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ABSTRACT
Although there is fruitful talent management (TM) literature 
on large private companies, little of the TM research exam-
ines mission-driven organizations (MDOs). This study 
addresses this gap by presenting TM in the context of the 
not-for-profit sector in Russia. Using grounded theory, we 
interviewed 34 top managers to understand how they define 
talent and how they manage such talent. The research high-
lights the crucial role of social values in this context. It gen-
erates a perspective on the definition of talent that differs 
from that of the traditional TM literature. The variety of 
talent definitions creates the following three different paths 
for TM: community-based, innovation and learning-based, 
and security and status-based. Then, we derive from these 
paths three patterns of TM practices (“managerial”, “entre-
preneurial” and “amateur”) that describe the TM practices 
among Russian MDOs. This study contributes to the TM 
literature by challenging the traditional approach to TM that 
focuses on large private companies in Western countries. 
This paper links TM with social and moral values and pres-
ents three different TM patterns, which might be helpful for 
CEOs, executives and TM managers.

Introduction

Talent management (TM) has been recognized as human resource man-
agement (HRM) activity that is key in achieving organizational goals 
(Collings & Mellahi, 2009). TM consists of a two-sided process involving 
the identification of the positions that contribute to the competitive 
advantages of organizations and the development of differentiated HRM 
processes that ensure that these positions are filled by “competent 
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incumbents” (Collings & Mellahi, 2009, p.304). Despite the large liter-
ature and adoption of TM by many organizations, substantial facets of 
TM are still unknown; the extant TM studies have mainly focused on 
for-profit multinational corporations (MNCs) in Europe and America 
(Vaiman & Collings, 2013; Gallardo-Gallardo et al., 2015). More inves-
tigation is needed concerning the definition of talent and TM in other 
contexts to advance the knowledge about how organizational systems 
and institutional contexts shape TM (Tyskbo, 2019; Meyers et al., 2020; 
Wiblen & McDonnell, 2020). In this study, we provide novel insights 
into TM in the context of mission-driven organizations (MDOs) in 
Russia and develop an understanding of how TM conceptualization is 
affected in this context.

MDOs “are institutions infused with social value” (Grant & Sumanth, 
2009, p. 927). They “comprise a large segment of organizations and 
employees; they include hospitals, fire and police departments, govern-
ments, armed forces, universities, and nongovernment organizations 
(NGOs) and non-profits working for health, educational, political, reli-
gious, environmental, and humanitarian causes” (Grant & Sumanth, 
2009, p. 927). Such a context implies a particular definition of talent 
and shapes TM practices. Regarding the definition of talent, the con-
tribution to competitive advantages is not applicable to MDOs. Instead, 
talent can be associated with employees who contribute to strengthening 
organizational efficiency and impact human welfare (Brewster & Cerdin, 
2018). In that sense, talent is still these employees who generate value 
for organizations (Cappelli and Keller; 2014; Sparrow & Makram, 2015), 
the concept of value incorporating in this case is, however, the impact 
on human welfare. Regarding talent management, MDOs show significant 
differences compared to for-profit organizations. The implementation of 
the processes supporting TM is challenged by MDOs’ poor working 
conditions due to the instability and economic constraints generated by 
the specific business model, which relies on governmental financial 
support (Brewster & Cerdin, 2018; Kravariti & Johnston, 2020). The 
literature notes that MDOs suffer from, for example, job insecurity, low 
wages, and short-term or part-time contracts (Baluch, 2017). They lack 
clarity in terms of job roles (Saksida et al., 2017) and adequate devel-
opment policies (Baluch, 2017; Bartram et al., 2017; Cunningham, 2017; 
Saksida et al., 2017). Therefore, instead of developing the same HRM 
processes as for-profit organizations to attract and retain people, MDOs 
often rely on the rationale behind workers’ participation (Grant & 
Sumanth, 2009; Kellner et al., 2017). They develop “values-based HR 
architectures” in which “HRM is driven by both the core values of the 
mission and the employees’ strengths” (Ridder et al., 2012, p. 9). TM 
in MDOs thus acknowledges two principles, one of which is based on 
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efficiency, while the other is an orienting approach based on social and 
moral values. The moral and social purposes of MDOs are said to 
influence the way talent is managed; moral and social purposes convey 
a “soft” TM, implying the inclusivity and developable nature of managing 
people, in contrast to a “hard” TM, which is performance-oriented and 
exclusive (Kellner et al., 2017; Thunnissen & Buttiens, 2017). Talent 
managers experience a tension between exclusive TM and the egalitarian 
principles of not-for-profit sectors (Brewster & Cerdin, 2018; Thunnissen 
& Buttiens, 2017).

More research is needed about TM in MDOs to clarify the talent 
concept and explore the issues arising from the implementation of TM 
in such a context. Adopting an exploratory method, we conducted 34 
in-depth interviews with top managers of 34 different Russian MDOs. 
All of these organizations can be categorized as MDOs. In this article, 
we uncover the extant definitions of talent and typical TM patterns, 
considering the mission and values of MDOs, to fit the talent expecta-
tions and operational needs of MDOs in Russia.

The study goes beyond the traditional scope of TM research, which 
is limited to the private sector in Western countries (Gallardo-Gallardo 
et al., 2015). We address the under-investigated field of MDOs in the 
Russian context following the call to expand the TM research in the 
not-for-profit environment (Bartram et al., 2017; Thunnissen et al., 
2013). In addition, among non-Western countries, while there are a 
considerable number of studies on China and India, only a few scholars 
have focused on post-Soviet countries (see, for example, Skuza, Scullion, 
& McDonell, 2013) and on the Russian context specifically (see, for 
example, Holden & Vaiman, 2013; Latukha, 2015; Muratbekova-Touron 
et al., 2018). The contribution of this study is an approach to the TM 
concept in this new context.

The article begins with a literature review on TM and its relevance 
in MDOs. Due to the scarcity of the literature on TM in this sector, 
we also referred to the HRM literature to provide conceptual insights 
for TM exploration. Then, we introduce our methodology based on 
grounded theory and the specificity of the Russian context. The findings 
section presents an analysis of the talent definition and TM practices 
in MDOs, such as attraction and retention, acknowledging three talent 
definition approaches and allowing us to present three TM patterns 
(managerial, entrepreneurial and amateur). Presented just after the find-
ings section, the theoretical contribution of this paper is the link between 
TM and social and moral values, which is new to the field, and three 
different patterns of TM, as observed in MDOs in Russia, are provided. 
We end the paper by using these patterns as insights for practitioners 
in MDOs.
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Literature review

“Talent” in for-profit organizations versus MDOs
Although TM has been developed as a practice and studied for the last 
two decades, many theoretical perspectives and understandings still 
question scholars’ abilities to develop TM conceptualization 
(Gallardo-Gallardo et al., 2015; Al Ariss et al., 2014). One of the reasons 
is the variety of views on the definition of “talent” itself in the context 
of work (Gallardo-Gallardo et al., 2015).

According to bibliometric and content analysis (Gallardo-Gallardo et 
al., 2015), the most commonly used definition of talent refers to the 
human capital approach and the resource-based view, that is, talent must 
be managed because it generates value. Thus, talent refers to employees 
who generate excellent output and contribute to an organization’s com-
petitive advantage or core competence (Cappelli & Keller, 2014; Sparrow 
& Makram, 2015). This definition privileges unique skills and perfor-
mance in the identification of talent and reflects the meaning of the 
term “talent” used in the first book on the topic, “The war for talent” 
(Michaels et al., 2001).

One important elaboration of the concept put forward by researchers 
is that the prevalence of the approach to talent used depends on the 
context (e.g. Dries, 2013; Thunnissen et al., 2013; Tansley, 2011; 
Meyers et al., 2020; Wiblen & McDonnell, 2020). Several philosophies 
underlie the definition of talent, which is characterized by tensions, 
as follows (Dries, 2013): object versus subject, meaning that talent 
can be viewed as an attribute or a person; inclusive versus exclusive, 
implying that all employees are talents or only some of them are 
considered talents; innate versus acquired, meaning that talent is either 
something that a person is born with or something that can be devel-
oped. Accordingly, diverse theoretical frameworks are observed in the 
TM studies (Gallardo-Gallardo et al., 2015). The context dependence 
of the talent definition is acknowledged at the country level; Tansley 
(2011) outlines the influence of national culture, pointing out that 
language might be a prerequisite for the definition of talent. For 
example, she notices that in the Russian language, “talent” means an 
innate gift rather than a person, which is similar to the definition 
employed by West European languages. At the organizational level, 
smaller organizations tend to view talent in an inclusive way, whereas 
larger organizations tend to view talent in an exclusive way (Meyers 
et al., 2020; Valverde et al., 2013; Festing et al., 2013). Recent studies 
suggest that the meaning of talent is negotiated according to multiple 
categories of actors and across levels (Meyers et al., 2020; Wiblen & 
McDonnell, 2020).
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Researching the definition of talent and the conceptualization of TM 
in the MDO context requires a comprehensive empirical approach inte-
grating the multilevel dimension of the meaning of talent (Brewster & 
Cerdin, 2018; Thunnissen & Buttiens, 2017). The need to integrate the 
institutional, organizational and individual levels of TM is particularly 
important for the not-for-profit sector. TM is not simply the adaptation 
of a corpus of TM definitions and practices to another context but a 
question of the values and norms around which the whole system is to 
be built (Thunnissen & Buttiens, 2017; Tyskbo, 2019; Meyers et al., 
2020; Wiblen & McDonnell, 2020). MDOs acknowledge that talent gen-
erates both economic and social value, emphasizing that the efficient 
and relevant output generated by talent has a positive impact on human 
welfare and, more generally, on the areas in which it operates (Grant 
& Sumanth, 2009; Moses & Sharma, 2020). Kravariti and Johnston (2020) 
also emphasized social goals as the main differentiator of the public 
sector from the private sector. They define talent as a person who has 
exceptional abilities to achieve social goals. The premise here is that 
the concept of talent in MDOs, compared to the private sector, tends 
to adopt a common basis while presenting a divergence. Similar to the 
private sector, MDOs refer to the exceptional, extraordinary abilities 
that differentiate talent from the rest of the workforce; however, social 
goals are a core component that differentiates the talent characteristics 
in this context from those of the for-profit sector.

“Talent management” in for-profit organizations versus MDOs

Talent management
Similar to talent, TM is not a unified concept in the TM literature 
(Gallardo-Gallardo et al., 2015; Valverde et al., 2013; Meyers et al., 
2019). Among the many conceptual approaches, a commonly used defi-
nition of TM is proposed by Collings and Mellahi (2009) and formulates 
TM as follows:

“… [the] activities and processes that involve the systematic identification of key 
positions which differentially contribute to the organization’s sustainable com-
petitive advantage, the development of a talent pool of high potential and high 
performing incumbents to fill these roles, and the development of a differentiated 
human resource architecture to facilitate filling these positions with competent 
incumbents and to ensure their continued commitment to the organization” (p. 
304).

In addition, according to Collings and Mellahi (2009) and Collings 
et al. (2017), TM definitions focus on key elements instead of the people 
themselves, key positions, the strategic nature of jobs, and the activities 
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that help to achieve organizational goals. In the TM literature, the 
commonly used components of TM definitions are transferred to a 
multiplicity of contexts. If we move to a sector such as public organi-
zations, which are shaped by different organizational goals, TM might 
be both adapted and changed (Thunnissen & Buttiens, 2017; Kravariti 
& Johnston, 2020). In the public sector, Kravariti and Johnston (2020) 
proposed this definition of TM:

“the implementation of key procedures to ensure public sector employees possess 
the competencies, knowledge and core values in order to address complex con-
temporary challenges and fulfil public sector strategic objectives for the common 
good” (p. 81).

The definition provided in the public sector partially fits the MDO 
context, which is typically concerned with “strategic objectives for the 
common good” as a mission. On this basis, the focus on MDOs instead 
of public organizations alone brings out the additional dimension of the 
infusion of social values within the organization (Grant & Sumanth, 
2009, p. 927). Therefore, at the intersection of organizational and indi-
vidual levels, in terms of TM processes, TM in MDOs is typically shaped 
by social values. TM processes in MDOs are not only an adaptation of 
a corpus of TM practices to another context but also involve a question 
related to the type of mission and the values around which the achieve-
ment of the mission is to be built. TM processes vary according to the 
mission and values of the organization according to a contextual per-
spective on TM (Thunnissen et al., 2013; Thunnissen & Buttiens, 2017).

Orienting principles for TM
To define the general orientation of TM practices, Stahl et al. (2012) 
observed that for-profit MNCs, such as Infosys, Shell or GSK, offer 
competitive compensation, monetary rewards, trainings, career oppor-
tunities, and professional growth as core components of TM. Harsch 
and Festing (2020) found variety in the benefits offered by for-profit 
organizations; for example, some focus on innovativeness and security 
or cooperation and responsibility, whereas others emphasize autonomy 
and agility.

In their orientation of TM practices, MDOs often draw on the ratio-
nale behind workers’ participation and accordingly integrate employees’ 
expectations (Townsend et al., 2017) through organizational support and 
intrinsic rewards (Akingbola & van den Berg, 2019). Managerial support 
is provided, for example, in terms of trustworthiness at the management 
level (Grant & Sumanth, 2009) and the climate within the organization 
(Kellner et al., 2017). Regarding rewards, they are closely linked to the 
expectations of the employees working in the not-for-profit sector, which 
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differ from those that prevail in the private sector (Townsend et al., 
2017). Baluch (2017) observes that people who work in MDOs do so 
for ethical and ideological reasons. According to Evans et al. (2005), 
such values consist of a willingness to give to society, care about others 
and the general aim to “make a difference”. They state that such values 
offset the low salaries and other less attractive compensation in the 
third sector compared to the private sector (Evans et al., 2005). This 
in turn leads to the growing importance of showing recognition and 
support to employees, acknowledging their role and impact towards the 
organization’s mission (Grant & Sumanth, 2009; Akingbola & van den 
Berg, 2019).

Attraction and retention practices
Traditionally, TM as a “war for talent” in the for-profit sector requires 
headhunting techniques and emphasis on the recognition, empowerment 
opportunities and bonus systems linked to the contribution to the orga-
nizational goals (Michaels et al., 2001; Stahl et al., 2012). In the not-for-
profit sector, the importance of intrinsic rewards implies an orientation 
towards not only organizational goals but also employees, such as build-
ing a special environment of “care” and “dignity”, that helps attract and 
retain employees (Ridder et al., 2012). Another HRM approach in the 
not-for-profit sector that is relevant for MDOs is based on the com-
munity mindset (Moses & Sharma, 2020). Similar to the value-based 
approach, its focus is on the workplace: it emphasizes the idea that 
family-like relationships among employees create an important feeling 
of connectedness (Moses & Sharma, 2020). Organizations care for their 
employees, provide accommodations and pay their electricity bills, ensur-
ing that they have an appropriate environment. The feeling of belonging 
to a community nurtures shared values, which cements the collaboration 
among members, perpetuates commitment and resilience, and plays a 
crucial role in retaining employees (Nickson et al., 2007; Napathorn, 2018).

As mentioned before, one of the distinct features of TM in the 
for-profit sector is the differentiated TM practices towards talented 
employees (Collings & Mellahi, 2009). In MDOs, the processes for the 
identification and selection of key people show the existence of multiple 
references to TM depending on the influence of the core components 
of TM, the differentiation of the workforce and the infusion of social 
values. In MDOs, TM is based on the definition of key jobs, the iden-
tification of strategic business opportunities, or key core competences, 
suggesting an exclusive approach to TM, while more inclusive develop-
mental approaches are also reported; for example, in the two cases of 
public organizations by Thunnissen and Buttiens (2017), both hard and 
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soft TM practices were observed. Contrary to the idea that TM would 
be more inclusive in MDOs, Tyskbo (2019) confirmed exclusive TM in 
a public Swedish hospital and suggested that the specific goals and even 
the general purpose of the organization justifies such a policy in this 
context.

Therefore, while community-based TM practices are developed to 
ensure talent attraction and retention, talent differentiation and workforce 
segmentation practices in MDOs are also reported. Both processes are 
directed towards the achievement of social goals; however, the differ-
entiating policies targeting selected individuals might undermine the 
values- and community-based approaches (Kravariti & Johnston, 2020). 
The understanding of talent and TM in the context of MDOs means 
understanding the multiple TM practices generated by the will to achieve 
social goals through talent and examining such practices according to 
their context at the intersections of institutional, organizational and 
individual levels. Understanding the abovementioned points requires an 
in-depth investigation into MDOs. In this sense, we seek to improve 
our understanding of the TM phenomenon in a new context. We will 
thus address the following research questions:

Q1: How do MDOs define talent?

Q2: How do MDOs manage talent and, specifically, attract and retain it?

Methodology

Context
Russia is a post-Soviet country located in Eastern Europe and Northern 
Asia. In the 1990s, after a communist period of seventy years, Russia 
abandoned its centrally planned economy and switched to a 
market-oriented system. This radical shift led to the development of a 
specific context for working and living, which is similar to other 
post-Soviet countries (Skuza et al., 2013; Holden & Vaiman, 2013; 
Latukha & Veselova, 2019).

On the one hand, Russian culture inherited some residual aspects of 
Soviet culture. The characteristic features include vertical structures and 
authoritarian leadership styles coupled with paternalism and the impor-
tance of personal trust (Holden & Vaiman, 2013). Limited business 
education, as a Soviet legacy, led to the lack of professionalism in 
managing people, that is, HRM in Russia pays little intention to investing 
in people’s development and mainly represents administrative and control 
functions (Holden & Vaiman, 2013; Latukha, 2015). On the other hand, 
the new economic reality and the introduction of international 
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organizations with their modes of TM have pushed Russian organizations 
to reconsider their way of managing talent. In addition, researchers have 
found that, more than before, workers in Russia appreciate values such 
as learning, high-end competencies and the achievement of results 
(Kabalina & Reshetnikova, 2014) coupled with the materialistic values, 
such as empowerment and wealth, that are typical for developing econ-
omies (Magun et al., 2017). However, Muratbekova-Touron et al. (2018) 
state that young talent is motivated more by intrinsic factors and prefers 
to work in organizations with flat structures and learning opportunities. 
Thus, some Russian organizations have begun providing training and 
introducing new performance and appraisal systems (Holden & Vaiman, 
2013; Latukha, 2015). However, according to scholars, many organizations 
are still less mature in their TM and often simply adopt Western TM 
models (Latukha & Veselova, 2019; Muratbekova-Touron et al., 2018).

Although these studies shed light on TM in Russia, they exclusively 
cover the for-profit sector, neglecting important specificities of the 
not-for-profit sector (Baluch, 2017). There are various political and 
societal influences, as well as strong economic constraints that influence 
TM (Skokova, Pape, & Krasnopolskaya, 2018; Thunnissen & Buttiens, 
2017; Tyskbo, 2019).

The Russian not-for-profit sector is relatively small, with revenues 
that comprise only 1% of the national GDP (Rosstat, 2013). In capital 
and large cities, MDOs are professional organizations, whereas in rural 
regions, they have only a few paid employees (Skokova et al., 2018). 
The majority of MDOs focus on prosocial help, whereas human rights 
and environmental issues are less salient goals (Rosstat, 2013). Since the 
“foreign law” of 2016, MDOs in Russia have operated in a turbulent 
environment. The law legally limited the foreign funding on which 
Russian MDOs extensively relied (Sundstrom, 2006) and decreased the 
population’s trust from 58% in 2011 to 38% in 2015 (Mersiyanova, 2016). 
According to Skokova et al. (2018, p. 533), policy changes “have made 
the Russian non-profit sector more unstable, vulnerable and internally 
divided”.

The phenomenon of SEs in Russia was recently legally defined in 
June 2019 (amendment to the law “On the development of small and 
medium enterprises in Russia”). There are organizations that support 
social entrepreneurs, such as “Our Future” and “Centre for Social 
Entrepreneurship”. Although SEs have clear business models, the research 
has shown that SEs are still dedicated to “the principles of reciprocity, 
equality and solidarity as core elements of non-profit institutional logic” 
(Kravchenko & Moskvina, 2018, P. 972).

In summary, the not-for-profit sector in Russia is characterized by a 
focus on social welfare and vulnerabilities such as resource scarcity, 
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Table 1.  Interview grid.
1. What positions do you hold in the organization today?
2. How many employees and volunteers are in the organization?
3. How do you define talent/talented employees?
4. What are your key TM practices?
5. Do you distinguish talented employees from regular employees in the organization?
6. Do you consider all of your workforce to be talented or only some employees?
7. How do you attract talent into the organization? (Channels, techniques, strategies)
8. Do you have different attraction practices for regular employees and talented employees?
9. What value proposition do you offer them to attract them?
10. What messages do you use in communications to attract talent? (Techniques, strategies)
11. How do you retain talent?
12. Are these practices the same for the whole workforce, or are talent attraction and retention practices 

different? If so, what are the differences?
13. What is the turnover rate in your organization?
14. Why does talent leave the organization? (Identify internal and external reasons)
15. What are the main HRM challenges today?

dependence on governmental will, and a small share of the economy. 
These tensions, combined with the influence of the private sector and 
the intense entrance of Western companies, have encouraged the adop-
tion of modern management styles, specifically in the TM field 
(Muratbekova-Touron et al., 2018). Overall, these trends reinforce man-
agers’ attention given to the value created through people and managers’ 
care for people and their capacities and expectations, which is all the 
more important given the scarcity of global resources.

TM in MDOs in Russia is a new field of inquiry; thus, for the current 
study, we chose exploratory and abductive methods (Eisenhardt, 1989; 
Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). We used an 
interpretive approach to obtain the best understanding of the phenom-
enon and uncover differences in TM considering its highly contextual 
nature (Thunnissen et al., 2013; Harsch & Festing, 2020). Our discussion 
was directed towards the definition of talent and key TM practices (see 
grid in Table 1). Our grounded approach is discussed in greater detail 
in the data analysis section.

Sample and data collection

We used purposive sampling to select the organizations (Eisenhardt, 
1989). Considering the low maturity level of the sector (Skokova et al., 
2018), the MDOs chosen for this study were either well-established or 
young organizations that have been recognized by the international 
MDO Awards.

Our sample consists of 34 MDOs that focus on UN sustainable devel-
opment goals (Sustainable Development Knowledge Platform, 2020) and 
whose main goal is a social goal (Brewster & Cerdin, 2018). Of the 
studied organizations, 17 are traditional MDOs, and 17 are SEs (social 
enterprises). All of them have similar constraints that impact their HRM 
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(Napathorn, 2018). In total, we conducted 34 in-depth interviews with 
34 leaders of the differently sized MDOs (see Table 2). The interviewed 
MDOs are registered in three cities — Moscow, Novosibirsk, and Saint 
Petersburg — and operate on national or international levels.

The respondents were carefully selected. As TM is a matter of top 
management (Vaiman et al., 2012), we decided to focus on executive 
directors and founders to gather relevant data on the topic. In addition, 
only two respondents from our sample mentioned that their MDOs 
have HR professionals, and the responsibilities of both are limited to 
the support function. Two of our co-authors have experience working 
in Russian MDOs; thus, we utilized their networks to obtain access to 
the MDOs, complementing the process with the snowball technique 
(Patton, 2005). Semi-structured interviews were the main method of 
collecting the data; however, we complemented it with information from 
open sources – published interviews with the executives of MDOs in 
the media, official websites and reports. The interviews were carried 
out in Russia and lasted, on average, one hour each. We followed the 
questionnaire grid that we prepared in advance and asked additional 
questions to deepen our understanding of the respondents’ answers. We 
reached out to some of the respondents again to clarify some misun-
derstandings and to check the reliability of the concepts we developed.

All interviews were recorded and fully transcribed. The anonymity 
of the interviewees was guaranteed and pseudonyms were assigned to 
each of the respondents. We idiomatically translated the most illustrative 
quotes from Russian into English with regard to the original meaning.

Data analysis

Given the exploratory aspect of this research, we analysed the data 
according to several iterations between the theoretical background and 
data with an abductive and interpretative approach (Eisenhardt, 1989; 
Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). We used Nvivo 
software to code our data. As suggested by grounded theory, we first 
began by identifying the main ideas using an open coding procedure 
(Locke, 2001) that enabled us to create first-order provisional categories. 
We ensured that each category was noticed by at least three respondents. 
This first step was mainly inductive. Second, axial coding was performed 
to create second-order codes, taking into account the research (Locke, 
2001). At this stage, we grouped the codes from the first order to create 
new categories that fit with the literature. This second step was abductive 
and required iterations. Third, we created aggregate categories based on 
the second-order codes. This was a more conceptualized approach. 



12 K. USANOVA ET AL.

Ta
bl

e 
2.

 R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’ d
at

a.

ID
Ps

eu
do

ny
m

Jo
b 

po
si

tio
n

Ge
nd

er
Ag

e

Te
nu

re
 

(y
ea

rs
 in

 
th

e 
M

D
O

/in
 

to
ta

l)
N

b 
of

 
em

pl
oy

ee
s

N
b 

of
 

vo
lu

nt
ee

rs
Fo

un
di

ng
 

ye
ar

Lo
ca

tio
n 

of
 o

pe
ra

tio
ns

TM
 p

at
te

rn
*

1
O

lg
a

Fo
un

de
r, 

ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

30
-3

5
5/

8
15

0
0

20
14

M
os

co
w

, S
ai

nt
 P

et
er

sb
ur

g,
 E

ka
te

rin
bu

rg
, 

U
fa

, K
al

in
in

gr
ad

, K
az

an
, N

iz
hn

iy
 

N
ov

go
ro

d,
 S

am
ar

a,
 U

xh
no

ye
 B

ut
ov

o

En
tr

ep
re

ne
ur

ia
l

2
Vi

ct
or

Co
-fo

un
de

r, 
m

an
ag

in
g 

di
re

ct
or

M
30

-3
5

5/
16

5
0

20
15

Pe
nz

a
En

tr
ep

re
ne

ur
ia

l
3

M
ar

ia
Co

-fo
un

de
r, 

ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

30
-3

5
5/

9
23

0
20

17
W

or
ld

w
id

e
En

tr
ep

re
ne

ur
ia

l
4

Ks
en

ia
Co

-fo
un

de
r, 

fin
an

ci
al

 d
ire

ct
or

M
50

-6
0

6/
17

22
0

20
14

13
 r

eg
io

ns
 o

f 
Ru

ss
ia

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

ex
cl

us
iv

e)
5

D
ar

ia
Co

-fo
un

de
r, 

m
an

ag
in

g 
di

re
ct

or
F

30
-3

5
4/

7
3

0
20

16
M

os
co

w
En

tr
ep

re
ne

ur
ia

l
6

In
na

Fo
un

de
r, 

ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

40
-5

0
20

/2
0+

4
0

20
10

Ek
at

er
in

bu
rg

 r
eg

io
n

Am
at

eu
r

7
Ev

ge
ni

ya
Co

-fo
un

de
r, 

ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

30
-3

5
2/

8
5

0
20

18
Ro

st
ov

-o
n-

D
on

En
tr

ep
re

ne
ur

ia
l

8
Al

en
a

Fo
un

de
r, 

ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

40
-5

0
17

/2
0+

18
0

20
16

Irk
ut

sk
M

an
ag

er
ia

l (
in

cl
us

iv
e)

9
Ta

tia
na

Fo
un

de
r, 

ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

35
-4

5
15

/1
8

8
30

20
14

N
ov

os
ib

irs
k

En
tr

ep
re

ne
ur

ia
l

10
N

at
al

ia
Fo

un
de

r, 
ex

ec
ut

iv
e 

di
re

ct
or

F
30

-3
5

7/
9

32
50

20
13

W
or

ld
w

id
e

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

hy
br

id
)

11
O

le
g

Co
-fo

un
de

r, 
Te

ch
ni

ca
l d

ire
ct

or
M

30
-3

5
6/

9
50

0
20

14
Ru

ss
ia

 a
nd

 E
ur

op
e

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

hy
br

id
)

12
N

in
a

Fo
un

de
r, 

ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

30
-3

5
2/

6
3

30
20

18
Ru

ss
ia

n 
ci

tie
s

En
tr

ep
re

ne
ur

ia
l

13
Va

si
lis

a
Se

ni
or

 m
an

ag
er

 o
f 

th
e 

sc
ie

nt
ifi

c 
an

d 
pr

od
uc

tio
n 

la
b

F
30

-3
5

10
/1

1
27

0
19

90
M

os
co

w
 a

nd
 R

us
si

an
 c

iti
es

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

hy
br

id
)

14
Ek

at
er

in
a

Fo
un

de
r, 

ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

35
-4

0
7/

13
3

4
20

16
M

os
co

w
En

tr
ep

re
ne

ur
ia

l
15

An
na

Fo
un

de
r, 

ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

30
-3

5
6/

7
30

0
20

14
Sa

in
t 

Pe
te

rs
bu

rg
 r

eg
io

n
Am

at
eu

r
16

Al
ex

an
dr

a
Vi

ce
 p

re
si

de
nt

F
45

-5
0

13
/1

3
66

20
20

07
M

os
co

w
, M

os
co

w
 r

eg
io

n,
 T

ul
a,

 a
nd

 
ot

he
rs

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

in
cl

us
iv

e)

17
Li

dy
a

D
ep

ut
y 

di
re

ct
or

F
45

-5
0

10
/6

65
>

40
00

20
07

N
ov

os
ib

irs
k

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

in
cl

us
iv

e)
18

G
al

in
a

Fo
un

de
r

F
50

-6
0

18
/2

8
24

~
20

20
07

M
os

co
w

, K
os

tr
om

a 
an

d 
ot

he
rs

Am
at

eu
r

19
Lu

dm
ila

Fo
un

de
r

F
40

-5
0

19
/2

0+
5

>
30

00
20

09
Ru

ss
ia

n 
ci

tie
s

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

hy
br

id
)

20
M

ar
in

a
Ex

ec
ut

iv
e 

di
re

ct
or

F
50

-6
0

20
/2

0
15

~
20

20
14

Ru
ss

ia
n 

ci
tie

s
M

an
ag

er
ia

l (
in

cl
us

iv
e)

21
Ly

ub
ov

Fo
un

de
r

F
50

-6
0

12
/2

5+
25

13
0

20
08

Sa
in

t 
Pe

te
rs

bu
rg

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

in
cl

us
iv

e)
22

Iv
an

Pr
es

id
en

t
M

30
-4

0
11

/1
1

16
~

50
20

08
Ru

ss
ia

n 
ci

tie
s

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

hy
br

id
)

23
An

as
ta

si
a

Ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

40
-5

0
13

/1
5

20
~

40
20

06
M

os
co

w
, S

m
ol

en
sk

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

ex
cl

us
iv

e)
24

El
iz

av
et

a
Fo

un
de

r, 
ex

ec
ut

iv
e 

di
re

ct
or

F
40

-5
0

19
/1

5
45

>
40

20
09

M
os

co
w

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

in
cl

us
iv

e)



The International Journal of Human Resource Management 13

25
El

en
a

Ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

50
-6

0
28

/2
5

12
>

50
0

20
02

M
os

co
w

 r
eg

io
n

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

in
cl

us
iv

e)
26

Ve
ro

ni
ka

Fo
un

de
r

F
35

-4
0

15
/1

5
12

~
50

20
11

Sa
in

t 
Pe

te
rs

bu
rg

, K
al

ug
a,

 T
ul

a,
 

Sm
ol

en
sk

, R
ya

za
n’,

 V
la

di
m

ir,
 I

va
no

vo
, 

Ya
ro

sl
av

l S
ar

at
ov

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

ex
cl

us
iv

e)

27
Ju

lia
Ex

ec
ut

iv
e 

di
re

ct
or

F
35

-4
0

12
/1

7
17

0
20

08
M

os
co

w
M

an
ag

er
ia

l (
hy

br
id

)
28

Va
rv

ar
a

Fo
un

de
r

F
35

-4
0

1/
10

4
30

20
19

M
os

co
w

En
tr

ep
re

ne
ur

ia
l

29
Iri

na
Fo

un
de

r, 
ex

ec
ut

iv
e 

di
re

ct
or

F
35

-4
0

7/
15

3
85

20
08

M
os

co
w

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

hy
br

id
)

30
Po

lin
a

Ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

30
-3

5
3/

10
+

5
0

20
15

W
or

ld
w

id
e

M
an

ag
er

ia
l (

hy
br

id
)

31
Sa

bi
na

Ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
di

re
ct

or
F

35
-4

0
4/

12
10

70
20

16
Si

m
fe

ro
po

l, 
Kr

as
no

pe
re

ko
ps

k,
 

Ba
kh

ch
ys

ar
ai

Am
at

eu
r

32
So

fia
Fo

un
de

r, 
le

ad
er

F
30

-3
5

10
/-

3
30

20
10

M
os

co
w

, R
us

si
an

 r
eg

io
ns

En
tr

ep
re

ne
ur

ia
l

33
M

ik
ha

il
Fo

un
de

r, 
ex

ec
ut

iv
e 

di
re

ct
or

M
35

-4
0

4/
10

4
0

20
18

Ru
ss

ia
, I

sr
ae

l, 
Li

th
ua

ni
a

En
tr

ep
re

ne
ur

ia
l

34
Sv

et
la

na
Fo

un
de

r, 
ex

ec
ut

iv
e 

di
re

ct
or

F
30

-3
5

5/
9

3
0

20
15

Pe
tr

oz
av

od
sk

 a
nd

 o
th

er
 c

iti
es

En
tr

ep
re

ne
ur

ia
l

*T
hi

s 
co

lu
m

n 
re

pr
es

en
ts

 t
he

 T
M

 p
at

te
rn

s 
ob

ta
in

ed
 f

ro
m

 t
he

 fi
nd

in
gs

 s
ec

tio
n.



14 K. USANOVA ET AL.

Eventually, we grouped the MDOs by emerging types of TM used by 
Russian MDOs (see Figure 1 for the data analysis and Table 3 for the 
main findings).

Post factum, we returned back to the respondents’ interviews and, 
following the best fit approach, tried to assign each of the TM patterns 
to each of the respondents. The last column in Table 2 shows the TM 
approaches for each of the 34 respondents that represent 34 differ-
ent MDOs.

To ensure intercoder reliability of the findings, several analysis meet-
ings were arranged. The first-order codes were developed by one of the 
researchers and were validated by the rest of the research team thereafter. 
The second-order themes and aggregate groups were developed by all 
the researchers together. Disagreements were resolved through careful 
discussion among the researchers until consensus on each of the themes 
and groups was achieved.

Figure 1.  Data structure.
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Findings

In this section, we present our analysis of the interviews (see Figure 2). 
The section is structured following the research questions posed. Then, 
we propose a summarizing overview of our findings.

How do MDOs define talent?

Many of the respondents had difficulty answering this question. They 
explain the low maturity level not only of TM but also HR in general 
even though they later described differentiated practices towards talent.

“HR in our organization is still poorly developed; we are just starting to deal 
with this issue. Therefore, we are not wise; we have not yet acquired special 
TM techniques and practices” (Oleg, technology director, founder, MDO #11).

In the MDO context, defining talent requires one main criterion, 
which is adherence to MDO values. These values concern broad topics. 
An example could be “the desire to work with cancer patients”, “helping 
children with disabilities feel better” or “changing the reality around you”.

“In the first place, I consider a talent not as a skill or capability but an inter-
est in our activities, hard work, and engagement in our topic” (Elena, founder, 
executive, MDO #25).

“His values should correspond with the values of our organizations. Otherwise, 
he won’t be talented for us, even if he shows high professionalism. A regular 
employee is not engaged in the process; he just does the task. He does not ask 
himself why he is doing this; he just does what is set forth in the contract. 

Figure 2.  TM patterns.
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At the same time, he can be an effective employee but not a talent” (Lyubov, 
founder, MDO #21).

In addition to adherence to social values, we identify extra-role per-
formance as relevant to qualifying an employee as talent. Thus, creativity, 
proactivity and taking initiative are examples of features of the extra-role 
performance raised by the interviewees, as the following quote exemplifies:

“…who, among other things, takes the initiative, who generates some new ideas for 
the project, who works for the benefit of the project’s development, thinks about 
the strategic issues of project development” (Tatiana, founder, executive, MDO #9).

“provides solutions himself and is proactive” (Maria, co-founder, executive, MDO #3).

“…who thinks outside the box, is able to find non-standard solutions in this 
regard, is flexible and capable of acting in a different context, including one that 
is changing, and not only in standard settings” (Veronika, founder, MDO #26).

Moreover, there are a variety of perceptions about what a talent should 
be, which has an impact on the selection process. MDOs have an inclu-
sive and an exclusive perception of talent. For some of the MDO inter-
viewees, talents are everyone, whereas for others, talents are a few 
outstanding employees.

“It is hard to distinguish someone” (Elizaveta, executive, MDO #24).

“[A talent] is a person who, having well-known facts, can create something new 
and, as a result, can achieve what other people could not achieve in the same 
circumstances” (Anna, founder, executive, MDO #15).

“A talented employee for me is, first of all, one who is just sane [normal] and 
does his job well” (Alena, founder, executive, MDO #8).

The definition of talent is not a stable concept across the not-for-
profit sector in Russia. Adherence to organizational values and missions 
is a prerequisite for talent in Russian MDOs. Complementarily, MDOs 
define talent as a performer; however, in that sense, they are not homo-
geneous. Some MDOs consider talent in terms of extraordinary achievers 
and believe that not every employee on their teams is talent, whereas 
others define talents as diligent executors and see all of their employees 
as reliable and whose talent can be increased. The third group of MDOs 
recognizes the importance of both outstanding and reliable performers. 
In that case, the idea is that the organization can benefit from a mix 
of outstanding people and other workers who are solid, whose contri-
bution can be anticipated and relied upon.

How do MDOs manage talent?

Although a low maturity level of HR, in general, and TM, specifically, 
(Brewster & Cerdin, 2018) characterize MDOs, we could identify the 
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following three patterns of TM in MDOs: managerial, entrepreneurial 
and amateur.

Managerial TM pattern
MDOs with a “managerial” TM pattern have the most advanced practices 
compared to the other MDOs in our sample. They defined job descrip-
tions, conducted team meetings and pursued clear monthly objectives. 
In their talent definition, they refer to adherence to the MDOs’ values 
and reliable or/and extraordinary performance. Some organizations from 
this group believe that all of their employees are talented without focus-
ing on the clear performance dimension but on the belief that everyone 
can make an important contribution. Thus, they have an inclusive 
approach to TM. Other MDOs adopt an exclusive or hybrid TM 
approach.

In terms of attraction, all MDOs focus on the fit of values and the 
competencies needed and implement a comprehensive approach to 
attracting talent. They use an all-around approach, combining different 
techniques: attracting talent from personal networks of co-workers and 
volunteers, other for- and not-for-profit organizations and extensive open 
calls by using extensive online campaigns. As these MDOs are charac-
terized by better resource endowment, they have paid accounts on spe-
cialized HR blogs to publish vacancies. Although they do not differentiate 
between the practices of talent and regular employees, some of the 
respondents note that network techniques are often the most effective 
in attracting specifically talented people.

“I did it correctly. I was writing a description of the vacancy, publishing it on 
HeadHunter [main recruiting website in Russia], on other portals where people 
look for a job, I was forwarding it to friends on Facebook, publishing it on the 
page of our foundation” (Polina, executive director, MDO #30).

The MDO practices used to attract and retain talent are based on 
the social mission, recognized status, and the fulfilment of job and 
market compensation. Indeed, these MDOs are often characterized by 
a good reputation and transparent financial activities that are regularly 
published in an open source, which shows that they are trustful orga-
nizations. They ensure that talents have fulfilling jobs by sharing the 
results of their work, giving them emotionally fulfilling tasks and 
offering good pay compared to other MDOs, sometimes even above 
average.

“It is doing a job that you are not ashamed of. It’s working with the central 
themes of the universe – death, love, pain – these important things and not just 
numbers” (Ivan, president about social purpose, MDO #22).



20 K. USANOVA ET AL.

“We attract [talent] when we talk about the “right” kind of philanthropy – honest, 
transparent, open activities” (Julia, executive about the recognized institution, 
MDO #27).

“For them, the motivation is to work in social enterprises with cancer patients. 
In addition, we receive feedback from our clients all the time who thank us” 
(Natalia, founder, executive director about fulfilling job, MDO #10).

“First, we provide respectable salaries. […] This is how we position and differ-
entiate ourselves compared with other MDOs” (Marina, executive director about 
market compensation, MDO #20).

Regarding retention practices, MDOs ensure “human” treatment of 
everyone, an environment characterized by a collaborative supportive 
culture without a strong hierarchy that respects work-life balance. 
Allocating budgets for the personal and professional learning of talent 
also allows them to feel valued.

“Everyone communicates with each other as equal members, and there is no 
feeling that someone is a boss and another is a subordinate. <…> For exam-
ple, I often go to storage to move packs or distribute flyers at events when 
more hands are needed. Maria [the name is changed] also does tasks that do 
not correspond to her position as president of the organization” (Alexandra, 
vice-president, MDO #16).

“Care with respect. It is important to give tasks in the right way and to give 
time for the work. The right combination of work and rest” (Lidya, deputy 
director, MDO #17).

“For example, we pay for the language courses for those who want to improve 
their English. It does not significantly help the organization, but it helps the 
people to grow” (Elizaveta, executive, MDO #24).

Both inclusive and exclusive approaches are adopted by these orga-
nizations, showing a managerial TM pattern. MDOs with an inclusive 
approach emphasize equal learning opportunities for individuals and 
achievement for the MDO rather than the individual. MDOs with an 
exclusive approach differentiate their retention of talent and emphasize 
talents’ job achievements through bonuses, verbal recognition and higher 
salaries. The hybrid approach combines the aforementioned inclusive 
and exclusive practices. For example, MDO #10, which engages in inclu-
sive practices, provides a bonus system to their talents as part of the 
exclusive approach, and MDO #22 increases the salaries of some of the 
talents, continuing to support all of their talents with work-life-balance 
measures and learning opportunities.

“Praising, recognizing their success, especially in public and in the team. It is 
always important, from my point of view” (Ludmila, executive director, MDO #19).

“What we do to retain, well, appraisals of KPIs, we even have bonuses every 6 
months. It helps to retain” (Anastasia, executive director, MDO #23).
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“This salary is higher than that of any other employee. We also agreed [with her] 
that we have concrete KPIs and if they are reached, she receives a bonus every 
half-year” (Irina, founder about the marketing lead, MDO #29).

Entrepreneurial TM pattern
In the definition of talent, similar to the executives of the “managerial” 
TM pattern, the MDOs in this group refer to adherence to MDO values 
and extraordinary performance linked to extra-role performances.

In terms of attracting talent, these organizations focus on value fit 
and the potential to contribute to the organization. They often focus 
on young talent. They mainly use a network approach, looking for talent 
through founders’ friends and acquaintances or organizations that they 
know well, often without openly announcing the vacancy.

“For me, I realized that a way to attract talent is through acquaintances and 
other talented people. With whom I used to work and the ones I know. In 
addition, employees for more technical positions, we can attract through open 
calls” (Ekaterina, founder, executive director, MDO #14).

MDO TM practices rely on innovative solutions for social problems, 
on-the-job learning and job interest, opportunities to contribute to the 
development of the organization, and friendly and efficient interactions. 
They accordingly provide autonomy to these workers. Indeed, these 
MDOs often offer new services or products to the Russian not-for-profit 
market, such as psychotherapy mobile apps or theatre groups for chil-
dren with Downs syndrome, which is considered to be an innovative 
way to socialize those children. They are also flexible and, thus, can 
provide on-the-job learning through mentoring, diversifying tasks and 
creating informal open relationships with talent.

“I position it as a growing MDO. Together, we create a new approach, a new 
solution. It attracts the ambitious” (Maria, founder, executive director about the 
innovative social solution, MDO #3).

“They [talents] always grow. They had never organized discussion events or other 
important activities — they had never, for example, placed a child in a family” 
(Olga, founder, executive director about on-the-job learning, MDO #1).

“… job that is diverse and not routine. There are different projects, confer-
ences and events and methodological blocks, for example, designing a program. 
Therefore, it is very diverse job, and I believe it is one of the most important 
values” (Varvara, founder, executive director about job interest, MDO #28).

“We do not ask people to bring official sick leave papers or to ask for holidays 
in advance. We have a climate of freedom” (Sofia, founder, leader about friendly 
and efficient interaction, MDO #32).

In exclusive talent retention, these MDOs mainly use the empower-
ment approach. It includes practices such as providing autonomy, assign-
ing important projects and involving talent in strategic decisions.
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“For talent, there are more responsibilities. We can let them work autonomously 
without our participation. It is an important motivation factor” (Svetlana, founder, 
MDO #34).

“Well, we support talented employees through, overall, not materialistic stimulus 
but more responsibilities. We support their ideas; we include them in the discus-
sion about the strategy of the MDO” (Victor, co-founder, executive, MDO #2).

“They have more needs in having a vision of team development and in creating 
such vision. We try to involve them in these strategic issues” (Ekaterina, founder, 
executive, MDO #14).

Amateur TM pattern
The third pattern of TM is the “amateur” pattern. It is a less advanced 
TM pattern compared to the other two. Like the MDOs with the other 
TM patterns, they do not have someone in a specific job role who 
handles HR tasks. In general, these MDOs are characterized by minimal 
structuring in their personnel management. As one executive mentioned, 
the most suitable name for their organizational culture is “chaos” since 
their actions are reactive and rarely formalized. In their definition of 
talent, similar to MDOs with an “entrepreneurial” TM, they refer to 
adherence to the MDO’s values and extraordinary performance.

Regarding attraction practices, these organizations focus on values fit, 
competencies or potential and prefer to hire talent from their close 
network, i.e. from family and friends, talents’ referrals or from volunteers 
who used to help them or help them now. They also noted that some 
of their employees reached out themselves without a position announce-
ment after they had participated in some specialized MDO events.

“As I said, for us, this approach [open-call] did not work well. The best people 
we have came from our friends or through word-of-mouth. […] Others do not 
understand, just cannot handle the reality of the not-for-profit sector” (Galina, 
founder, executive, MDO #18).

TM practices are based on the mission of the organization, the feeling 
of a community that shares the same values and a professional team.

“I say that we change the lives of kids, the future lives of kids, and it is very 
important” (Anna, founder, executive, MDO #15).

“This is the key to the not-for-profit sector – shared values. That’s why people 
come from commercial companies and stay here” (Inna, founder, MDO #6).

“Positioned as a professional, good team and community…” (Galina, founder, 
executive, MDO #18).
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In terms of retention, they focus on allowing people to manage them-
selves, supporting their ideas to ensure job interest and learning. 
However, the mission of these MDOs is a core aspect, as it is often 
linked to the personal story of the talent. The founder of the MDOs 
for children with disabilities noted the following in her answer about 
the job motivation of her talent:

“Their main motivation is their children. Because what they are doing here is, 
first of all, what they are doing for their own kids” (Sabina, founder, executive, 
MDO #31).

Exclusively for talented employees, leaders from these MDOs try to 
adjust to the needs of individual talents to retain them. They provide 
them with special attention compared to other employees by allowing 
more flexibility regarding work hours or holidays, offering additional 
earning opportunities and forgiving bad habits.

“I give them other comforts, make more concessions. I can adjust to what they 
[talent] want, with what I cannot adjust with other regular employees. […] The 
scope of what is possible is different” (Anna, founder, executive, MDO #15).

“He is always late by 20 minutes. In addition, we even had a conflict because 
others ask, why is it tolerated? Well, but I understand that he is able to write 
such an amazing program that others will use it for ages” (Galina, founder, 
executive, MDO #18).

Table 3 presents the main findings regarding TM patterns (see 
appendix).

Summarizing overview

Our findings show that three TM patterns coexist in Russian MDOs. 
For the three paths, there is the same starting point, i.e. adhering to 
the MDOs’ values. This is the necessary condition to recruit a human 
resource and, more specifically, a talent. Then, the ways in which MDOs 
perceive and define their internal talent also has an impact on their 
TM approach. It could be an inclusive approach in which everyone is 
a talent who is a reliable performer, an exclusive approach that focuses 
on the extra-role performance of some employees or a hybrid perspective 
that combines inclusive and exclusive approaches to talent.

The three definitions and modes of talent identification are incorpo-
rated in the three different paths for which different TM sets of practices 
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are implemented, i.e. community-based, innovation and learning-based, 
and security and status-based.

The “amateur” TM pattern was identified in only four MDOs. They 
are mainly well-established organizations of small size. All of these 
MDOs provide special care for children with incurable rare diseases or 
physical and mental disabilities. They prefer to attract talent from a 
close network of people with similar experiences; thus, they tend to be 
people they already know. Two MDOs from this group were founded 
by parents with children with these diagnoses. These executives are 
often blind to other stakeholders, focusing mainly on their beneficiaries. 
However, their turnover is not high. We explain this phenomenon by 
the fact that many of the talents in these MDOs have the same unique 
personal experience. They are motivated by the mission of the organi-
zation, which is directly linked to their children and their own happiness. 
The TM practices of these MDOs are not formalized. When possible, 
they try to support talents’ ideas to ensure job interest and learning; 
however, the mission and community feeling are the most pronounced 
values. These MDOs retain their most talented employees through special 
attention.

The “entrepreneurial” TM pattern is present in twelve of the MDOs, 
which are mainly young organizations of small and micro sizes. Due to 
the scarcity of resources and lack of visibility, these MDOs mainly attract 
talent from open networks to reduce the costs of expensive campaigns. 
Their TM practices are based on innovative solutions to social problems, 
autonomy, on-the-job learning and a flat structure, which often attract 
young talent. Since these MDOs often cannot offer external learning, 
they allow people to develop skills internally through mentoring, diver-
sifying tasks and giving them opportunities to try what they have not 
done before. Retaining talent exclusively is characterized by more 
empowerment, which allows talent to feel special and has a greater 
impact on the development of young MDOs.

The “managerial” TM pattern is used by eighteen MDOs from our 
sample. These organizations are mainly well established and of medium 
and small size and have connections with large cities. Some of them 
have large volunteer pools. The TM in these MDOs is shaped by for-
malized practices. However, it is still viewed as rudimentary, as it does 
not include a strategy with long-term goals. They attract talent based 
on their social mission, well-recognized status, fulfilling job and good 
pay compared to other MDOs. Attracting talent from volunteers’ and 
co-workers’ networks allows MDOs to recruit trustworthy talent and to 
reduce the costs of extensive online campaigns and long interviewing 
processes. Nevertheless, they also rely on open techniques of recruitment. 
In terms of retention, the MDOs from this group adopt either inclusive, 
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exclusive or hybrid TM. Organizations with an inclusive TM (seven 
MDOs) approach focus on a collaborative culture, work-life balance and 
equal opportunities for development and consider reliable employees as 
talents, supporting the idea of the “soft” TM in this sector (Thunnissen 
& Buttiens, 2017). In hybrid TMs (eight MDOs), in addition to these 
inclusive retention practices, talent is retained by recognizing job achieve-
ments. Finally, the purely exclusive TM (three product- rather than 
service-based MDOs) approach puts less emphasis on developing and 
supporting every member of the team but defines only some people as 
talents and, thus, retains them specifically by recognizing their achieve-
ments. Ultimately, TM is not homogenous among well-established MDOs. 
Some MDOs focus on equal comfort and development, whereas others 
implement TM in ways that are close to those of for-profit organizations, 
with performance as an important criterion for exclusive TM. The exclu-
sive approach is the least present approach among the “managerial” 
TMs. This result can be interpreted by the awareness, in more advanced 
TM systems, of the importance of combining different types of talents, 
as well as the importance of ensuing egalitarian principles not only 
externally but also internally for their people. Thus, the MDOs of this 
pattern mainly adopt inclusive or hybrid TM, valuing every member of 
the organization.

Concluding discussion

In this section, we present the theoretical and managerial implications, 
as well as the limitations of this study.

Theoretical implications

First, we provide a deeper understanding of talent in MDOs and how 
TM is conceptualized in this context. The definition of talent in Russian 
MDOs exhibits a key feature that is clearly established across the diver-
sity of cases; i.e. talent should adhere to MDO values as a prerequisite 
for being defined as talent. Adherence to MDO values is a structuring 
component and, to the best of our knowledge, contradicts the existing 
definitions of talent that mainly emphasize high performance (e.g. Stahl 
et al., 2012; Cappelli & Keller, 2014), even though commitment was 
identified as a talent characteristic (Gallardo-Gallardo et al., 2013). 
Several of the MDOs included in this study define talent as satisfying 
both criteria – adherence to MDOs’ values in addition to performance. 
However, even in this group, there are differences; while some MDOs 
refer to extraordinary performance, echoing Valverde et al. (2013), others 
focus on diligence (several MDOs with inclusive “managerial” TM 
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approaches). This difference, between defining talent based on diligent 
performance and extraordinary performance, introduces another level 
of complexity for defining talent (Dries, 2013). This study, therefore, 
provides a contribution to the TM research in terms of defining talent 
on a common basis compared to the private sector and outlining the 
specific components of TM in MDOs.

As in private organizations, in MDOs, a common basis for TM can 
be found, which we can put in the following terms: TM comprises 
activities and processes that involve the systematic identification of 
members who differentially contribute to the organization’s goals; the 
development of people who are able to fill those roles; and their con-
tinued will to work towards such goals. This common basis for an 
architecture of TM, which is driven by goals, is aligned with the con-
ceptual elaborations made about building a TM architecture as a 
value-driven set of processes (Sparrow & Makram, 2015). This is because, 
at its core, TM still involves the attempt to articulate individuals’ con-
tributions and organizations’ performance, regardless of whether the 
goal is social or economic. The meaning of talent is given in reference 
to this goal (Wiblen & McDonnell, 2020), and talent is employed as a 
means to reach this goal (Glaister et al., 2018). In the case of MDOs, 
the goal is social, and TM processes are “infused” with social values, 
specifically with regard to the attraction and retention of talent (Brewster 
& Cerdin, 2018; Moses & Sharma, 2020).

According to this study, social values are infused within TM practices 
not only in terms of the talent attraction and retention processes but 
also for the evaluation of other types of development and performance. 
What matters most here is that the social values are infused within but 
do not drive the TM architecture mechanistically. The three ways of 
managing talent indicate that social values are interwoven with other 
organizational dimensions (e.g. maturity, organization size, founders’ 
values), which has also been shown in previous studies (Thunnissen & 
Buttiens, 2017). Overall, the results of the current study indicate that 
the context dependence of TM is thus significant for defining talent but 
is also very impactful for TM processes: the importance of organizational 
goals does not hamper the plurality of interpretations of TM practices, 
as also observed in private companies (Tyskbo, 2019).

Second, we provide novel insights into how Russian MDOs manage 
talent. TM appears to be as a “rudimentary system” in this context. The 
executives of these organizations, whether they are young or well estab-
lished and located in large cities or small towns, do not regularly con-
sider TM issues. In the MDOs under study, the TM systems lack certain 
key management principles. Formal workforce differentiation, the related 
processes of identifying and selecting key people, the identification of 
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key roles and succession planning (e.g. Collings & Mellahi, 2009) are 
notably absent. This finding correlates with the studies of Baluch (2017), 
who observed a limited range of HR practices in times of austerity, and 
those of Holden and Vaiman (2013), who noted that TM, even in Russia’s 
for-profit sector, is less mature than that in Western Europe due to the 
Soviet legacy—which includes limited management education and low 
will to invest in people.

Although the TM phenomenon was observed as unmatured, we were 
able to identify how MDOs approach talent. Our study confirms that 
TM in MDOs can be either inclusive or exclusive (see also Tyskbo, 
2019; Meyers et al., 2020). In contrast to the assumption that MDOs 
must adopt inclusive TM due to their egalitarian values (Özbilgin & 
Tatli, 2011), our findings show that not every MDO implements this 
approach in practice. The leaders of MDOs in Russia mainly adopt an 
exclusive approach to TM, which is also the case in Sweden (Tyskbo, 
2019) and other countries (Meyers et al., 2020). Our data also show 
that TM in MDOs can combine these two approaches. The fact that 
the more mature MDOs have inclusive TM can be interpreted in the 
way that these MDOs enlarge the scope of their talents by reflecting 
on what they need, while in addition, acknowledging the importance 
of implementing the values of the not-for-profit sector, not only to the 
external stakeholders (beneficiaries, donors and others) but also internally 
– the employees – thus, considering that everyone has a talent that 
should be supported. Similarly, in the hybrid case, MDOs with “man-
agerial” TM are aware of the importance of combining different types 
of talents; thus, they focus on outstanding people and other workers 
who are solid and whose talent can be developed. However, these explan-
atory points deserve further research.

The study found that attraction is the least differentiated practice in 
Russian MDOs. The usual sourcing practices that include an “open” 
approach (e.g. open call through HR websites) are observed in 
well-established and reputed MDOs, which correlates with the TM lit-
erature (Stahl et al., 2012). However, this type of attraction is always 
complemented with a “closed” approach (e.g. sharing the vacancy with 
a personal network). The “closed” approach is considered the most 
effective method of attracting talent and employees in the majority of 
the MDOs studied, implying the attraction of either volunteers or friends 
and acquaintances. This phenomenon can be explained by the specific-
ities of the sector and the national context. First, the not-for-profit 
sector, which is limited by scarce resources (Skokova et al., 2018), pushes 
organizations to minimize the costs of attraction and recruitment. 
Second, the importance of personal trust at work among Russians 
(Magun et al., 2017) requires executives to attract people they already 



28 K. USANOVA ET AL.

know and trust. The attraction of friends and acquaintances is also 
observed in for-profit organizations, mainly those that are small- and 
medium-sized (e.g. Valverde et al., 2013; Harsh & Festing, 2019), whereas 
the attraction of volunteer pools is a new phenomenon for the TM 
research that is specific to the not-for-profit sector.

In terms of retention practices, Russian MDOs have some specificities 
and concerns regarding retaining not only talent but also the whole 
workforce. These practices allow MDOs to compete with for-profit orga-
nizations. In that sense, our findings on inclusive retention correspond 
to typical “soft” TM principles (Thunnissen & Buttiens, 2017). Russian 
MDOs try to make talent feel that they are valued based on insights 
that are similar to those found in the not-for-profit literature, i.e. training 
and learning opportunities (Moses & Sharma, 2020); the working envi-
ronment (Brewster & Cerdin, 2018; Fee et al., 2017) and, most impor-
tantly, social values that often unite workers in the community (Evans 
et al., 2005; Grant & Sumanth, 2009; Townsend et al., 2017). This is 
because people work in MDOs for ethical and ideological reasons; they 
are driven by their willingness to connect with other people who share 
their values or have experienced the same intense situations (Clary et 
al., 1998; Nickson et al., 2007). When exclusive TM approaches are 
implemented, retention practices towards talent are similar to those in 
the for-profit sector, and talent is retained not only by intrinsic rewards, 
as it is the main retention point for employees in MDOs (Akingbola & 
van den Berg, 2019), but also by extrinsic rewards.

The TM patterns that emerged from our data as “managerial”, “entre-
preneurial” and “amateur” show that TM is a changing phenomenon 
depending on the different contexts (Meyers et al., 2020; Thunnissen & 
Buttiens, 2017). We uncovered that, depending on maturity, MDOs 
employ different TM approaches, which partly contrast with the other 
TM typologies developed in the for-profit context (e.g. Festing et al., 
2013; Valverde et al., 2013; Harsch & Festing; 2020). Well-established 
organizations with good connections to large Russian cities employ a 
“managerial” mode of TM that is more sophisticated than those of 
MDOs that are located in other towns and have a less developed under-
standing of TM, which we refer to as “amateur”. This is explained by 
a type of institutional isomorphism that is visible in Moscow and a few 
other large cities that are more developed; MDOs in such contexts are 
generally characterized by higher professionalism and openness to more 
recent managerial patterns (Skokova et al., 2018).

Third, to the best of our knowledge, our study is the first study on 
TM in MDOs in Russia that shows the distinctive features of sectorial 
TM in this national context. Similar to other post-Soviet countries, 
Russia has direct implications for TM implementation in for-profit 
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organizations (Holden & Vaiman, 2013), and as shown in this study, 
this condition has implications for not-for profit organizations. Personal 
trust, materialistic values and paternalistic intentions, as distinct Russian 
national values (Holden & Vaiman, 2013; Magun et al., 2017), have an 
impact on TM in MDOs. Personal trust is an important criterion for 
executives to identify talent at the attraction or retention stages. 
Materialistic values, such as wealth and power, have a more important 
place in the population’s values of developing economies, such as Russia, 
than in West European countries (Magun et al., 2017). Thus, even in 
the not-for-profit sector, where social values and intrinsic motivations 
are the core of TM, some retention practices are still based on oppor-
tunities for additional earnings (“amateur” TM) or for empowerment 
(“entrepreneurial” TM), which is not observed in the MDOs of Western 
European countries, such as Sweden (Tyskbo, 2019) or the Netherlands 
(Thunnissen & Buttiens, 2017).

Practical implications

We can derive two main practical implications from our study. First, 
according to our findings, many MDOs do not have a clear compre-
hension of their TM practices. The three identified patterns allow MDOs 
to determine what TM pattern fits better with their profile, as well as 
specific situation and help them to identify TM components that are 
underused in their management of talents. Thus, the patterns allow 
MDOs to improve their TM systems. Second, based on our findings, 
MDOs can anticipate how to change their TM practices regarding the 
evolution of their organizational design. For instance, a small local MDO 
grows and starts to operate in other countries. This shift induces TM 
changes related to the new context that can be anticipated through the 
study of our patterns.

Limitations and future research

This study has some limitations. First, we present only executive direc-
tors’ views on how TM works in the not-for-profit sector and neglect 
the perceptions of the employees who are defined by MDOs as talent. 
TM scholars emphasize the importance of investigating not only intended 
and actual TM practices that are explained by HR managers’ and exec-
utives’ views but also TM practices as they are perceived by talent 
(Meyers et al., 2020; Thunnissen & Buttiens, 2017). Second, we under-
stand that we did not focus intensively on certain aspects of TM in 
MDOs. For example, the question of how MDOs measure the perfor-
mance of their talent was not the focus of this article; however, it is 
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an interesting issue. Third, although the Russian sample provides import-
ant insight into the TM typology in a new cultural context (Thunnissen 
et al., 2013), it may be applicable to post-Soviet conditions but divergent 
from other economies (Vaiman & Holden, 2011). Consequently, we 
recommend that future research conduct interviews with talented employ-
ees themselves and gauge their perceptions of TM practices. Additionally, 
we assume that further research on performance measurement is required 
to determine how MDOs obtain a balance between measuring the eco-
nomic performance and social effects of their talent. Finally, we suggest 
that future research replicate the typology introduced here in other 
post-Soviet countries, for example, Poland, to identify differences in 
similar cultural contexts (Holden & Vaiman, 2013; Skuza et al., 2013), 
as well as in non-post-Soviet countries to determine the extent to which 
the TM in the MDOs of Western Europe or America differs from that 
found in Russian emerging economies.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Data availability statement

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding 
author, [SDA], upon reasonable request.

References

Akingbola, K., & van den Berg, H. A. (2019). Antecedents, consequences, and context 
of employee engagement in nonprofit organizations. Review of Public Personnel 
Administration, 39(1), 46–74. https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X16684910

Al Ariss, A., Cascio, W. F., & Paauwe, J. (2014). Talent management: Current theories 
and future research directions. Journal of World Business, 49(2), 173–179. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2013.11.001

Alvesson, M., & Sköldberg, K. (2009). Reflexive methodology: New vistas for qualitative 
research. Sage.

Baluch, A. M. (2017). Employee perceptions of HRM and well-being in nonprofit 
organizations: Unpacking the unintended. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 28(14), 1912–1937. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1136672

Bartram, T., Cavanagh, J., & Hoye, R. (2017). The growing importance of human re-
source management in the NGO, volunteer and not-for-profit sectors. The International 
Journal of Human Resource Management, 28(14), 1901–1911. https://doi.org/10.1080
/09585192.2017.1315043

Brewster, C., & Cerdin, J. L. (2018). HRM in mission driven organizations. Palgrave 
Macmillan.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X16684910
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2013.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2013.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1136672
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1315043
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1315043


The International Journal of Human Resource Management 31

Cappelli, P., & Keller, J. R. (2014). Talent management: Conceptual approaches and 
practical challenges. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational 
Behavior, 1(1), 305–331. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091314

Clary, E. G., Snyder, M., Ridge, R. D., Copeland, J., Stukas, A. A., Haugen, J., & Miene, 
P. (1998). Understanding and assessing the motivations of volunteers: A functional 
approach. Journal of ersonality and ocial sychology, 74(6), 1516–1530. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1516

Collings, D. G., & Mellahi, K. (2009). Strategic talent management: A review and re-
search agenda. Human Resource Management Review, 19(4), 304–313. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2009.04.001

Collings, D. G., Mellahi, K., & Cascio, W. F. (2017). The Oxford handbook of talent 
management. Oxford University Press.

Cunningham, I. (2017). Personalisation, austerity and the HR function in the UK 
voluntary sector. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 28(14), 
2017–2035. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1136670

Dries, N. (2013). The psychology of Talent Management: A review and research agen-
da. Human Resource Management Review, 23(4), 272–285. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
hrmr.2013.05.001

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Making fast strategic decisions in high-velocity environments. 
Academy of Management ournal, 32(3), 543–576.

Evans, B., Richmond, T., & Shields, J. (2005). Structuring neoliberal governance: The 
nonprofit sector, emerging new modes of control and the marketisation of service 
delivery. Policy and Society, 24(1), 73–97. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1449-4035(05)70050-3

Fee, A., Heizmann, H., & Gray, S. J. (2017). Towards a theory of effective cross-cultural 
capacity development: The experiences of Australian International NGO expatriates 
in Vietnam. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 28(14), 2036–
2061. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1093015

Festing, M., Schäfer, L., & Scullion, H. (2013). Talent management in medium-sized 
German companies: An explorative study and agenda for future research. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 24(9), 1872–1893. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09585192.2013.777538

Gallardo-Gallardo, E., Dries, N., & González-Cruz, T. F. (2013). What is the meaning 
of ‘talent’ in the world of work?Human Resource Management Review, 23(4), 290–300. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2013.05.002

Gallardo-Gallardo, E., Nijs, S., Dries, N., & Gallo, P. (2015). Towards an understanding 
of talent management as a phenomenon-driven field using bibliometric and content 
analysis. Human Resource Management Review, 25(3), 264–279. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2015.04.003

Glaister, A. J., Karacay, G., Demirbag, M., & Tatoglu, E. (2018). HRM and perfor-
mance—The role of talent management as a transmission mechanism in an emerg-
ing market context. Human Resource Management Journal, 28(1), 148–166. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12170

Grant, A. M., & Sumanth, J. J. (2009). Mission possible? The performance of proso-
cially motivated employees depends on manager trustworthiness. The Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 94(4), 927–944. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014391

Harsch, K., & Festing, M. (2020). Dynamic talent management capabilities and orga-
nizational agility – A qualitative exporation. Human Resource Management, 59(1), 
43–61. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21972

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091314
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1516
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1516
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2009.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2009.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1136670
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2013.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2013.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1449-4035(05)70050-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1093015
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.777538
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.777538
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2013.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2015.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2015.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12170
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12170
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014391
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21972


32 K. USANOVA ET AL.

Holden, N., & Vaiman, V. (2013). Talent management in Russia: Not so much war for 
talent as wariness of talent. Critical erspectives on nternational usiness, 9(1/2), 129–
146. https://doi.org/10.1108/17422041311299987

Kabalina, V., & Reshetnikova, K. (2014). Values of Russian managers and corporate 
values. Russian Journal of Management, 12(2), 37–66.

Kellner, A., Townsend, K., & Wilkinson, A. (2017). The mission or the margin? A 
high-performance work system in a non-profit organisation. The International Journal 
of Human Resource Management, 28(14), 1938–1959. https://doi.org/10.1080/095851
92.2015.1129636

Kravariti, F., & Johnston, K. (2020). Talent management: a critical literature review and 
research agenda for public sector human resource management. Public Management 
Review, 22(1), 75–95. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2019.1638439

Kravchenko, Z., & Moskvina, A. (2018). Entrepreneurial NPOs in Russia: Rationalizing 
the mission. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit 
Organizations, 29(5), 962–975. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-018-0016-9

Latukha, M. (2015). Talent management in Russian companies: domestic challenges 
and international experience. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 
26(8), 1051–1075. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2014.922598

Latukha, M., & Veselova, A. (2019). Talent management, absorptive capacity, and firm 
performance: Does it work in China and Russia?Human Resource Management, 58(5), 
503–519. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21930

Locke, K. D. (2001). Grounded theory in management research. Sage.
Magun, V., Rudnev, M., & Schmidt, P. (2017). A typology of European values and 

Russians’ basic human values. Russian Social Science Review, 58(6), 509–540. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10611428.2017.1398547

Mersiyanova, I. (2016). Информационно-аналитическая биллютень о развити 
гражданского общества и некоммерческого сектора в России. 
[Informatsionno-analiticheskii byulleten o razvitii grazhdanskogo obshchestva i ne-
kommercheskogo sektora v Rossii. ]. HSE Monitoring the Status of Civil Society, 1(9), 
1–40.

Meyers, M. C., van Woerkom, M., Paauwe, J., & Dries, N. (2020). HR managers’ talent 
philosophies: prevalence and relationships with perceived talent management prac-
tices. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 31(4), 562–588. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1579747

Michaels, E., Handfield-Jones, H., & Axelrod, B. (2001). The war for talent. Harvard 
Business Press.

Moses, A., & Sharma, A. (2020). What drives human resource acquisition and retention 
in social enterprises? An empirical investigation in the healthcare industry in an 
emerging market. Journal of Business Research, 107, 76–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbusres.2019.07.025

Muratbekova-Touron, M., Kabalina, V., & Festing, M. (2018). The phenomenon of 
young talent management in Russia-A context-embedded analysis. Human Resource 
Management, 57(2), 437–455. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21860

Napathorn, C. H. (2018). Contextual influences on HRM practices in social enterprises: 
The case of Thailand. Emerald Publishing Limited.

Nickson, D., Warhurst, C., Dutton, E., & Hurrell, S. (2007). A job to believe in: re-
cruitment in the Scottish voluntary sector. Human Resource Management Journal, 
18(1), 20–35. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2007.00056.x

https://doi.org/10.1108/17422041311299987
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1129636
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1129636
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2019.1638439
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-018-0016-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2014.922598
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21930
https://doi.org/10.1080/10611428.2017.1398547
https://doi.org/10.1080/10611428.2017.1398547
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1579747
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.07.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.07.025
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21860
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2007.00056.x


The International Journal of Human Resource Management 33

Özbilgin, M., & Tatli, A. (2011). Mapping out the field of equality and diversity: Rise 
of individualism and voluntarism. Human Relations, 64(9), 1229–1253. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0018726711413620

Patton, M. Q. (2005). Qualitative research. In Encyclopedia of statistics in behavioral 
science. John Wiley & Sons.

Ridder, H. G., Baluch, A. M., & Piening, E. P. (2012). The whole is more than the 
sum of its parts? How HRM is configured in nonprofit organizations and why it 
matters. Human Resource Management Review, 22(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
hrmr.2011.11.001

Rosstat. (2013). Единая межведомственная информационно-статистическая Система 
[Unified interdepartment System on information and statistics]. Retrieved from 
https://www.fedstat.ru/indicators/start.do

Saksida, T., Alfes, K., & Shantz, A. (2017). Volunteer role mastery and commitment: 
Can HRM make a difference?The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 
28(14), 2062–2084. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1126335

Skokova, Y., Pape, U., & Krasnopolskaya, I. (2018). The non-profit sector in today’s 
Russia: Between confrontation and co-optation. Europe-Asia Studies, 70(4), 531–563. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2018.1447089

Skuza, A., Scullion, H., & McDonnell, A. (2013). An analysis of the talent management 
challenges in a post-communist country: The case of Poland. The International Journal 
of Human Resource Management, 24(3), 453–470. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2
012.694111

Sparrow, P. R., & Makram, H. (2015). What is the value of talent management? Building 
value-driven processes within a talent management architecture. Human Resource 
Management Review, 25(3), 249–263. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2015.04.002

Stahl, G., Björkman, I., Farndale, E., Morris, S. S., Paauwe, J., Stiles, P., …. Wright, P. 
(2012). Six principles of effective global talent management. Sloan Management 
Review, 53(2), 25–42.

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998). Basics of qualitative research techniques. Sage publica-
tions.

Sundstrom, L. (2006). Funding Civil Society: Foreign assistance and NGO development 
in Russia. Stanford University Press.

Sustainable Development Knowledge Platform. (2020). Retrieved from https://sustain-
abledevelopment.un.org/

Tansley, C. (2011). What do we mean by the term “talent” in talent management?In-
dustr ial  and Commercial  Training ,  43(5) ,  266–274.  https ://doi .
org/10.1108/00197851111145853

Thunnissen, M., & Buttiens, D. (2017). Talent management in public sector organiza-
tions: A study on the impact of contextual factors on the TM approach in Flemish 
and Dutch public sector organizations. Public Personnel Management, 46(4), 391–418. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091026017721570

Thunnissen, M., Boselie, P., & Fruytier, B. (2013). Talent management and the relevance 
of context: Towards a pluralistic approach. Human Resource Management Review, 
23(4), 326–336. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2013.05.004

Townsend, K., McDonald, P., & Cathcart, A. (2017). Managing flexible work arrange-
ments in small not-for-profit firms: The influence of organisational size, financial 
constraints and workforce characteristics. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 28(14), 2085–2107. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1136671

Tyskbo, D. (2019). Talent management in a Swedish public hospital. Personnel Review, 
48(6), 1611–1633. https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-05-2018-0158

https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726711413620
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726711413620
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2011.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2011.11.001
https://www.fedstat.ru/indicators/start.do
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1126335
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2018.1447089
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2012.694111
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2012.694111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2015.04.002
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/
https://doi.org/10.1108/00197851111145853
https://doi.org/10.1108/00197851111145853
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091026017721570
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2013.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1136671
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-05-2018-0158


34 K. USANOVA ET AL.

Vaiman, V., & Collings, D. (2013). Talent management: advancing the field. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 24(9), 1737–1743. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09585192.2013.777544

Vaiman, V., & Holden, N. (2011). Talent management in central and Eastern Europe. 
Global Talent Management, 178-193.

Vaiman, V., Scullion, H., & Collings, D. (2012). Talent management decision making. 
Management Decision, 50(5), 925–941. https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741211227663

Valverde, M., Scullion, H., & Ryan, G. (2013). Talent management in Spanish 
medium-sized organisations. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 
24(9), 1832–1852. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.777545

Wiblen, S., & McDonnell, A. (2020). Connecting ‘talent’meanings and multi-level con-
text: A discursive approach. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 
31(4), 474–510. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1629988

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.777544
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.777544
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741211227663
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.777545
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1629988

	Managing talent in mission-driven organizations: a qualitative exploration
	ABSTRACT
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Talent in for-profit organizations versus MDOs
	Talent management in for-profit organizations versus MDOs
	﻿﻿Talent management﻿

	Orienting principles for TM
	Attraction and retention practices


	Methodology
	Context
	Sample and data collection
	Data analysis

	Findings
	How do MDOs define talent?
	How do MDOs manage talent?
	Managerial TM pattern
	Entrepreneurial TM pattern
	Amateur TM pattern

	Summarizing overview

	Concluding discussion
	Theoretical implications
	Practical implications
	Limitations and future research

	Disclosure statement
	Data availability statement
	References



