarity can be seen reflecting on how people see their participation opportunities within WWF or 

how they see the functionality of the internal communication or the role of the offices versus WWF 

International. 

It also seems that within WWF there is no lack of sensemaking processes, vice versa, but that those 

processes are not very structured or organized. As Schein and Wheatley conclude, arguing is a key 

for sensemaking, but if and when more people are wanted to participate, then an organization has to 

have clear processes on how to proceed from the argumentation level to the decision making level.  

”Do you think the decision making processes are clear?” (KR) 

“No. I mean there are so many different working groups and committees, so it feels that 

there’s a real challenge to achieve a common understanding about the decisions and the 

                                                           
23

 Truly Global is a new internal WWF initiative, targeting better internal collaboration between offices and WWF 

International for a step up in conservation. The process aims that WWF “works together with one voice to deliver 

conservation” (Liisa Rohweder (Chair CMC) presentation on 23
rd

 April 2013). 
24

 A private social network for organizations www.yammer.com  
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processes. (…) so I think there is a lot of inconsistency between different players within the 

Network” (Interviewee E) 

The interviewees divide on how they see the technical platforms, like Yammer and ONE WWF
25

, 

improving the knowledge sharing and level of participation. Three of the interviewees saw that 

there is a lack of clear methods of how to participate, and that is why it does not really help to only 

provide the technical platforms. 

“I think the problems are not technical, Yammer is here to prove it. I think it really is a 

cultural problem, I guess we aren’t one.” (Interviewee D) 

 

“The question is, just because the tools are there, is the information that’s coming to them 

the right stuff? I think there is a need for a clear expectations exchange between WWF 

International and the Network especially in communication: Is WWF International a 

deliverer or is it a service, and there is no problem of it being both.(…) So we need a 

cultural change, not only in International, but in the way we work as a Network. There must 

be a way of doing that but it starts with people, to see that we are stronger as a Network and 

not just a bunch of offices. So I think that’s what we’re trying to do but there are probably 

better ways to trying to engage and to do active collaboration.” (Interviewee C) 

As discussed before, sensemaking processes are defined by the amount of participation, by the 

strong relationships and by the amount of ambiguity or equivocality in the organization. It is quite 

clear from the results, that both, what Weick calls ambiguity (ignorance or uncertainty) and 

equivocality (confusion), exist in WWF Network. As Weick says, ambiguity and equivocality are 

different by nature, and he suggests that face-to-face communication and direct contact are the best 

ways to reduce multiple meanings, whether originating from ignorance or confusion, because 

people are in need for different information, not greater quantity of information. Weick says that 

with e.g. face-to-face communication, “shocked” individuals are more capable of debate and clarify 

the subject by asking more and new issues and more varied cues (Weick 1995: 99). From the result 

and from the interviews I can also interpret that there have been at least some of the McCaskey’s 

characteristics of ambiguous situations like that the goals have been unclear and that the 

participation has been fluid.  

                                                           
25
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Overall, all interviewees emphasized the importance on participation, and especially face-to-face 

communication within the Network. All of them wished for more international workshops and 

meetings with a possibility to meet colleagues and share ideas and practices. The results from the 

questionnaire support the findings from the interviews, as a majority of those respondents who were 

at some level familiar with the objective would have liked to participate in the process (figure 6.). 

“Lausanne was the second meeting I attended, after six or seven years, which was 

ridiculous. (…In Lausanne) it was such an amazing experience to share a room with so 

many different people from different countries, and from the day one you feel that you’ve 

known these people for ages. Even you have never seen them.” (Interviewee B) 

 

”I would probably not feel that we share a common culture if I hadn’t been attending some 

of the face-to-face things. (…) And I had no idea about the “hundreds of millions” either, 

but if we would’ve had regular workshops and meetings, then most probably yes. (…) I 

think all of the employees should have a chance, well at least once, but more regularly too, 

to meet people and feel the common spirit and understand the amazing multinationality what 

we have. It is not the same online. I mean, I think Martin Luther King’s “I have a Dream” -

speech would not have been same online.” (Interviewee E) 

However, one interviewee stated that it is important that there are no meetings arranged just for the 

sake of meetings. 

Many interviewees said that the participation in global processes depends on the individual’s 

personal courage. An interviewee who had worked on WWF a bit more than a year, said that they 

are still unclear about who to contact and that approaching WWF International would not feel 

comfortable because there are no clear tradition on how to do that. Those interviewees that had 

worked for several years said that it was probably very unclear for new people to learn how to find 

the right information and how to participate. Another interviewee, worked in WWF less than a year, 

says that it also depends how active you are yourself.  

At least two interviewees share the previous thought that people would need to be more active 

themselves. At the same time they emphasized that not all people feel comfortable to participate in 

something they were not really asked to participate.  

As discussed in chapter 3.4., organizational structures affect the internal communication. Lewis 

says that NGOs overall are characterized as more of a modern open systems instead of strong 
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“Weberian” hierarchy. However, according Lewis, as many third sector organizations grow, they 

get caught in the ambiguous zone between the two, which then creates confused roles and identities 

(Lewis 2007: 124-125). 

As discussed before Wheatley sees that organizations still tend to be “Newtonian”. Despite that she 

sees that organizations are slowly moving towards more open systems and moving away from the 

“mechanist creations that flourished in the age of bureaucracy” (Wheatley 2006: 77) . 

In the results and answers there are signs from both classical “Weberian” hierarchies, or what 

Wheatley calls “Newtonian maps”, and from modern and post-modern open (and even chaotic) 

organizational systems.  

“I often hear that this is how WWF does it, this is how we communicate, so I think the 

standardization in some cases is good, because it sort of keeps us talking the same language 

and implementing e.g. communication strategies in similar ways. Having said that (…) I 

think the leadership might be, so to say, too old school. They like to think they are open to 

new ideas, but yet when an outsider comes in with fresh perspectives there is a mix of either 

openness or that we’re just closed to new ideas; like this isn’t how we do it, this is how 

WWF has never done it, and I hear this all the time and I find that a bit frustrating in terms 

of innovation”. (Interviewee F) 

Referring to Monge and Fulk’s three network forms (MNC, spider web and spherical network), 

WWF mostly seems to have elements from the spider web form with its flexible structures and 

semi- or fully autonomous divisions. However, it seems both from the questionnaire and interview 

answers that the potential of the WWF Network might not have utilized as well as wished. 

“I think they (WWF International) are really missing a trick by not proactively trying to tap 

into the thousands of people who are working in this Network, who are passionate about this 

organization. And I’m not saying that just open up the doors and let everyone in, that would 

be bad, but they need to be coordinating it strategically” (Interviewee C) 

 

“I’ll give you an example. We were trying to build a specific application for several months, 

mostly because of the financial limitations, but basically because we didn’t know where to 

start. At the same time another WWF office launched a marvelous application, and when we 

saw that it was mind blowing. So the question is how could we access their knowledge?” 

(Interviewee D) 
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“In Lausanne we made a decision about a sharing skills and competence between offices, 

but I’ve not seen it actualizing yet.” (Interviewee E) 

It seems from the answers that the flexible structures are available but there are not concrete ways 

to exploit those structures. It also seems that there is a clear need and wish for a network form that 

would be closer to spherical network form, with its’ “rotating spheres” providing help for those 

offices that need it. 

It is interesting to see that even when some of those interviewees who knew the objective, feel that 

they are not fully aware of the expectations around the HoMs objective, they still seem to identify 

the objective quite correctly. 

”I think it means that we have to touch, in some way, a lot wider amount of people that 

we’ve used to. (…) So that they would be ready to provide their time, or work contribution 

or financially support. (…) I think it could be expected also that we would move the focus 

our work to the emerging economies, and then I would imagine that social media is 

important, and Earth Hour being a concrete example. And like approaching younger 

audiences.” (Interviewee E) 

In addition, it seems that even if it is a minority of offices who have a specific age group as a 

priority (9 offices, 22 percent of the respondents), from these offices three offices prioritize people 

from 15 to 30 years old, one office 16-45 year old people and one office public between 18-40 

years. These audiences can be considered to be very near those young audiences that are in focus in 

HoMs objective as well. 

7. Conclusions 

 

Going back to the aim of this study, I think the data and results that I gained with the used methods, 

gave me a relevant amount of information to answer the research questions and to find out whether 

my hypothesis was correct or not. 

According to the results I have gained it seems that the internal communication within WWF does 

not work as effectively as many in the Network hope. The drawbacks in the internal communication 

and information sharing also reflect the processes such as the “Engaging hundreds of millions” -

objective. 
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Overall, the HoMs objective was well known among the respondents since 93 percent of all the 

questionnaire respondents were at some level familiar with the objective. However, the respondents 

and interviewees felt that the process that produced the HoMs objective in 2010-2011 was not 

participative enough. The majority of the respondents, 72 percent, were not involved in the process. 

The size or the geographical location of the respondents’ office seems not to play any role in how 

familiar the respondents were with the HoMs objective. 

All the interviewees who were at some level familiar with the objective, said that they heard about 

the objective for the first time in November 2012. At the same time 86 percent of those who 

answered this question said that someone from their office should have been involved in the 

process. It is notable, that according to WWF International’s Sudhansu Sarronwala the HoMs 

process was opened to the Network in 2010-2011, but despite that the participation was low. 

The main reason for a low participation according to this study is that people were unaware of the 

ways and tools for participation, or that the ways were vague. All of the interviewees still feel that 

the ways for participation are not yet clear and not enough established. Consequently, because 

people felt that there are no systematic ways to share thoughts and participate, it reflects on 

organizational culture so that some people cannot see that a common organizational culture exists. 

Nevertheless, as discussed before common organizational culture would be extremely important 

especially in big international organizations. In addition to establishing some participation 

opportunities, many people hoped for clearer role for WWF International.  

It is noteworthy that there are elements from both classical and modern organizational forms. The 

respondents have a need for more open Network but at the same time they wish that the central hub, 

WWF International, would take a clearer leading role on indicating where and how the individuals 

and offices can participate. 

However, the findings from this study also tell that people are willing to actively improve the 

Network activity. The interviews reveal that the connectivity and the feeling of shared cultural level 

between the people in the Network vary, but that all interviewees and the majority of the 

respondents think that common global objectives are relevant and important. In addition, people 

were very eager to participate in this research which also tells about the enthusiasm that people have 

for the Network. Many respondents also found this kind of studies extremely important for WWF. 

According to the results, the internal expectations around the HoMs objective are unclear to the 

majority of the respondents. Also the interviewees say that the content of the HoMs objective is 
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vague. However, at the same time those who were asked to describe the objective were able to 

describe it fairly correctly. According to the answers, the HoMs objective affected the majority’s 

own office’s communication strategy even if they were not exactly sure about the expectations. As 

found out from the interviews it might be that many offices are actually executing same kind of 

practices that could be relevant for the HoMs objective as well, but that they just figured those 

objectives out themselves.  

In the beginning of this study my hypotheses were that the internal communication processes might 

not have been as satisfactory as the Network would have hoped; that the Network would have 

wished to participate more in the internal processes and that the global HoMs objective is not 

adapted and localized as effectively as it could have been because the traditions of acting as one 

global Network are not established enough. 

Regarding the results the two first hypotheses seems to be proven correct. However, it is difficult to 

find an answer to the third question with the quantitative data. The hypothesis turned out to be too 

ambiguous to be answered with the results I gained from the questionnaire and that there should 

have been more detailed questions about in what ways the HoMs objective was or was not 

localized. 

The theoretical tools I chose to use for this study proved mainly useful and relevant and they helped 

me to analyze the results. 

However, when I am now looking back and critically analyzing the methods and the aim of the 

study, I would probably have some revisions to the used theories. While the study progressed I 

realized that using Hofstede’s tool to measure the national cultures as it is, would not be credible. 

Many of the elements and findings Hofstede is writing about are relevant also in context of this 

study, but it was impossible to make any watertight conclusions about what was the national 

culture’s effect on the organizational culture and to the respondent’s answers. 

During the study I noticed some minor shortcomings in the methods. In the questionnaire, it would 

have been useful to ask how long the respondents have been working in WWF. I understood this 

only in the phase when I was interviewing people from different offices. The length of the work 

career in WWF might have given some important information about e.g. why the HoMs objective 

was not known or taken into account. However, in the interview guide, this question was included. 

Also, it could have been considered whether all the questionnaire’s questions could have been 

mandatory to answer because calculating the percentages become difficult if some people skip some 
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of the questions. Instead, there could have been an “I do not know”-option available for some of the 

questions. 

In addition, I found out that many people who worked in a Global Initiative (GI) shared a common 

concern that WWF always seems to categorize offices based on their geographical location and for 

these offices the geographical location is not very relevant. The office categorization is maybe 

something that the Network could work on.  

Overall this research showed that there is a need for this kind of studies to investigate the internal 

matters in an NGO and consequently to develop those. To conclude, this study was the first of its 

kind within WWF and it did not by any means tackle all the questions and consequences about 

internal communication within WWF, but rather provided a relevant overview both for WWF and 

for the academic field of organizational studies. While the field of NGO studies is still quite limited, 

it would be important to continue to research the communicational matters of NGOs or INGOs. For 

a future research it would be interesting to find out for example, how the internal communication 

affects the external communication in practice. It would also be relevant to study what kind of 

publics/audiences NGOs or INGOs attempt to reach and who they really reach. Regarding WWF, it 

would be useful to study the ongoing internal process of the Truly Global. 
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Appendixes  

Appendix 1. Questionnaire: Letter for the respondents and the complete data 

Appendix 2. The interview guide 

 



Letter for the respondents 

 

Dear respondent, 

 

I am doing a research about WWF’s global communications strategy and the adaptation of the 

strategy, particularly the “Engaging hundreds of millions”-objective, at a national level. The 

questions in this questionnaire refer to the current strategic period (2011-2015). Do not worry if you 

have never read the strategy, I am also interested in knowing this. 

 

This questionnaire is part of my Master’s thesis for the University of Stockholm. However, I hope it 

will benefit the WWF Network in the planning of similar strategies in the future. This questionnaire 

is being sent to all of the communications directors’/heads of communication in the Network.  

 

The questionnaire should take you less than ten minutes to complete. 

 

You will be answering the questionnaire anonymously and the answers will not be used in any 

other context than this study. All the information regarding the size and geographical location of 

your office will not be published together with your answers. I will be the only person with access to 

the questionnaire answers. There is no right or wrong answers for the questions, so please answer 

as truthfully as possible. 

 

Please do not hesitate to ask further questions or add other comments regarding the research or 

this questionnaire. I would be happy to talk to you! 

 

Please answer the questionnaire before 18th of March 2013. 

 

Best regards,  

 

Katja Rönkkö 

Master’s student in University of Stockholm 

Communications officer in WWF Finland 

 

katja.ronkko@wwf.fi 

+358 40 7230208 



















































Appendix 2. 

Katja Rönkkö 

Masters’ thesis, University of Stockholm/JMK 

Engaging Hundreds of Millions, Engaging WWFers: The Internal Communication within an 

International NGO 

Interview guide/WWF’s managing communicators 2013 

Basic information 

- How long have you been working at WWF? How long in your current position? 

About HoMs-objective (for those who have heard about the objective): 

- How did you hear about the HoMs-objective? 

- Have you yourself been active on learning about the objective? 

- How actively you were part of that process which produced the HoMs-objective? 

 

- What do you think the objective means? Who are those hundreds of millions? 

- What do you think about the objective? Is it relevant? 

- Do you know what is expected from you concerning this objective? 

Organizational culture in WWF Network:  

- Does WWF have a common global WWF culture?  

- What it is like? How would you describe it? 

- Do you feel that you share a common organizational culture with other WWF offices more 

than some others?  

- Do you think it is important to have a common global organizational culture? Why? 

Decision making, participation, power relations and uncertainty avoidance 

- What do you think about the decision making in WWF Network? 

- Where do you think the global decisions come from?  

- How easily do you feel that you can approach WWF International? 

 

- How do you think the internal communication processes work in general within WWF? 

- Is there enough international face-to-face communication in the network? 

- What are the main problems in WWF Network concerning the internal communication? 

- What are the main strengths? 

- Do you think offices have equal possibilities to participate and tell their opinions in the 

global processes? Do you think you are listened? 

 

- Do you think that the potential in WWF network is utilized enough? 

- How would your dream WWF network look like internally? 


