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Executive Summary
The CCC Creative Center has been surveying the state and dynamics 
of the Ukrainian civil society organizations since 2002. The purpose 
of this study was to determine the level of development of the Ukrai-
nian CSOs. The study had the following objectives: 1) to define the 
capacity of CSOs; 2) to review external communication the organiza-
tions had including interaction with public authorities, mass media, 
communities and other CSOs; 3) to review the overall programme 
activities of the organizations; 4) to evaluate the advocacy capacity 
of the organizations; 5) to identify the CSOs’ legitimacy; 6) to assess 
CSOs’ engagement in networks/coalitions; 7) to follow the dynamics/
progress of the CSOs over the last ten years (2002-2011) in the above-
mentioned areas and specify development trends observed.    

During 2002-2011 the number of survey participants varied between 
560 and 637 Ukrainian NGOs. The majority of 637 respondents (58%) 
surveyed in 2012 had participated in the survey at least once dur-
ing previous years. The respondents have an equal representation of 
administrative-territorial units of Ukraine, in particular, 24 oblasts, 
the Autonomous Republic of Crimea and the city of Kyiv. The ma-
jority of people surveyed during 2002-2011 (72%) were registered in 
the period of 2000-2004 or after 2005. The following trend has been 
observed in the division of registration types over the course of the 
last years: the majority of polled organizations (88%) are registered as 
non-governmental organizations and only 12% of organizations are 
registered as charitable foundations. Over the last ten years the most 
popular areas among the Ukrainian CSOs have included children and 
youth, human rights, civic education and social issues. The principle ac-
tivities such as advocacy and lobbying, trainings and consultations and 
information sharing have remained unchanged. The main customers 
of CSOs have not changed either; they are youth, children and mem-
bers of the organizations, general public and CSOs. Over the course of 
the study a remarkable increase of NGOs that have their own website 
has been observed. For instance, in 2011 41% of polled organizations 
commented that they had their own Internet-resource and back in 
2002 only 12% of CSOs had it available.  

Organizational capacity or internal capacity “to exist”. The avail-
ability of a mission statement in a written form remains strong in the 
organizations in 2011. However, it is much lower when compared to 
the previous years’ findings (79% in 2011 and 89% back in 2002). The 
main reasons for creating an organization also remain the same, in 
particular, to have a possibility to influence the society development and 
a desire to help other people. Over the course of the last ten years the 
number of CSOs that had a strategic plan has decreased, in particular 
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it was 75% back in 2002 and only 54% in 2011. The large number of 
organizations has strategic plans developed for three, more years or 
just one year. There is a growing trend toward fewer CSOs that have 
permanent staff; in particular, there were 64% of organizations back 
in 2002 and 45% of organizations in 2011. In 2011 an average Ukrai-
nian organization had 4 regular employees (6 regular employees 
working in a charitable foundation and 3 regular employees in a civil 
society organization). In 2006 the CSOs employed 6 regular people 
on average. It should be noted that the number of organizations that 
worked with volunteers has decreased over the last ten years, in par-
ticular, from 78% back in 2002 to 69% in 2011. The Ukrainian or-
ganizations have started to involve students and service beneficiaries 
more actively in volunteering. The majority of CSOs have necessary 
material resources to ensure smooth operations. The number of or-
ganizations that had computer equipment, access to the Internet, fax, 
telephone, copying machine and rented office facilities noticeably in-
creased between 2002 and 2011. However, the number of CSOs that 
had received office facilities free of charge decreased.    

The sources of funding have not changed. The Ukrainian organiza-
tions mostly receive finance from international donor organizations 
and charitable contributions from business and people. Between 2002 
and 2011 the number of organizations that received funding from 
the below listed sources decreased as follows: international donors 
(from 69% in 2002 to 56% in 2011), own economic activities (from 
30% back in 2002 to 09% in 2011), grants provided by the local or-
ganizations (from 22% in 2002 to 13% in 2011), support from the 
public budget (from 36% in 2002 to 21% in 2011). But the number 
of organizations that generated funding thanks to membership dues 
and charitable contributions has increased from 28% in 2002 to 33% 
in 2011 and from 22% in 2002 to 38% in 2011 respectively. For the 
last ten years there has been a trend toward a decrease of charitable 
contributions from business in the CSO’s budget, in particular, from 
20% in 2002 to 13% in 2011 and an increase of grants’ share provided 
by the international organizations, in particular, from 35% in 2002 
to 45% in 2011. At the same time the percentage of CSOs that have a 
fundraising plan has dropped from 38% back in 2003 to 32% in 2011. 

External relations or capacity of an organization to coexist. There 
is a trend toward a decrease of cooperation between various CSOs 
in the period of 2003-2011. The most popular types of cooperation 
include service delivery, partnership projects and consultations. The 
majority of CSOs still perceives business as a funding source solely. 
However, in the period of 2002-2011 there was a continuous upward 
trend in growth of CSOs that cooperated with business and had part-
ner relations with business, in particular from 37% in 2007 to 54% in 
2011. When compared to 2002 more CSOs have started to share in-
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formation via own websites or websites of other CSOs. This trend can 
be linked to an increased number of organizations that have their own 
website. CSOs have regular interaction with public authorities and 
for the most part both parties are interested in cooperation (58% in 
2011). If compared to previous years in 2011 public authorities were 
less reluctant to cooperate with CSOs as supported by the comments 
of fewer respondents who mentioned unwillingness of public authori-
ties to cooperate with the CSOs (from 47% back in 2007 to 41% in 
2011). Half of polled organizations believe that CSOs and public au-
thorities have common goals but different ways of achieving them, 
in other words their activities complement each other. Each fourth 
polled person thinks that CSOs and public authorities clash, only 16% 
of CSOs comment that CSOs and public authorities have common 
goals and ways of achieving them (in other words, they coordinate 
their actions) and fewer respondents (in particular by 4% thus mak-
ing it 12%) think that CSOs and public authorities have different goals 
but same ways of achieving them (in other words, public authorities 
use CSOs to pursue their own ends). 

Programme activities. The number of completed projects has not 
drastically changed over the course of ten years. Around 19% of or-
ganizations carried out more than 5 projects between 2002 and 2011, 
17% of CSOs implemented 4-5 projects in 2002 and 20% of CSOs in 
2011, 53% of respondents completed 1-3 projects in 2002 and 54% of 
respondents in 2011. For the last ten years CSOs have increased their 
awareness about the importance of transparent financial manage-
ment. However, there is a downward trend when it comes to number 
of organizations that have had an audit (from 52% in 2009 to 23% in 
2011). The number of organizations that conduct needs assessment 
of their target groups increased between 2002 and 2011 (from 89% 
in 2002 to 93% in 2011). The number of CSOs that evaluate their 
projects and programmes decreased between 2002 and 2011, in par-
ticular, from 85% in 2002 to 70% in 2011. There is a strong trend to-
ward an increase of CSOs that prepare annual reports about their 
activities, in particular, from 37% in 2002 to 54% in 2011.   

In addition to the internal, external and programme review of CSOs 
the CCC looks at four indexes of organizational activities. The find-
ings of these index assessments are listed below.  

Ukrainian CSOs Capacity Building Index. The average score of the 
capacity building index in 2011 (0.57 out of 1 respectively) demon-
strates that the overall capacity of Ukrainian CSOs is at the average 
level and in general CSOs have management standards in place. By 
and large the non-governmental organizations have good gover-
nance/management procedures as well as fundraising routines. But 
one can mention that the governing bodies are not the most effec-
tive one, the strategic management procedures have to be improved, 
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the staff is engaged in decision making but not on a regular basis, fun-
draising is for the most part sporadic. In the period of 2002-2011 the 
index varied between 0.58 in 2002 and 0.53 in 2007 and 0.57 in 2011. 
This is an indication of a slight decrease in the level of organizational 
capacity building among the Ukrainian CSOs. 

Ukrainian CSOs Advocacy Index. The advocacy index of the Ukrai-
nian CSOs is above average and it amounts to 3.37 in 2011 (with 5 
being the maximum score). This index has significantly increased be-
tween 2002 and 2011, in particular, it has grown from 2.28 in 2001 to 
3.37 in 2011. Advocacy is one of the most popular areas the Ukrainian 
CSOs are active in. The weakest side of the index is the definition and 
protection of the developed stand, whereas the strongest side is the 
collection of information and preparation of the agenda/development 
of issues in focus of an advocacy campaign. 

Ukrainian CSOs Participation in Coalitions and Networks Index. 
The participation in coalitions and networks index of the Ukrainian 
CSOs is below average and it amounted to 0.40 in 2011 (with 1 be-
ing the maximum score). This index has significantly decreased when 
compared to the past years’ indicators, in particular, it was 0.71 in 
2009 and 0.40 in 2011. It can be explained by the decreased level of 
cooperation between various CSOs. The majority of polled organiza-
tions are members of two coalitions. Information sharing, joint activi-
ties, meetings and consultations are the most popular types of coop-
eration.   

Ukrainian CSOs Legitimacy Index. The legitimacy index of the 
Ukrainian CSOs is above average and it amounted to 0.58 in 2011 
(with 1 being the maximum score). This index is not stable and it 
varies depending on the year, in particular, it was 0.67 in 2009 and 
0.58 in 2011. The findings of the study have demonstrated that the 
majority of polled CSOs have at least one representative of the organi-
zations’ target group in the collective body. The majority of organiza-
tions conducts needs assessments among their target groups, perform 
evaluations of their projects and programmes and have mechanisms 
to ensure feedback of their clients. The engagement of organizations’ 
customers in programme activities has remained the weakest part of 
the index throughout the years.
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Introduction
In June 2012, CCC Creative Center conducted an annual poll of ac-
tive civil society organizations in Ukraine. This research has been car-
ried out annually for the last eight years. Polling was accomplished 
using a single filling method that required respondents to complete 
a personal questionnaire under supervision and support of regional 
coordinators.

The goal of the survey in 2012 was to define the level of Ukrainian 
CSO development according to the main principles of sustainable de-
velopment. The Ukrainian CSO sector was the primary object of the 
research. The research subject was the development of CSO sector of 
Ukraine.

That was evaluated according to the following sustainability criteria: 
a level of organizational capacity; external CSO (cooperation with 
government, businesses, mass media, communities and other CSO); 
efficiency of program related activities. Also,  level of CSO advocacy 
capacity and efficiency in representing and protecting public inter-
ests; diversity of CSO funding sources; level of CSO professionalism; 
degree of familiarity of CSO related legislation and the use of ethical 
norms in CSO activity.

The organizations whose leaders participated in the research were 
selected from all of Ukraine’s oblasts, the Autonomous Republic of 
Crimea, and Kyiv. In 2010 the poll was financed by the UNITER 
project.

The current report summarizes the findings from the 2010 annual 
survey of a sample of CSOs operating in Ukraine and tracks changes 
in Ukrainian CSO development over the period of 2002-2011. Ad-
ditionally, the report includes a problem and needs analysis of Ukrai-
nian CSOs, a study of regional trends in the Ukrainian third sector.

This report consists of four parts and an appendix. Part I contains 
information about the survey goal, tasks, subject, and target group, a 
description of the questionnaire used for interviewing CSO leaders, a 
sample description of CSOs in terms of the date and method of their 
registration, the sectors and types of activities performed, the CSO 
client base, and the availability of an organizational website.

The second part of the publication consists of three chapters based 
on sections of the Model for Sustainable Development. They are: the 
internal capacity of civil society organizations, the external relations 
of CSOs, and CSO program activity.
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The third section provides result of CSO activity according to four 
index: the Organizational Capacity Index, the Advocacy Index, the 
Coalitions/Network Index, and Legitimacy Index.

The fourth part of the report presents conclusions with regards to 
changes that have been observed in CSOs from 2002 to 2011. 

The appendix contains the questionnaire used for researching CSOs 
development in 2011.

The report may be of interest to CSO leaders, government officials 
working in the public sector, business representatives involved in the 
development of social policy programs, academics and experts, rep-
resentatives of donor agencies, and international consultants involved 
in civil society development.
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Foundations of the Survey
The first part of the report covers the research methodology. Part I 
contains information about the goal, tasks, subject and target group 
of the survey, a description of the questionnaire used for interview-
ing CSO leaders, a sample description, and peculiarities of survey ad-
ministration. The second part, under the title “Survey Respondents,” 
provides description of the organizations that were interviewed in 
terms of the date and form of their registration, the sectors, types of 
activities performed, the client base, and the availability of a personal 
website for the organization.

Part І.
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1. Methodology of the Survey
1.1. The purpose, tasks, subject, and object of the research
Since 1997, the CCC Creative Center has conducted research on the needs and development of 
non-governmental organizations in Ukraine. This research was originally conducted within the 
framework of the Ukraine Citizen Action Network Program (UCAN) from 2002 to 2007. The 
research on NGO development was not conducted in 2008. In 2009, 2010 and 2012 research 
were conducted within the framework of the project implemented by “Ukraine National Initia-
tives to Enhance Reform” PACT, Inc. (USA) with the USAID support. The participants of the last 
polling period were organizations which had taken part in the previous seven surveys as well as 
new organizations in order to satisfy the methodological requirements of the research. Thus, the 
research can be considered to be panel research.

The goal of the research was to define the level of CSO sector development in Ukraine1. 

Within the framework of the present research, the following objectives were implemented:

✓✓ To define the level of CSO organizational capacity

✓✓ To define the external relations of these organizations (including their cooperation with 
government, business, mass media, communities, and other CSOs)

✓✓ To define the efficiency of their program activities

✓✓ To define the level of CSO capacity and efficiency in the area of representation and protec-
tion of public interests

✓✓ To define the level of CSO legitimacy

✓✓ To define the level of CSO participation in coalitions/networks

✓✓ To define the trends in CSO activities for the last ten years (2002-2011) in the above areas

The subject of the research was the development of the CSO sector in Ukraine

The object of the research is sector of the most active CSOs in Ukraine. According to the tasks 
of the research, a civil society organization is considered as a unit of analyst. The sources of 
the information for each CSO were the representatives of this organization, who had all infor-
mation on its activities (these were the Head of the CSO or his/her Deputy), possessed infor-
mation about the development of the CSO sector in general, and had knowledge of the legal 
framework which regulates the activities of the CSO sector in Ukraine.

1 For the purposes of this research, CSOs are defined as the independent organizations representing the interests of Ukrainian 
citizens in order to create opportunities for the active participation of each person concerned in the development of strong 
and prosperous Ukraine. This definition includes non-governmental organizations (Law of Ukraine “On Associations of 
Citizens”) and charity funds (Law of Ukraine “On Charity and Charitable Organizations”).  
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1.2. �Description of the questionnaire
The questionnaire used for the 2012 survey this year can be found in Appendix 1 of the report. 
The questionnaire consists of 120questions. While similar to past surveys, additional questions, in 
accordance to the project tasks of the UNITER project were added to the questionnaire in 2012. 
The questionnaire contains a statement of the survey goals and objectives, instruction on how to 
fill it out, and other necessary information for respondents. 

Basic information about the organization
Questions in this section define information about the responding organization: contact informa-
tion, date and method of registration, sector of CSO activity, types of activity and client categories. 

Organizational development
Contains information concerning why the organization was initially founded; its purpose, prac-
tices, strategic planning experience, structure and functions of governing bodies, human resourc-
es within the organization, funding sources and budget, and other financial management infor-
mation is collected in this section. Major sources of funding are defined and types of support 
from government and business, such as matching funds or in-kind contributions are specified. 

External relations
The questions in this section collect data on CSO relationships with external entities: major char-
acteristics of cooperation with business, government, other CSOs, the public, mass media, do-
nors, and others. 

Program activity
This section collected information on program and service development, accountability, trans-
parency, ethical norms of CSOs, and awareness of CSOs about existing legislation. In 2010 the 
part was edited by the new questions concerning annual report preparation. 

Advocacy questions
This section collected data on CSO advocacy activities. The index for defining CSO capacity to 
participate in advocacy activities was designed on the basis of this section. In 2010 the part was 
edited by the new questions about advocacy activities results.

Existing needs
The aim of this section was to define the key problems and needs faced by Ukrainian CSOs such 
as internal organizational problems, external problems, and assistance needed.

1.3. Sample
By the end of 2011 there were 67696 civil society organizations together with their branch offices 
and 12680 charitable foundations in Ukraine (according to the official data from the State Statis-
tics Service of Ukraine). Only about 3,000-4,000 of them are active (every year many CSOs cease 
functioning without providing formal notification). There is no precise definition for an “active 
CSO,” but the criteria selecting survey participants was compiled based on several factors:

✓✓ The CSO must be legally registered
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✓✓ The CSO must have at least 2 years of experience implementing activities2  

✓✓ The CSO must have implemented at least two programs or projects

✓✓ The CSO must have successful completion of the projects and be known in the region.

The total number of active CSOs is about experience in 3,000-4,000. The survey sample consists 
of 651 CSOs. However, for the purpose of compiling the results, only 637 questionnaires were 
allowed for formal reasons. Some of the organizations, (58%) had previously participated in the 
survey process from 2002–2010. The remaining sample (42%) conformed to the sampling criteria 
and was chosen by coordinator-experts who used the set criteria to find and invite participants. 
Thus, the survey can be considered as panel research.

690 CSOs were originally selected as potential respondents. Some CSO representatives on this list 
were not polled for one or all of the following reasons:  the CSO has changed its address or ceased 
to operate, the CSO did not have time to complete the questionnaire, or the CSO did not return 
the questionnaire or refused to complete it. The sample confidence interval is 3.56 with a confi-
dence level of 95%.

1.4 Survey administration
Основні етапи дослідження включали:

✓✓ development of questionnaire, according with the tasks of the “Ukraine National Initiatives to 
Enhance Reforms (UNITER)” project

✓✓ selection and training of regional coordinators

✓✓ conducting survey in the field ( questionnaire) 

✓✓ coordinator’s control measures, data editing, data entry

✓✓ data analysis and report preparation..

Questionnaire development
The tool for data collection was the questionnaire. The questionnaire for determining the degree 
of development within the CSO sector was a base model developed in 2002 on the basis of one that 
had been created in questionnaire 1998. In 2008 new questions were introduced into the sections 
dealing with the organizational development and financial issues. The updated questionnaire ac-
counted for changes in the CSO sector and the specific goals of the survey. New questions were 
also added to the sections on organizational development and programmatic activity. In 2010 the 
part concerning was edited to the questionnaires concerning form of annual report preparation 
and results of advocacy activates. The final version of the questionnaire included the following 
sections – information about CSOs, organizational development, external relationships, program 
activities, internal and external obstacles to the CSO development, accountability, ethics norms, 
professionalism, legislation, and the presentation of interests.

2 This research was conducted within the scope of the “Ukraine National Initiatives to Enhance Reforms” 
project. Due to the project breadth, four CSOs, that were project grantees, were allowed to participate in 
the survey despite the fact that they had only registered in 2009.



17

Coordinators’ instruction
The network of coordinators consisted of representatives of Ukraine’s third sector that are work-
ing in CSOs in their respective regions and know the sector in their regions. Each coordinator 
was responsible for data collection in one or two regions. 21 coordinators conducted the field 
research. Training and instructions were provided to coordinators in May 2012. During a one-
day meeting, regional coordinators were provided with information about the purpose and goal 
of the survey to improve NGO performance as well as instructions for completing and verifying 
the questionnaires.

Conducting fieldwork
The field phase of the survey began on May 14, and finished on June 25, 2012. The task of the 
regional coordinators was to question from 22 to 27 CSO-leaders in 24 oblasts, the Autonomous 
Republic of Crimea, and the city of Kyiv. Coordinators received a list of CSO research participants 
from the last year surveys, verified compliance with selection criteria, added new organizations 
when needed, and compiled a final list together with the research coordinator from CCC Creative 
Center. Respondents completed their questionnaires independently. However, the coordinator 
was responsible for delivering the questionnaire and explaining how to complete it. After the sur-
vey had been completed, it was returned to the regional coordinator.

651 completed questionnaires were received from the regional coordinators in 2012. After veri-
fying the quality of completed, 637 of them questionnaires only were admitted to the research 
analysis.

Control of the coordinators’ work
The coordinators work was monitored by cross-checking with individual CSOs whether the sur-
vey had been received and also re-contacting respondents as needed. The completed question-
naires were checked for quality (tracking skip patterns, number of questions answered don’t know, 
the degree to which the questionnaire was completed) and an analysis of the answers. Surveys 
with a high percentage of skipped or do not know responses were not included in the survey re-
sults.

Coding
The coding and editing of questionnaires was performed in the following way: registration of 
questionnaires and coding; verification of the quality of responses, and instructions given for data 
input. 

Data input
Five individuals who received personal consultations on data input and received written instruc-
tions performed data entry. Each operator could consult with an IT-specialist and questionnaire 
editor if needed. An independent operator controlled data input. 

Data analysis
Data analysis was performed using Excel and OCA

Report preparation
The report on survey results was prepared by CCC Creative Center.

During the report preparation, the objective was to present data that described the level of the 
Ukrainian CSO development in 2011 according to the principles of sustainable development, to 
demonstrate tendencies in third sector development.
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2.  Survey Respondents
Th e data presented in this section provides a general overview of the CSO landscape in terms of 
the geographic location of the CSOs, the date and method of their registration, their major activ-
ity areas, their principle clients, as well as whether or not they have their own website and e-mail.

Ukrainian sector of Civil Society organization were the object of the 2012 study just as in previ-
ous years. Th e sources of information were representatives of CSO management bodies who were 
aware of information about the organization’s activities. Among the CSOs surveyed in 2002-2010, 
58% had participated in one or more of the previous survey waves. Th e number of CSOs that did 
not participate in 2002-2010, corresponding to general characteristics and criteria of organiza-
tions that quit the panel, is 42%.

2.1 Geographic representation of surveyed CSOs
Th e number of questionnaires completed by each regional unit is presented in graph 2.1.1:

Graph 2.1.1
Geographic representation of surveyed CSOs, (N=637)

During the fi eldwork phase, 637 CSO leaders in 26 geographic units in Ukraine (24 oblasts, the 
Autonomous Republic of Crimea, and Kyiv) were questioned. 

Proceeding from the assumption that CSO development varies in diff erent geographical regions 
(an assumption based on previous survey results), as well as with the aim of studying regional 
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trends in CSO development, CSOs were divided into 4 groups that represent 4 major regions in 
Ukraine: Western, Eastern, Central, and Southern. Th e organizations from the Western region are 
represented by the following oblasts: Volyn, Rivne, Lviv, Ivano-Frankivsk, Ternopil, Zakarpattia, 
Chernivtsi, and Khmelnytskyi. Th e Eastern region consists of Kharkiv, Donetsk, Dnipropetrovsk, 
Zaporizhzhia, and Luhansk oblasts. Ukraine’s Central region is represented by CSOs from Zhyto-
myr, Cherkasy, Kirovohrad, Vinnytsia, Chernihiv, Sumy, Poltava, and Kyiv oblasts (including Kyiv 
city). Th e Southern region is represented by the CSOs from Kherson, Mykolaiv, Odessa, and the 
Autonomous Republic of Crimea.

Th e geographic distribution of the CSOs surveyed in 2012 by the four regions is shown in 
Graph 2.1.2.

Graph 2.1.2
Number of Surveyed CSOs by Region, 

(N=637)

2.2 Date and type of CSO registration
Type of CSO registration

According to current Ukrainian legislation, CSOs can be registered either as public organizations 
or charitable organizations (Law of Ukraine “On Public Associations”, 1992; Law of Ukraine “On 
Charity and Charitable Organizations”, 1997).

Th e chart below (graph 2.2.1) shows the distribution of registration classifi cation for the surveyed 
CSOs in 2012..

Graph 2.2.1
Type of CSO Registration, (N=637)Type of CSO Registration, (N=637)

According to the 2012 data, the majority of surveyed CSOs (88% or 564 organizations) are regis-
tered as public organizations and 112% (74 organizations) – are registered as charitable organiza-
tions.

According to Graph 2.2.2 the type of registration of CSOs did not encounter major changes be-
tween 2002 and 2012. When compared to 2002 the number of charitable organizations that had 
participated in the survey has decreased only by 2%, in particular it was 12% in 2011 and 13% in 
2002 with a signifi cance level of 5%.
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Graph 2.2.2.

Date of CSO registration

Th e shares of surveyed organizations in terms of the date of their registration in 2011 do not dif-
fer from the previous research data. Such distribution of shares of registered organizations can be 
explained by the external factors such as the laws governing CSO activities (specifi cally related to 
registration), the activities of international technical aid programs in Ukraine, and general trends 
of civil society development in Ukraine. 

Graph 2.2.3 presents the distribution of CSOs based on their registration date.
Graph 2.2.3

The number of registered CSOs3, (N=637)The number of registered CSOs

As shown on Graph 2.2.3 1% of polled organizations were registered before 1990, 5% of organiza-
tions were registered between 1991 through 1994, 21% of respondents represented organizations 
that were registered between 1995 and 1999, 32% of organizations started their activities between 
2000 and 2004, 31% of organizations were founded between 2005 and 2009 and 9% of organiza-
tions were registered aft er 2009.

Conclusion

Th e breakdown of registration data shows that the overwhelming majority of CSOs 
were registered between 2000 and 2009. Th is can be an indication of the increased 
civic engagement at that time.

3 Question #7 of the Questionnaire. 
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2.3 �Major sectors of CSO work, types of activities,  
and CSO clients

Sectors of CSO activity

Respondents could select up to three major activity sectors 
from a list of 21. If the CSO’s major activity sector was not 
included in the list, they had the opportunity to select other 
and specify in what activity they were engaged. Graph 2.3.1 
shows the percentage of CSOs working in the specific acti
vity areas. 

Graph 2.3.1
Major Sectors of CSO Activities in 20114, (N=637)
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Nearly 50% of respondents indicated children and youth as one of three main areas of their activi-
ties (43%), then comes the area of human rights (28%) and civic education (26%). As for the area 
of social issues, 25% of organizations polled in 2011 worked in it. 

4 Question #9 of the Questionnaire.  

 

 
The most popular sectors of 
CSO activity are children and 
youth, human rights and solving 
social issues.
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Graph 2.3.2.
Major Sectors of CSO Activities in 2003-2011

Graph 2.3.2 demonstrates the most popular areas the CSOs worked in between 2003 and 2011 
that remained the same during the past nine years. Th e most popular areas are children and youth, 
civic education, human rights and social issues. Having analyzed the data from Graph 2.3.2 a con-
clusion can be made that between 2003 and 2011 the number of organizations working with social 
issues and human rights was decreased in the following way: 25% in 2011, 36% in 20035 and 28% 
in 2011 and 31% in 20036 respectively. At the same time the number of organizations that work 
on CSO development has increased in the following way: 19% of respondents in 2011 and 13% of 
organizations in 20107.

Conclusion.

Having analyzed the fi ndings of the survey one can draw a conclusion that the most 
popular areas the CSOs are active in have not changed over the past nine years. How-
ever, the number of CSOs working with social issues and human rights has signifi cant-
ly decreased over the years the survey was conducted for. Th e most common areas are 
children and youth, civic education, human rights and social issues. When compared to 
the previous year the area of CSO development has gained popularity. But at present 
this particular area is the least popular among the polled organizations.

Activities CSOs are engaged in

Types of activities the CSO are engaged in are im-
portant elements of the overall profi le of CSOs. Th e 
respondents could choose up to three activities from 
the proposed list of activities or select the answer 
“other” and indicate their fi eld of activities.

Graphs 2.3.3 and 2.3.2 give a clear picture of activities 
the organizations that had participated in the survey 
between 2002 and 2011 were engaged in. Th e respon-
5 A signifi cance level of 1% 
6 A signifi cance level of 1%
7 A signifi cance level of 1%.

 

 
Th e main types of activity are 
training and consultation, informa-
tion dissemination, advocacy and 
lobbying
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dents could select up to three answers from the proposed list. Th e majority of organizations indi-
cated that they had more than one activity going.

Graph 2.3.3
Types of CSO Activities8, (N=637)

In 2011 the most common types of activities among the CSOs included training and consultation 
as marked by 46% of respondents (in 2010 the number was 37%, a signifi cance level of 1%); in 
2003 the number was 41% of respondents (a signifi cance level of 1%); advocacy and lobbying as 
indicated by 36% of respondents in 2011 and 2010 and 49% of respondents in 2009 (a signifi cance 
level of 1%) and 26% of respondents in 2007; and information dissemination as marked by 36% of 
respondents between 2009 and 2011.  

It should be noted that between 2003 and 2011 the number of organizations that provide training 
and consultation services has noticeably increased in particular from 41% in 2003 to 46% in 2011. 

Th e organizations provide information, deliver trainings and engage citizens in local policy mak-
ing to address issues important for their communities. A big share of organizations engaged in 
information dissemination clearly demonstrates this trend. In particular, there were 36% of orga-
nizations between 2009 and 2011, 8% – in 2007, 35% – in 2006, 38% – in 2005, 39% – in 2004 and 
38% - in 2003. Th e organizations are also proactive in educational activities; in particular, 29% of 
CSOs were engaged in providing educational activities in 2010 and 2011, though when compared 
to the 2009 survey’ fi ndings the indicator has dropped by 3% (it was 32% in 2009) and in 2007 the 
number of CSOs engaged in educational activities was the highest between 2002 and 2011 (49% 
of respondents). One should take a notice of a sharp change of activities among the polled CSOs 
in 2007. Th e fi ndings pertinent to the main activities diff er much from the previous years and the 
years that followed aft er. Th at can be explained by a drastic increase of a number of of CSOs reg-
istered aft er 2005 and their attempts to fi nd the niches and identify fi elds of activities.

Th e review of trends and links between areas and types of activities is provided below. Th ereby 
there is a clear picture of what types of activities are most common for each of fi ve areas listed 
above.  

Th e majority of CSOs working with children and youth and civic education are focused on provid-
ing educational activities, delivering training and consultations, ensuring information dissemina-
tion and advocacy and lobbying.

8 Question #10 of the Questionnaire.  
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CSOs that work in the areas of human rights are mostly engaged in advocacy and lobbying, they 
deliver legal advice and conduct trainings and consultations.

CSOs that address social issues are focused on providing social services, advocacy, training and 
consultations and information dissemination.

Graph 2.3.4.
Types of CSO Activities in 2003-2011, (N=637)Types of CSO Activities in 2003-2011, (N=637)

Conclusion

Having reviewed the fi ndings of the survey one can make a conclusion that types of 
activities the CSOs were active in did not experience major changes between 2003 
and 2011. Over the course of the past nine years the following activities remain the 
most popular among the Ukrainian CSOs: training and consultation, information dis-
semination, advocacy and lobbying. However, when compared to 2010 the number 
of CSOs that provide training and consultation services has signifi cantly increased 
in 2011.

CSOs Clients

Th e respondents were asked to defi ne their clients by selecting up to three options, similar to the 
way they had identifi ed areas and types of their activities. Youth is the biggest group of clients of 
the Ukrainian CSOs (43% of respondents chose it). Th en come children (27%), members of orga-
nization (27%), population as a whole (25%) and NGOs (19%). 

Graph 2.3.5 shows a breakdown of CSOs working with diff erent groups between 2002 and 2011.
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Graph 2.3.5
CSO Clients in 2002-20119, (N=637)

Th e number of CSOs whose main target group is children increased in 2011 if compared to the 
data of 2010; in particular there were 27% of organizations in 2011 and 21% of CSOs in 2010. Th e 
same upward trend was observed among the CSOs whose main target group was organization 
members (there were 27% of CSOs in 2011 and 24% of CSOs in 2010) and NGOs (there were 19% 
of CSOs in 2011 and 14% of CSOs in 2010). But the number of organizations that worked with 
youth has reduced in the following way: 43% of CSOs in 2011 and 46% of CSOs in 2010 respec-
tively.  

Th e main clients of CSOs that work in the area of children and youth are youth, students and 
children. Th e main target groups of the organizations working with human rights issues include 
population as a whole, youth, organization members and disabled people. Th e youth, population 
as a whole and children is the biggest target group of the organizations that work in the area of 
civic education. Th e respondents that deal with social issues mainly solve the problems of youth, 
disabled people and children. Th e main target group of the organizations that work in the area of 
policy, legislation and state includes youth, organization members, civil servants and population as 
a whole. 

By comparing the outcomes of the survey completed in 2002 and 2011 a conclusion can be drawn 
that during 2002 and 2011 the main target groups and clients of CSOs did not change and that the 
quantity of clients in various groups varied within 5% limit.

Conclusion

Youth, children, organization members, population as a whole and NGOs are the 
most important clients of the polled CSOs. Th e main target groups have not changed 
much in the period of 2003 and 2011.

9 Question #11 of the Questionnaire.
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2.4 �Availability of organization’s own website
The review of the Internet-based resources created and maintained by CSOs has demonstrated 
an increased number of CSOs that have their own web-resources. In 2002 only 12% of CSOs pro-
vided the web-addresses; in 2006 the number of such organizations was already 25%, in 2007 – 
32%, in 2009 and 2010 – 33% and in 2011 – 41%10 of organizations stated that they had their own 
web-site.  

According to the findings of the survey the largest part of polled CSOs are registered to Facebook 
(32%) and noticeably less to Twitter (6%). Around 27% of respondents indicated ”Other”; other 
most common answers in this category included VKontakte (In Contact), YouTube, Live Journal 
etc.

Graph 2.4.1.
Availability of Organization’s Own Website, (N=637)

12%

23% 22% 22%
25%

32% 33% 33%

41%

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2009 2010 2011

Conclusion

Over the course of the past ten years there has been an increase of CSOs that have 
their own website. However, very often the respondents mean only a page or a profile 
at a portal on CSO, a blog or an entry in the social network. During the past years the 
CSOs have been increasingly proactive in social networks.

10 A significance level of 1%.
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Results of the Survey 
Using the INTRAC Model 
for Sustainable Development
The second part of the publication consists of three chapters based on 
the Model for Sustainable Development. Part II includes an analysis of: 
the internal capacity of civil society organizations; external relations 
of CSOs, and CSO program activity. The first chapter presents data on 
the CSOs’ missions, strategic planning, leadership and management, 
human and material resources, work with volunteers and members, 
financial sources and fundraising. Survey results on CSO cooperation 
with the government, other CSOs, businesses, donor organizations, 
community, and mass media can be found in the second chapter. The 
third chapter concerns program activities of CSOs that are involved in 
service provision and program development, reporting, transparency 
and accountability, ethical norms, partnerships, participation in coali-
tions and legislative issues.

The 2011 survey results were compared with the results obtained from 
2002 to 2011 in order to study the dynamics in Civil Society Organiza-
tion development during last eight years.

Part ІІ.
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INTRAC NGO Capacity-Building Framework
According with present model, three key factors define the capacity of a CSO to develop and in-
fluences the level of development obtained:

1. Components of the Internal State of the Organization or the Capacity of the CSO “To Be”:
•	 Identity (values, vision, theory, mission, strategy)
•	 How far organisation is legitimate, excluding legal and social legitimacy
•	 Is the organization accountable to the founders
•	 Does the organization have the relevant structures consisting of systems of planning, finan-

cial management, monitoring, evaluation, human resources, administration management of 
the organization)

•	 What is the system of financial management
•	 Does the organization conduct an audit
•	 Does the organization have the financial plan
•	 Does the organization prepare the annual report
•	 Does the organization have the internal documentation system
•	 What is the structure of the organization
•	 What is the structure of the governing bodies. Is there defined the responsibilities of govern-

ing bodies. 
•	 What is the procedure of decision making  in the organization and who is involved in it
•	 What is the organizational culture of the organization
•	 Who is the leader of the organization
•	 What are the organization’s resources: human, financial, logistical

2. Components of External Relationships or the Capacity of the CSO “To Relate”:
•	 What are the relationships with donors, other CSOs, government, business, media, commu-

nity
•	 How is the organization involved in the strategic alliances, coalitions, and networks
•	 Does CSOs work with its clients 
•	 Does the organization maintain the independence and have the exit-strategy for difficult situ-

ations

3. Components of Program Activity or the Capacity of the CSO “To Perform”:
•	 Does the organization impact the community (micro level) 
•	 Does the organization improve the lives and strengthens community
•	 Does the organization identify and protect the interests of its clients
•	 Does the organization impact the public policy (macro level)
•	 How and to whom are CSOs reporting  about  their activities
•	 What is the level of clarity and transparency of CSOs
•	 Does the organization have knowledge about relevant legislature
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3.  Th e Internal State of an Organization 
“To Be”

In this section the analysis of the internal capacity of third sector organizations is presented. 
Th is was conducted based on 2011 research data from Ukrainian civil society organizations. An 
analysis of tendencies in internal capacity development from 2002 to 2011 is also described in this 
section.

3.1 Purpose for establishing a CSO
Self-determination/identity regulation of an organization is one of the most crucial elements of 
the internal capacity and it is the basis of the programme activities. Th e goal of the organization 
and its mission are basic pre-requisites for establishing an organization. Th e question about the 
purpose for establishing a CSO was posed to the respondents. Among the main reasons for estab-
lishing an organization the heads of CSOs have mentioned a potential to aff ect the development of 
the society (as indicated by 72% of CSOs) and a desire to help other people (as indicated by 64% of 
CSOs). About 36% of respondents chose support to organization members, the personal fulfi lment 
of the founders was selected by 34% of polled organizations, whereas a potential to receive fi nanc-
ing and certain circumstances were indicated by 18% and 11% of CSOs respectively. According to 
the fi ndings of the 2011 survey received with the help of the panel sampling method there have 
not been any major changes in the answers of the respondents concerning the purpose of estab-
lishing a CSO over the past ten years. Th e only exception is the option of personal fulfi lment of the 
founders –between 2007 and 2011 the number of CSOs that indicated this option has decreased 
by 7% (there were 41% of CSOs in 2002, 40% - in 2004, 37% - in 2005, 36% - in 2006, 40% - in 
2007, 34% - in 2009, 33% - in 2010 and 34% - in 2011), with a signifi cance level of 1%. During 
2002 and 2011 the number of organizations that selected the option of support to organization 
members has increased as follows: 36% of CSOs in 2011 and 32% of CSOs back in 2002 respec-
tively with a signifi cance level of 1%.  

Th e detailed information about the purposes for establishing a CSO derived from the 2011 survey 
is provided in Graph 3.1.1.

Graph 3.1.1
Purpose for Establishing a CSO1, (N=637)

1 Question # 12 of the Questionnaire.
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Graph 3.1.2 provides a comparative data about the purposes for establishing a CSO over the years.

Graph 3.1.2

Purpose for establishing a CSO

CSO mission

The majority of CSOs (79%) polled in 2011 have a 
written mission statement that defines the goal of the 
organization. In particular, there were 79% of CSOs 
in 2011, 78% in 2009, 86% in 2006, 83% in 2005, 87% 
in 2004 and 89% in 2002 and 2003. The review of rel-
evant statistics has revealed a downward trend in the 
number of organizations that have a written mission 
statement available (with a significance level of 1%).

Conclusion

The findings of the survey demonstrate that CSOs are established for advocacy pur-
poses since the main reasons for starting an organization included a potential to affect 
the development of the society and the desire to help other people.  Twice as many lead-
ers of CSOs have selected these two options as personal fulfillment of the founders or 
support to the organization members. At the same time a small number of respondents 
commented that the purpose for establishing a CSO was a potential to receive financ-
ing or certain circumstances. During the past ten years there has been a trend toward 
a decreased number of CSOs that have a written mission statement in place.

 

 79% of polled CSOs have a written 
mission statement. At the same time 
over the past ten years there has been 
a downward trend in the number 
of CSOs that have a written mission 
statement (89% in 2002).
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3.2 Strategic planning
Strategic planning is an integral element of the sustainability of 
an organization and a reflection of how hard the organization 
tries to build own capacity and to foresee opportunities and 
threats. In 2011 54% of respondents said that their organiza-
tions had a strategic plan.

Having reviewed the findings of the survey one can see a downward trend in the number of orga-
nizations that have a strategic plan available. In 2002 75% of organizations had such plan and the 
share gradually decreased to 61% in 2005, in 2006 the number increased up to 68% and in 2007 it 
decreased to 59%, the figure remained unchanged in 2009 and decreased to 55% in 20102. In 2011 
the number of organizations that had a strategic plan decreased to 54%.

According to the findings of the 2011 survey as regards the timeframe of the strategic plan (Please 
see Graph 3.2.1) 40% of polled organizations have strategic plans for three years and more and 
this indicator is by 9% higher than it was back in 20103. As of 2011 26% of respondents have 
strategic plans designed only for one year and 15% of polled organizations have strategic plans 
for two years, 8% of organizations have strategic plans designed for more than one year but less 
than two years and around 6% of organizations have strategic plans for more than two years but 
less than three years and 3% of respondents have their strategic plans for the period of less than 
one year.

Graph 3.2.1
Time Period Covered by the Strategic Plan4, (N=637)



Looking at the data of Graph 3.2.2 a conclusion can be made that during 2004 and 2011 the num-
ber of CSOs that had a strategic plan for more than three years was significantly increased, in 
particular it was 13% back in 20045 and 40% in 2011).

2 A significance level of 1% 
3 A significance level of 1%
4 Question # 15 of the Questionnaire
5 A significance level of 1%.

 

 Only half of respondents (54%) 
have a strategic plan.
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Graph 3.2.2.
Time Period Covered by the Strategic Plan, 2004-2011, (N=637)

Individuals who are responsible for the development of the strategic plan in the organizations are 
listed in Graph 3.2.2.

Graph 3.2.3
Individuals and Groups  

Responsible for Developing the CSO’s Strategic Plan6, (N=637)

Individuals and groups engaged in the development of the strategic plans are shown only for the 
organizations that have such plans available, in particular 54% of CSOs. 

The collective governing body headed by the president/head represents a ”legislative” branch of 
power in the CSOs and the high percentage of their engagement in the development of the strate-
gic plan does not come as a surprise. The review of this particular issue is somewhat complicated 
due to peculiarities of the organizational structure of the CSOs. Such titles as president, executive 
director and head stand for the highest leadership position in the majority of civil society organi-
zations in Ukraine but they use different names for it. Very often one person combines two posi-
tions. Therefore the head of the organization be it the president or the executive director or the 
head are engaged in strategic planning in 89% of polled organizations that have such plan avail-
able. The reason that the total percentage of all provided options exceeds 100% is that the head 
6 Question # 16 of the Questionnaire.
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of the organization and the staff, clients and/or the governing body are involved in the strategic 
planning. It is crucial as the one-man planning falls short when it comes to the development of a 
strategic plan that would be adequate for the internal capacity of an organization.   

According to the survey, 66% of organizations that develop a strategic plan update it every two 
years at least. This is an indication that the plan is not always perceived as a working document 
and that it exists independently. The respondents selected all individuals responsible for the up-
date of a strategic plan from the proposed list of people engaged in its development.

Conclusion

The survey has revealed that only one half of polled organizations have strategic plans. 
Over the past ten years there has been a downward trend in the number of CSOs that 
have strategic plans. The majority of CSOs have strategic plans designed for three and 
more years. The collective governing body, head or members of the organization pre-
pare the strategic plans in the majority of organizations.

3.3 Structure, governance and leadership
Around 93% of CSOs polled in 2011 have a collective governing body (See Graph 3.3.1). This 
figure varies from one year to the next. In 2010 the figure was 89% with a significance level of 1%. 

Graph 3.3.1
Governing Body in the CSO, (N=637)

The breakdown of organizations that have such a body (93% 
of CSOs) according to the type of their governing bodies looks 
as follows: the majority of polled organizations (72%) have a 
board, whereas one third of organizations (28%) have different 
kinds of councils, in particular, advisory council, supervisory 
council, council of directors, academic councils, association councils etc. According to the legisla-
tion, the main governing body of the association of people is the General meeting of its members 
but other governing bodies such as the Board, Supervisory Council, Board of Directors and other 
operate as governing bodies in-between the General meetings.

About 17% of CSOs marked ”Other” and indicated the following types of governing body: coun-
cils of different kind, meetings of the members, panel.

 

 93% of polled organizations 
have a governing body.
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In addition there are several CSOs that have chosen the option of consultants (1% of polled CSOs) 
and advisory boards (8% of polled CSOs). Th ese answers do not stand for governing bodies but 
for advisory ones.

Graph 3.3.2
Types of Governing Bodies in CSOs7, (N=637)Types of Governing Bodies in CSOs

Around 90% of polled CSOs that have a collective governing body also have a written document 
that defi nes the duties and responsibilities of the collective governing body (it is usually the Stat-
ute of an organization). An executive director attends the meetings of the collective governing 
body in 97% of polled organizations.  

About 83% of respondents commented that the elections to the collective governing body took 
place at least one time since it was formed. In 2010 the number was 80%, in 2009 – 80%, in 2006 – 
78%, in 2003 – 70%, in 2004 – 76% and in 20058 – 73%.

Conclusion

Th e survey fi ndings have demonstrated that the overwhelming majority of civil society 
organizations have a collective governing body. Th e Board is the most common type of 
the governing body. Around 90% of respondents that have a collective governing body 
have a written document that regulates its activities.

3.4 CSOs’ human resources
In 2011 about 45% of respondents commented that their organizations had permanent staff . Th is 
fi gure has increased when compared to 2010 (41%) but it is lower when compared to previous 
years, in particular, it was 48%9 in 2009, 58% in 2007, 61% in 2006, 57% in 2005, 64% in 2002. 
Having reviewed Graph 3.4.1 one can see a downward trend in the number of CSO that have 
permanent staff .

7 Question # 22 of the Questionnaire
8 A signifi cance level of 5% 
9 A signifi cance level of 1%.
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Graph 3.4.1.
Number of Permanent Staff in CSOs, (N=637) 
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On average there are four permanent staff members in the 
organization. This figure is higher that it was back in 2010 (3 
people) and similar to what it was between 2006 and 2009. The 
organizations had the biggest number of employees in 2005 
(they had 5 permanent staff members with a significance level 

of 5%). The civil society organization employs 3 regular employees and the charitable foundation 
employs 6 permanent staff members on average.

As for types of employment in CSOs, 24% of polled organizations (25% in 2010 and 26% in 2009) 
have permanent staff members; 21% of CSOs (19% in 2010, 24% in 2009) have people working 
on a contract basis; 14% of respondents (15% in 2010 and in 2009) have employees who combine 
jobs, 3% of CSOs (4% in 2010 and 1% in 2009)  are paid by the hour and 14% of organizations 
(14% in 2010 and 17% in 2009) hire people for particular one-time jobs. Having reviewed types 
of employment in CSOs a conclusion can be made that no major changes have taken place over 
the years. The figures differ by 2-4% from one year to the next year.   

The average wage in the polled CSOs varies between 971 and 2486 UAH per month in 2011. To 
put this in perspective, the average wage of a public servant working in the social field was 1778 
UAH per month in 2009 (according to the National Statistics Committee of Ukraine10).

Around 77% of polled organizations have written duties and responsibilities for their staff, 62% 
of organizations have internal administrative rules and procedures/order of work developed and 
documented.

Only 24% of organizations that have written administrative rules and procedures updated them 
during the past year. The head of the organization develops the administrative rules and proce-
dures in 57% of polled organizations; the collective governing body prepares these rules and pro-
cedures in 44% of polled CSOs, the members of organization develop the rules and procedures in 
17% of CSOs, the managers prepare these rules and procedures in 5% of CSOs and it is the staff 
who develop them in 5% of CSOs. 

The collective governing body and members of CSOs very often participate in the development 
of administrative rules and procedures. This is an indication of the engagement of all interested 
individuals and groups in management of an organization including the ones that it concerns. 

10 http://www.ukrstat.gov.ua/

 

 On average there are four per-
manent staff members  
in the organization.
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Around 65% of organizations that participated in the survey encourage competence development 
by allocating funds for their staff to attend conferences, round table discussions or learning and 
training events.

Conclusion

In 2011 the number of CSOs that have permanent staff members was increased. How-
ever, if compared to the data received in the period between 2002 and 2008, the num-
ber of regular staff members was significantly decreased. The number of regular staff 
members was reduced in 2011. As for other indicators concerning human resources 
in CSOs, no major changes were observed.

3.5 CSOs’ membership
About 82% of polled organizations are membership organiza-
tions: 2% of them have from 11 to 30 members; around 25% 
of CSOs have more than 100 members. Graph 3.5.1 demon-
strates the division of CSOs’ by the number of their members.

Graph 3.5.111

Around 36% of organizations polled in 2011 (48% in 201012) reported that the number of mem-
bers in their organizations was increased if compared to the previous year; 39% of organizations 
commented that the number of members remained the same and 9% of polled CSO reported the 
decreased number of their members.  

The main method for engaging new members in the organization was own initiative of new mem-
bers (in 26% of polled CSOs), personal contacts of CSOs’ members (was reported by 24% of 
respondents). However, 13% of respondents conducted joint events and 9% engaged new people 
with the help of their employees. Advertisements and information dissemination via the mass 
media helped bring new members only to 9% of polled CSOs.

Conclusion

The responses of the leaders of non-governmental organizations provided in 2011 
showed that the number of membership organizations and ways of engaging new 
members did not change in the period between 2002 and 2010. However, the number 
of CSOs that managed to increase their membership was smaller if compared to the 
past year.

11  Question #36b of the Questionnaire
12 A significance level of 1%.

 

 82% of CSOs are membership 
organizations.
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3.6 Work with volunteers
According to the findings of the survey completed 
in 2012 there were 69% of CSO that worked with 
volunteers in 2011. This is the lowest figure for the 
past ten years. On average a non-governmental 
organization has about 50 volunteers. Such large 
average number can be explained by the fact that 
some organizations have many volunteers thus af-
fecting the average number for the sector. If we put 
aside respondents that have over 50 volunteers in 
their organizations then we will have 5 volunteers working in a civil society organization and 9 
volunteers working in a charitable foundation on average. The volunteer roughly spends 6 work-
ing hours a week in the organization. In 2011 35% of CSOs managed to increase the average 
number of hours per week of volunteers’ work, 64% of organizations reported no changes in the 
amount of hours and 16% of CSOs commented that the number was reduced.  

But if the quantity of volunteers remained the same in 46% 
of polled CSOs during the past year, 35% of polled CSOs re-
ported an increase (it was 39%13 in 2010) and 16% of CSOs 
reported a decrease in the number of their volunteers dur-
ing the past year (the number was the same in 2010). 

Graph 3.6.1 shows a social profile of volunteers that worked in the CSOs between 2002 and 2011. 
The findings of the 2011 survey demonstrate that volunteers in 73% of CSOs were students. One 
third of polled CSOs engage program beneficiaries as volunteers (34%), 16% of CSOs engage 
unemployed people, 11% of polled organizations involve elderly people and 8% of organizations 
work with housewives.

Graph 3.6.1
Persons who worked as CSO volunteers in 2002-2011, (N=637)

13 A significance level of 1%. 

 

 About 69% of polled CSOs work 
with volunteers.

 

 Volunteer (comes from the French word 
volonte that means a desire, will) is a person 
who participates in the implementation of 
relevant civic initiatives such as social work, 
cultural activities, educational events and 
other activities willingly and without pay. 
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Over the past ten years there has been an upward trend in the number of CSOs that engage pro-
gram beneficiaries in volunteer work. In particular in 2002 only 14% of respondents engaged 
program beneficiaries in volunteer work if compared to 34% in 201114. It should be noted that the 
number of CSOs that engaged program beneficiaries in volunteer work was decreased by 6%15 
in 2011 if compared to 2009; it was 34% in 2011 and 40% in 2009 respectively. When compared 
to the findings of the 2002 survey, in 2011 the share of students engaged in volunteer work was 
significantly higher. However, this figure was decreased when compared to 2007, in particular, 
73% of CSOs in 2011 and 77% of CSOs in 200716. An assumption can be made that the increased 
engagement of youth between 2002 and 2010 was connected to the overall increased public activ-
ity among the youth, increased unemployment and tougher competition on the market.

In 2011 the issue of remuneration of volunteer work was studied. The survey showed that 65% of 
respondents provide remuneration to volunteers. The majority of these CSOs (60% of organiza-
tions) do so by offering an opportunity to improve the volunteers’ knowledge , 51% of CSOs help 
volunteers get access to information on various issues and 24% of CSOs give them opportunities 
to advance within the organization. Around 11% of CSOs provide in-kind support to volunteers 
and 5% of organizations give financial support to their volunteers.

Conclusion

Around 69% of polled organizations work with volunteers. There has been a steady 
downward trend in the number of organizations that work with volunteers over the 
period of 2002 and 2010. The most common groups of volunteers working with CSOs 
include students, program beneficiaries, elderly people and housewives.

3.7 Material resources of CSOs
The availability of material resources/infrastructure is a crucial element of the organizational ca-
pacity to implement project and render services. In addition, the material resources of CSOs re-
flect the sustainability and independence of the organization. For instance, the availability of own 
office space enables the organization to perform and provide services even when there is no ex-
ternal funding provided. The existing material resources are presented in Table 3.7.1 as reported 
by the CSOs’ leaders.

Having reviewed the data provided in Table 3.7.1 a conclusion can be made that the number of 
organizations that have received office space free of charge17 and organizations that have office 
furniture18 was significantly decreased in 2011. Having reviewed the survey findings a conclusion 
can be made that the number of CSOs that have received office space for free varied within the 
range of 10% between 2002 and 2011. In 2011 the number of polled organizations that received 
office space for free is one of the lowest in the period of 2002 and 2011.  

14 A significance level of 1% 
15 A significance level of 1%
16 A significance level of 1%.
17 A significance level of 1% 
18 A significance level of 1%.



39

Table 3.7.1
Material Resources, (N=637)

Elements of 
material cover 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2009 2010 2011

Free office space 40% – 38% – 37% – 35% – 30% – 28%  35%  35%  31%

Own office space – 11% – 13% – 14% – 12% 11% – 11%  12%  11%

Rented office space 40%  47% – 44% – 45% – 48%  53% – 47%  46%  47%

Office furniture 59%  70% – 70% – 71% – 70%  73% – 74%  72%  66%

Phone 65%  82% – 79% – 83% – 84%  82% – 84%  76%  75%

Fax 40%  50% – 48% – 51% – 51%  59% – 54%  50%  49%

Photocopier 37%  45% – 43% – 46% – 47%  55% – 56%  59%  62%

Computer 55%  76% – 75% – 79% – 81%  82% – 84%  82% - 82%

E-mail/internet 47%  67% – 65% – 67%  75% – 75%  79%  77%  79%

Car 9% – 12% – 11% – 9% – 12% – 11% – 10%  11%  12%

The number of computers was noticeably increased in 2005 and the number has not changed for 
six years in a row. In 2011 about 21% of CSOs still don’t have access to the Internet and e-mail. 
The access to the Internet and e-mail was greatly improved in 2006 and varied within the range 
of 4% in the period of 2007 and 2011. The number of e-mail addresses listed in the questionnaire 
forms in 2010 is somewhat higher than the number of CSOs that have access to e-mail and to the 
Internet. This difference is a sign that some NGOs use these resources outside their organizations, 
perhaps, they have personal access or use the resources of other organizations.

Conclusion 

The study of material resources available to CSOs between 2002 and 2011 demon-
strates that the overall infrastructure at the CSOs coincides with the general mar-
ket trends in Ukraine. Over the past ten years the computer equipment has become 
cheaper and more affordable. It has led to the increased number of CSOs that have a 
computer, access to the Internet and a copy machine.

3.8 CSOs sources of funding
This chapter provides information about sources of funding of 
the Ukrainian CSOs, reviews shares of funding generated from 
various sources and presents the total budget of the organiza-
tions. As a result, the diversity and intensity of fundraising ac-
tivities, the share of each funding source and total volume of 
funding are assessed as well as the dynamics of annual budgets of the polled organizations.      

In addition to purely financial questions the respondents also provided answers about the avail-
ability of fundraising plan for at least for one year. Such plan is an indication of a financial planning 
in the organization carried out in compliance with the mission, strategic plan and priority areas 
and not just a response to the donors’ calls for proposals. Only 32% of polled organizations have 

 

 Only 32% of polled CSOs  
have a fundraising plan.
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a written fundraising plan in 2012. Th is number has dropped by 2% if compared to the fi  ndings 
of the 2010 survey (34%)19. 

Th e review of answers provided to the question about individuals responsible for fundraising in 
CSOs has revealed that the fundraising duties lack clarity and are divided between the staff  of the 
organizations in many cases.    

Th e fi ndings of the 2011 survey have demonstrated that the share of CSOs (79%), in which the 
head of organization is always responsible for fundraising activities has been increased to 68%, 
with a signifi cance level of 1%. Th e head of organization is mostly responsible for fundraising in 
15% of polled CSOs.  Th e collective governing body is always responsible for fundraising activities 
in 26% of polled organizations, in most cases - in 27% of organizations, from time to time - in 14% 
of CSOs. Th e members of organization are always engaged in fundraising only in 11% of polled 
organizations, in most cases – in 17% of CSOs, from time to time – in 25% of polled CSOs and 
in certain circumstances – in 18% of organizations. Th e situation with the engagement of various 
representatives of CSOs in fundraising activities has not experienced any major changes over the 
past ten years except for an increased role of the executive director in this process.   

Th e situation with the availability of written fi nancial plans of organizations separate from the 
project fi nancial plans is at somewhat lower level than the situation with the availability of a 
fundraising plan. Only 26% of CSOs polled in 2011 have written fi nancial plans of organizations 
separate from the project fi nancial plans. In 2010 the share amounted to 32%20. It should be men-
tioned that only 26% of polled CSOs that have a fundraising plan also have a strategic plan.  

Graph 3.8.1 shows funding sources of the Ukrainian CSOs. Th e share indicated in the graph 
stands for number of organizations that receive funding from this source. All fi nancial questions 
listed in the questionnaire pertain to the 2011 calendar year.

Graph 3.8.1
Types of CSO Funding Sources in 2002-201121, (N=637)

19 A signifi cance level of 1%
20 A signifi cance level of 1%.
21 Question #47 of the Questionnaire. 
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Th e average share of a funding source in the budget of an organization provides a better picture 
of revenues of the Ukrainian third sector. Having reviewed the data of Graphs 3.8.1 and 3.8.2 a 
conclusion can be made about the budget of an average CSO. For instance, 38% of polled CSOs 
reported fi nancial support from the business community; however, the share of business con-
tributions amounts only to 13% of the organization’s budget. Th e number of CSOs that received 
funding from the international donors is higher and it amounts to 56% of polled CSOs but the 
share of international grants in the budget of CSOs amounts to 45%. Similar to this, 21% of re-
spondents receive government contributions but they only make 8% of the CSO’s budget. Around 
38% of CSOs receive individual donations and their share in the overall budget is only 12%. 
Around 13% of CSOs receive domestic grants and their share makes 3% in the total budget of 
an organization. Own business activities provide funding for 9% of respondents but their share 
amounts only to 3% in the total budget.

Graph 3.8.2 shows the share of each funding source in the NGO’s budget and changes it has un-
dergone in the period between 2002 and 2011. Th e share of a particular funding source is pro-
vided for NGOs that use the particular source.

Table 3.8.2
Percentage of 2002-2011 CSO Funding from Specifi c Sources, (N=637)

  2002   2003   2004   2005   2006   2008 2009 2011

Citizen contributions 11% - 11%  12%  11%  12%  11%  12% - 12%

Grants, domestic 3% - 3%  4%  5%  5%  4%  5%  3%

Membership fees 12%  14%  12%  9%  12%  10% - 10%  13%
Specifi c business 
activity such as social 
enterprise

4%  3%  4% - 4% - 4% Я 3% - 3% - 3%

Government 
contributions 11%  10%  9%  10%  10%  13%  10%  8%

Business contributions 20%  21%  19% - 19%  15%  16%  14%  13%

Others 4%  6%  3%  4%  3%  2% - 3% - 3%

Grants, international 35%  32%  37%  38%  39%  41%  43%  45%

Having reviewed Table 3.8.2 a conclusion can be made that the share of membership fees and 
grants from the international donor organizations was increased in 2011. At the same time the 
share of membership fees and public fi nance was decreased. Th ere has been a downward trend in 
the share of business contributions in the budgets of CSOs and an upward trend in the share of 
international grants over the course of the past ten years.international grants over the course of the past ten years.
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Table 3.8.3 provides information about the budget of NGOs polled between 2002 and 2011.
Table 3.8.3

2002-2011 CSO Funding Base 22, (N=637)
  2002   2003   2004   2005   2006   2008 2009 2011

$0 – $500 26%  25%  24%  21%  7%  15%  16%  13%

$501 – $999 11%  10%  12%  13%  18%  11%  9%  8%

$1 000 – $4 999 17%  20%  18% - 18%  7%  16%  17%  18%

$5 000 – $9 999 12% - 12%  11%  9%  15%  13%  14%  11%

$10 000 – $19 999 10%  9%  12%  11%  15%  10%  11%  14%

$20 000 – $29 999 4%  6% - 6%  8%  10%  7% - 7%  9%

$30 000 – $49 999 3% - 3%  4%  6%  8%  7% - 7%  6%
More than  

$50 000 6%  5%  8%  9%  5%  12%  10% - 10%

Don’t know 11%  10%  5%  5%  15%  9%  9%  11%

Between 2002 and 2011 the number of CSOs that have an annual budget up to 500 USD varies. 
In 2002 26% of respondents reported the budget under 500 USD, in 2003 the figure was 25%, in 
2004 – 24%, in 2005 – 21%, in 2006 the number of CSOs that had an annual budget under 500 
USD fell down to 7% and in 2008 the number almost doubled and amounted to 15% of polled 
CSOs23. In 2009 the number was 16% and in 2011 the number of CSOs with the budget under 500 
USD was slightly increased and reached 13%. 

In 2011 the number of organizations that have an annual budget below 10000 USD was decreased 
by 3%; in particular it was 11% in 2011 and 14% - in 2009. The number of CSOs with an annual 
budget under 20000 USD was increased by 3%; in particular it was 14% in 2011 and 11% in 2009.

Conclusion

Only one third of polled organizations have a fundraising plan. The most common 
sources of funding for the Ukrainian CSOs include grants from the international 
donor organizations, business contributions, citizen contributions and membership 
dues. During the past ten years there has been a downward trend in the share of busi-
ness contributions and an upward trend in the share of grants provided by the inter-
national organizations in the CSOs’ budgets. The most common types of budgets of 
the Ukrainian CSOs are as follows:  0 USD – 500 USD, 1000 USD – 4999 USD, 10000 
USD – 19 999 USD and within 5000 USD and from 10000 to 20000. Only one in ten 
organizations has a budget over 50000 USD.

Funding from the government

This chapter of the report provides information about the financial and in-kind contribution from 
the state/government. 

Around 24% of CSOs reported the financial support received from the state in 2011. In particu-
lar, 21% of these organizations received funding less than 500 USD (see Graph 3.8.4). It should 

22 Question #49 of the Questionnaire. 
23 A significance level of 1%. 
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be noted that this number is the lowest since 2002 and it has 
dropped by 7%24 when compared to the 2009 data. Th e increase 
of the fi nancial support within the range of 501 USD to 999 
USD (18% in 201125, 11% in 2009, 15% in 200826 and 10% in 
2006 respectively) should be mentioned as well as the increase 
of the fi nancial support over 10000 USD (11% in 2011 and 8% 
in 200927).

Graph 3.8.4
Financial Support Received by CSOs from Government 

or Self-Government Bodies in 2002-2011, (N=637)

Around 19% of CSOs received in-kind contributions from the governmental agencies or local 
self-government bodies, in particular it included free facilities, offi  ce furniture etc. It should be 
noted that the number of CSOs that receive din-kind contributions from the government agen-
cies or local self-government bodies was greatly decreased in 2011, in particular, it was 47% in 
2009, 41% in 200828 and 38% in 200629). In 2011 40% of these organizations received in-kind con-
tributions less than 500 USD. It was 47%30 in 2009, 41% 31 in 2008, 38% 32 in 2006, 49% in 2005, 
55% in 2004, 64% in 2003 and 65% in 2002 (see Graph 3.8.5). It should be noted that the number 
of respondents that had received in-kind contributions over 10000 USD was noticeably increased 
in 2011, in particular,  it was 9% in 2011 and 3% back in 200933 and under 1000 USD, in particular, 
it was 18% in 2011 and 11% in 200934.

24 A signifi cance level of 1% 
25 A signifi cance level of 1%
26 A signifi cance level of 1% 
27 A signifi cance level of 1%
28 A signifi cance level of 1%
29 A signifi cance level of 1%
30 A signifi cance level of 1%.
31 A signifi cance level of 1%.
32 A signifi cance level of 5%
33 A signifi cance level of 1%
34 A signifi cance level of 1%

 Only 24% of CSOs received 
fi nancial support from the 
state/government in 2011.
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Graph 3.8.5
Amount of In-Kind Contributions to CSOs from Government 

or Self-Government Bodies in 2002-201135, (N=637)

Conclusion 

In 2011 the number of organizations that received financial support and in-kind 
contributions from the government and local self-government bodies was decreased 
when compared to the previous years. The significant increase of the financial sup-
port from the government in the amount of 501 USD to 999 USD and 10000 USD and 
the increase of the in-kind contributions below 500 USD, below 1000 USD and over 
10000 USD should be mentioned.

Funding from business

In 2011 the polled CSOs received both financial support and in-kind contributions from the busi-
ness community.

Around 35% of polled CSOs received financial support from the local business community in 
2011, in particular 33% of these organizations received financial support under 500 USD per year, 
it was 45% in 200936, 38% in 200837 and 36% in 2006; 17% of respondents received funding under 
1000 USD, it was 12% in 200938; 18% of polled organizations received funding under 2000 USD, 
it was 12% in 200939 (see Graph 3.8.6).
35 Question #52b of the Questionnaire 
36 A significance level of 1%.
37 A significance level of 1%.
38 A significance level of 1%
39 A significance level of 1%
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Graph 3.8.6
Funding from Business, (N=637)Funding from Business, (N=637)

Around 35% of CSOs received in-kind contributions from the business community in 2011; in 
particular it included offi  ce furniture, telephone, fax, copy machine, access to e-mail and the 
Internet. Around 41% of organizations that received in-kind contributions from the business 
community got under 500 USD; it was 50% of organizations in 200940, 47% of CSOs in 2008 and 
200641. Th e increase of in-kind contributions from the business up to 1000 USD (17% of CSOs in 
2011 and 14% of CSOs back in 2009) and up to 2000 USD (14% of CSOs in 2011 and 12% in 2009) 
should be noted. Th e in-kind contributions are depicted on Graph 3.8.7.

Graph 3.8.7
In-Kind Business Contributions, (N=637)

Conclusion

In 2011 the number of CSOs that received fi nancial support from the local business 
community was decreased if compared to the 2010 data. However, the number of 
polled CSOs that received the in-kind contributions was increased. Th e largest share 
of CSOs received fi nancial support under 500 USD per year from the local business 
community.

40 A signifi cance level of 1%
41 An insignifi cance level of 5%. 
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3.9 Fundraising strategies
About 36% of respondents raise money in compliance with the strategic plan of the organization, 
25% of respondents do it on an ad hoc basis and 23% of CSOs conduct special fundraising cam-
paigns. Around 26% of CSOs reported new sources of funding that were not available in the pre-
vious year. The division of the new sources of funding is shown on Graph 3.9.1. 

Graph 3.9.1
New Sources of CSO Funding, (N=637)

It should be mentioned that only 26% of organizations that have a fundraising plan also have a 
strategic plan. The share of CSOs that have reported an increase in funding when compared to the 
previous year has significantly been decreased when compared to the past years; in particular, it 
was 20% in 2011, 33% in 201042 and 34% in 2009. The share of CSOs that reported a decrease in 
funding was 27% back in 2002, 20% in 2005 and in 2006 the number dropped again to the level of 
2002 (26% of CSOs). In 200943 this indicator was 35%, in 2010 the number dropped to 32% and 
in 2011 it was 33%.

Conclusion 

Despite the fact that fundraising is one of the crucial elements that affects the sustain-
ability of CSOs the organizations still lack understanding that the pre-requisite of 
successful fundraising strategy does not mean short-term or ad hoc campaigns but 
rather sound internal financial planning and fundraising planning according to the 
mission of an CSO.  The organizations demonstrated experience in financial plan-
ning and fundraising from various sources but they still lack a holistic approach both 
to planning and operating in line with the developed plans. In 2011 the number of 
polled CSOs that experienced a decrease in funding during the past year was signifi-
cantly increased.

42 A significance level of 1% 
43 A significance level of 1%.
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3.10 Management systems in organizations
The management systems of CSOs include the decision-making process in the organization, a 
system of internal control and procedures for delegating responsibilities in order to improve the 
internal capacity of a CSO. The availability of proven management systems in the organization 
facilitates its ability to implement projects and demonstrate sustainability.

The respondents provided answers about individuals and groups of people engaged in decision 
making about programs and activities of their organizations. The executive director is always and 
most of the time takes part in the decision making in 94% of polled organizations. The collective 
governing body is involved in decision making to a similar extent in 75% of organizations. The 
staff participates in the decision making most of the time and always in 32% of organizations. The 
members of CSO take part in decision making most of the time and sometimes in 57% of CSOs and 
always – in 13% of CSOs. The full information about the breakdown of individuals and groups 
engaged in the decision making in the organizations is provided in Table 3.10.1.

Table 3.10.1
Individuals and Groups Involved in Decisions  

Regarding CSOs Programs and Activities (%)44,  
(N=637)

  Never Rarely Sometimes Most of the time Always

Executive Director 0% 0% 1% 8% 86%

Governing Body 3 % 3% 8% 31% 44%

Staff 15% 7% 15% 22% 10%

Financial Director 5% 13% 28% 29% 13%

Organization Members 17% 22% 21% 8% 3%

In many organizations the executive director, collective governing body and members of CSO are 
responsible for decision making. The participation of the collective governing body in the deci-
sion making regarding project activities is an indication that the collective governing body not 
only takes part in the strategic planning but is also directly engaged in the activities of an organi-
zation and that goes against its primary role that it is supposed to perform in the CSO.

A big number of organizations, in particular, 84% in 2011, 86% in 2010 and 2009 and 84% in 
200645 and 61% in 200246, in which the head delegates program and/or administrative responsi-
bilities to the staff, is an indication of a participatory approach to management, on one hand. On 
the other hand, when reviewing the findings of the survey it is important to remember that it was 
the heads of organizations that answered the questions about the delegation of responsibilities.

The organizations scored high in terms of the availability of a formal document registration sys-
tem. Around 83% of CSOs polled in 2011 said that they had the formal document registration 
system (printed or electronic), in 2010 the figure was 84%, in 2009 it was 81%, in 2006 the figure 
was 81%47 and in 2003 it was 88%48.

44 Question # 94 of the Questionnaire
45 A significance level of 5% 
46 A significance level of 1% 
47 A significance level of 5% 
48 A significance level of 1%. 
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The Ukrainian CSOs also demonstrated high scores in the field of financial management and 
monitoring/control. More than two thirds of polled organizations have an accountant (68%); 64% 
of respondents believe that their accounting system is in line with the national and international 
accounting standards. Around 62% of polled CSOs mentioned that their organizations have in-
troduced financial management system for planning, funds allocation and financial reporting.

About 23% of respondents are experienced with the external audit and 23% of polled organiza-
tions have not had an audit but are ready for it. One half of polled organizations said that they 
were not ready for an audit (48% of respondents respectively). 

Only 49% of polled organizations separate the institutional budget from the project budgets and 
only 26% of respondents have financial plan developed. 

Around 78% of organizations evaluate their activities, which is a positive development that dem-
onstrates that the CSOs are aware about the benefits of evaluation and the role it plays for the over-
all management. On the other hand, only 19% of polled organizations engage external experts to 
conduct such evaluations. The figure is lower than it was in 2010 (it was 2449 back then). However, 
there might be a partiality factor in the evaluation as they are held by the internal specialists.

Conclusion 

The CSOs showed high scores in terms of the availability of formal management ele-
ments such as document registration system, internal financial control system, deci-
sion making and participation of staff members in decision making pertinent to the 
program and operational activities of the CSOs.

49  A significance level of 1%.
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4. �External Relationships of CSOs  
or the Ability of the Organization  
“To Co-Exist”

This section presents the data characterizing relations between the surveyed CSOs and the state, 
business, donor organizations, public, mass media, and their cooperation with other CSOs.

4.1 Cooperation with the state institutions
Cooperation between CSOs and government structures is an important factor that influences the 
capacity of the CSO to advocate and to influence the formation of a democratic society. For many 
CSOs, fruitful cooperation with local government provides an opportunity to get funding from 
local sources to deliver social services and to involve the representatives of government structures 
and interest them in the organization’s development by means of their personal participation 
in CSO activities. In view of this, it is possible for CSOs to efficiently influence state policy and 
achieve sustainability at the local level, but only if the state sector is involved in the work and 
problem solving of the third sector. 

In order to define the types and forms of cooperation between CSOs and government, the respon-
dents were asked to answer a wide range of different questions. 

At present the contacts between CSOs and the government are mostly initiated by both parties (as 
reported by 58% of respondents). However, there is a downward trend in this number, in particu-
lar in 2010 it was 62% of CSOs (by 4% higher) and in 2009 it was 65%. Nevertheless the share of 
contacts initiated by CSOs continues to increase; in particular it was 37% in 2011 and 30% in the 
previous year. The low activity of the government as regards initiating contacts with CSOs (only 
3% reported in 2010) has dropped even further and amounts only to 1% in 2011.  

In the 2011 survey the respondents were asked to provide an answer about the type and focus of 
cooperation of the CSOs and the government during the previous year. 

Nearly one half of respondents (49%) cooperated with the government in the area of service 
provision. One third of organizations (33%) had cooperation in the area of advocacy campaigns, 
whereas more than a quarter of CSOs (28%) developed draft regulations together with the public 
authorities. 

The representatives of CSOs identified reasons why CSOs and the government had limited coop-
eration. The respondents could choose as many options as they wished from the list. The findings 
are presented in Graph 4.1.3 (by percentage).



50

Graph 4.1.3
  Reasons for Limited Cooperation between CSOs and Government 

at the National Level, (N=637)

Th e number of respondents who mentioned the lack of understanding of the benefi t of such cooper-
ation from the government side as a reason for limited cooperation of CSOs and the government at 
the national level was steady and varied within the range of 62% and 65% between 2005 and 2011. 
Th e year of 2009 became an exception since that option was selected by 47% of respondents. Also 
the fi ndings of the 2009 survey recorded a drastic change in the provided answers; in particular, 
less people selected the option of lack of professionalism on the part of CSOs and an increase in 
the number of organizations that selected the option of reluctance of the national government to 
cooperate. 

In 2011 the number of CSOs that reported the reluctance of the national government to cooperate 
continued to go down. In particular it was 41% in 2011, 47% in 2010, 57% in 2009, 49% in 2007, 
47% in 2006 and 2005. According to the fi ndings of the 2011 survey the number of CSOs that se-
lected the option of lack of professionalism on the part of CSOs was decreased by 4%. In particular, 
it was 34% in 2011, 38% in 2010, 31% in 200950, 36% of polled CSOs in 2006-2007 and 38% in 
200551. Th e number of CSOs that selected the option of lack of information about CSO activities 
was slightly increased (by 2%); in particular it was 48% in 2011, 46% in 2010, 51% in 200952, 50% 
in 2007, 55% in 2006 and 60% in 2005. 

Th e respondents were also asked to defi ne the main reasons why the cooperation at the regional 
or local level was also limited and poor (see Graph 4.1.5).

50 A signifi cance level of 1% 
51 A signifi cance level of 1% 
52 As indicated by 47% of polled CSOs. 
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Graph 4.1.5
Reasons for Limited Cooperation between CSOs and Government 

at the Regional or Local Level, (N=637)at the Regional or Local Level, (N=637)

Th e CSOs identifi ed the main obstacles such as lack of understanding of the benefi t of such coop-
eration on the government side (62%), lack of information about CSO activities on the part of the 
government (45%) and reluctance of the national government to cooperate (41%). Th erefore, the 
representatives of the third sector in Ukraine are inclined to shift  the blame for limited coopera-
tion on the government similar to previous years.

Th e review of dynamics of these indicators between 2003 and 2011 shows a decrease in the num-
ber of CSOs that have reported the reluctance of the national government to cooperate with CSOs 
in 2011. In 2011 around 41% of polled CSOs selected that option, whereas the number was 43% 
in 2010 and 47% of respondents reported that answer as the main reason for limited cooperation 
of CSOs and the government in 2006-200953. In 2005 around 45% of CSOs chose that option.

Th e number of organizations that selected the option of lack of information about CSO activities 
on the part of the national government did not change in 2011 when compared to 2010; in particu-
lar, the number was 45% in 2011 and 2010, 64% in 200954, 60% in 2007, 53% in 2006 and 54% in 
2005.

It should be also mentioned that there was a continuous upward trend in the number of organiza-
tions that selected the option of lack of understanding of the benefi t of such cooperation on the part 
of the national government in 2011; in particular, there were 62% of organizations in 2011, 58% in 
2010, 47% in 200955, 44% in 2007, 61% in 2006 and 64% in 2005. 

Having reviewed the reasons why the cooperation of CSOs and the government was limited at 
the national and regional level one can notice that the diff erence between the answers of respon-
dents is small and insignifi cant (mainly within a 1%-5% range) if compared to the previous year 

53 A signifi cance level of 1%.
54 A signifi cance level of 1%.
55 A signifi cance level of 1%.
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of 2010. An assumption can be made that as a result of centralization of all levels of the govern-
ment that has been going on in Ukraine over the past few years the local public authorities have 
started to coordinate more their work and seek approval from the central authorities thus limiting 
the possibility to develop initiatives at the grassroots level. Eventually this trend has leveled down 
the effectiveness and ineffectiveness of cooperation of CSOs and public authorities both at the 
national and regional level.  

At the same time several negative trends can be observed including the increased number of 
CSOs that reported lack of understanding of the benefit of such cooperation on the part of the 
government at the local level. In addition more CSOs reported lack of information and awareness 
about CSOs’ work displayed by the public authorities at the national level. 

In order to get a better picture of the cooperation of CSOs and the government in Ukraine the 
respondents were asked to define the nature of cooperation by selecting from four options (4C’s). 
Nearly one half of CSOs (46%) think that the CSOs and the public authorities share common 
goals but different ways of achieving them (this type of cooperation is called complementation, in 
other words “mutual complement/enrichment”). Moreover, almost one in four respondents (23% 
of polled CSOs) believes that the civil society organizations and the public authorities clash, in 
other words they have different goals and different ways of achieving them.  Around 16% of CSOs 
think that the CSOs and public authorities share the same goals and same ways of achieving them 
(coordination) and 12% think that the CSOs and the public authorities have the same ways of 
achieving the goals but the goals are different (cooptation).  

The survey has also demonstrated the increased level of self-assessment of overall professional-
ism and competence of CSOs. However, the share of respondents that think that one of the main 
reasons why the cooperation with the public authorities is limited is the lack of professionalism 
was decreased.

Conclusion 

CSOs have regular contacts with the government agencies and in most cases both 
parties are interested in cooperation. The survey findings show that in many cases 
both parties initiate such contacts and interaction. In 2011 the public authorities were 
less reluctant to work with the CSOs according to the smaller number of respondents 
who reported the reluctance of the government to cooperate with the CSOs. Half of 
polled CSOs think that they and the public authorities have the same goals but dif-
ferent ways of achieving them (Complementation), one in four organization believes 
that CSOs and the public authorities clash; only 16% of CSOs think that CSOs and the 
public authorities share the same goals and ways of achieving them (Coordination) 
and 12% of organizations think that CSOs and the public authorities have the same 
ways of achieving the goals but the goals are different. 
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4.2 Cooperation with other CSOs
Knowing what other CSOs are doing is the first step towards cooperation. The respondents were 
asked about their level of knowledge about the activities of the CSOs that deal with the same or 
similar issues at the international, national, regional or local level. About 27% of CSOs are well 
informed about the activities at the international level. About 48% of respondents are aware about 
the activities of their peers at the national level. When speaking about the regional or local level 
the percentage of CSOs familiar with the activities of other CSOs goes up. For instance, 81% of 
polled organizations reported that their representatives were aware and informed about similar 
organizations operating at the local level and 70% of CSOs at the regional level. It should be men-
tioned that all awareness indicators were increased by 2-4% if compared to 2010.

Around 93% of respondents commented that they cooperated with other CSOs. Graph 4.2.1 dem-
onstrates types of cooperation; the respondents had a possibility to choose several options. The 
responses show that the large share of polled CSOs (82%) are engaged in information sharing. 
Around 70% of respondents have joint meetings. At the same time the cooperation in the form of 
service provision is less common (only 37% of CSOs reported it). In the period of 2007 and 2011 
there was a downward trend in the number of partnership projects (from 68% to 54%), consul-
tations (from 64% to 57%), information sharing (from 98% to 82%), joint activities (from 73% 
to 71%) and meetings (from 82% to 70%). In general, there is a downward trend in the level of 
cooperation of CSOs between 2003 and 2011.

Graph 4.2.1

Graph 4.2.2 demonstrates the benefits of cooperation of CSOs as indicated by the respondents.
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Graph 4.2.2
Benefi ts of Cooperation between NGOs, (N=637)

Th e majority of respondents think that the cooperation of CSOs enables to improve the quality of 
provided services by combining expertise (according to 66% of CSOs) and to expand the activi-
ties and program’s outreach (according to 68% of CSOs). Around 31% of respondents mentioned 
that the joint activities helped them save resources. And only 1% of organizations reported that 
cooperation was not a success. According to the fi ndings of the 2011 survey the shares of respons-
es about the benefi ts of cooperation with other CSOs have not changed much. 

Despite the fact that many representatives of CSOs reported the cooperation with other organiza-
tions and qualifi ed it as successful and benefi cial, the majority of respondents (around 65%) still 
think that the level of cooperation of non-governmental organizations is not suffi  cient. Graph 
4.2.3 demonstrates the breakdown of answers about the reasons why the cooperation of CSOs is 
limited.

Graph 4.2.3
Reasons for Limited Cooperation between CSOs56, (N=637)Reasons for Limited Cooperation between CSOs

56 Question # 80 of the Questionnaire
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In 2011 48% of respondents mentioned the arrogance of leaders; the figure was 37% back in 2010, 
42% in 2009, 39% in 2007, 40% in 2006, 44% in 2005, 48% in 2004, 47% in 2003 and 34% in 2002. 

Around 40% of respondents indicated lack of professionalism of CSOs in 2011, 36% in 2010, 37% 
in 2009 and 2007, 40% in 2006 and 49% in 2003. 

About 45% of respondents mentioned competition for funds and resources in 2011, 32% in 2010, 
42% in 2009, 37% in 2007, 40% in 2006, 39% in 2005, 39% in 2004, 43% in 2003 and 29% in 2002. 
Therefore, there is additional evidence to support the assumption made during the last year’s 
survey that the increased competition amongst the polled organizations was the result of reduced 
funding from the international and local donors.  

Difficulties faced during cooperation with other CSOs were quoted more often if compared to 2010 
(21%), 2009 (27%57), 200758(24%), 2006 (23%) and 2004 (26%). However in 2005 (28%) and 2003 
(30%) the number of organizations that had indicated that factor was the same or higher. An as-
sumption can be made that this is due to the poor information activities of CSOs and unwilling-
ness to cooperate with other CSOs to some extent.  

The 2011 survey was complemented with a question whether a CSO a respondent represented 
was a member of a coalition, a network or a working group with other organizations and institu-
tions. Two thirds of polled organizations (67%) provided a positive answer. This is an indication 
of a rather high level of formal relations of CSOs.

The main outcomes of a CSO’s participation in the coalitions, networks and working groups in-
clude primarily increased publicity (as indicated by 54% of polled CSOs), a possibility to meet 
leaders of other CSOs (as mentioned by 53% of CSOs) and an opportunity to plan joint events 
(according to 50% of respondents). Over one quarter of respondents (27%) see these foras as a 
way to bring new clients. Only 9% of polled representatives found participation in various coali-
tions, networks and working group totally useless.

Conclusion

The level of cooperation of CSOs has remained high over the past ten years. The 
representatives of civil society organizations share information and take part in joint 
activities and meetings. The most common types of cooperation include experience 
sharing, meetings and joint activities. However, according to the increased number 
of CSOs, the factors that limit the cooperation of CSOs include the arrogance of lead-
ers and conflicts between the leaders, competition for funds and resources, lack of 
information about the activities and mission of other CSO and difficulties faced in the 
course of the cooperation. During previous years fewer respondents selected these 
options. As a result of cooperation with other CSOs the majority of respondents man-
aged to gain new experience, expand their activities and outreach. 

57 An insignificance level of 1%
58 A significance level of 5%.
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4.3 Cooperation with business
Cooperation with business not only indicates the ability of a CSO to co-exist with this sector, but 
also demonstrates their ability to involve local businesses in funding CSO activities and create 
relationships that are mutually benefi cial. 

Th e analysis of CSO cooperation with the business sector is even more interesting considering the 
fact that a signifi cant percentage of budgetary money comes from business sources. 

Similar to the way the cooperation with other CSOs was studied the representatives of the third 
sector were asked to identify the main factors that made them cooperate with business (see Graph 
4.3.2). Th e respondents could select several options.

Graph 4.3.2
Reasons for CSO Cooperation with Businesses59, (N=637)Reasons for CSO Cooperation with Businesses

As shown on Graph 4.3.2 the CSOs mainly perceive business as a source of monetary and mate-
rial support, a partner to implement certain activities and less frequently as a source of additional 
expertise. Th e share of respondents that use the expertise of the business and that has not changed 
much over the period of 2002 and 2010 (16% in 2010), was increased in 2011 and amounted to 
25%, though it remains the lowest one when compared to other options. Th e number of CSOs 
that reported partnerships with business in certain activities was signifi cantly increased in 2011 
up to 54%; in particular, the number was 33% in 2010, 32% in 2009 and 37% in 2007. Th e number 
of respondents that received material support (in-kind support) was increased in the following 
way: 61% in 2011, 41% in 2010 and 38% in 2009. Th e monetary support was granted to 63% of 
respondents and this is 1.5 times higher than it was in 2010 (41%). Th at can be attributed to a bet-
ter interaction of CSOs with the business community and the increased potential of the business 
thanks to the end of the fi nancial turmoil. 

As a rule, the polled organizations make the business responsible for low cooperation of CSOs 
and the business community. Th e breakdown of answers is presented in Graph 4.3.3.

59 Question # 84 of the Questionnaire
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Graph 4.3.3
Reasons for Limited Cooperation between CSOs and Business, (N=637)

Th e main factors that hinder the cooperation of CSOs and the business community are reluctance 
to cooperate displayed by the business (in the opinion of 55% of polled CSOs) and unawareness/
lack of knowledge of the business community about the activities of CSOs (59%). In 2011 36% 
of respondents thought that lack of professionalism of CSOs impeded the cooperation with the 
business. Th e increased number of respondents who selected the options of unawareness of the 
business community about the activities of CSOs and lack of professionalism of CSOs can be an 
indication of the business preparedness to cooperate only with CSOs that are renowned, that en-
joy the media coverage and are professional.

Conclusion

Similar to previous years CSOs perceive business primarily as a source of funding in 
2011. It should be mentioned that between 2002 and 2011 there was an upward trend 
in the number of CSOs that cooperated with the business as partners. Th e increased 
share of all options related to the question about the main reasons for cooperating 
with the business community should be noted. In 2011 the eff ectiveness of the coop-
eration of business and CSOs remained at the same level as in previous years. On one 
hand, the number of organizations that indicated the unawareness/lack of knowledge 
of business about the activities of CSOs and lack of professionalism of CSOs as the 
factors that caused limited cooperation was somewhat increased. On the other hand, 
the number of respondents that mentioned the unwillingness of the business to co-
operate with the CSOs has remained the same.
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4.4 Cooperation with donors
Th e CSOs leaders had a possibility to indicate all types of existing cooperation with the donors. 
Th e answers are provided in Graph 4.4.1.

Graph 4.4.1

Types of Relationship CSOs Have With Donors, (N=637)

Despite the fact that the most common type of cooperation of CSOs and donor organizations 
is fi nancial support and technical assistance rendered by the latter, some organizations cooper-
ate with the donors on a higher level and act as partners or implementing partners. In 2011 the 
percentage of CSOs that acted as partners was increased from 16% to 19% if compared to 2010; 
however, it is lower than it was back in 2007 when there were 29% of organizations that were part-
ners with the donors. Th e number of CSOs that work with the donors as implementing partners 
was also increased to some extent; in particular, it was 9% in 2010 and 11% in 2011. Th e number 
of organizations that work with the donors as sub-contractors has not changed; it was 8% in 2010 
and 2011.  

Th e number of CSOs that act as grantees has not changed much; in particular, it was 61% in 2011, 
60% in 2010, 88% in 2009, 84% in 2007, 51% in 2006, 46% in 2005, 45% in 2004 and 48% in 2003. 

Th e organizations that act as grantees have the largest budget; in particular, 52% of organizations 
that have a budget over 50000 USD against 22% of organizations that act as partners, 18% of CSOs 
that are implementing partners and 16% of organizations that work as sub-contractors. 

In 2011 the organizations were asked to name the donor organizations they cooperated the most. 
Th e answers are presented in Graph 4.4.2.

As shown on the Graph 4 .4.2 the largest number of CSOs (39%) cooperates with the Internation-
al Renaissance Foundation. About one quarter of CSOs (27%) cooperates with the United States 
Agency for International Development (USAID) and 23% of CSOs work directly with the United 
States Embassy to Ukraine. About 14% of CSOs work with the Delegation of the European Union 
to Ukraine. Less than 10% of CSOs cooperate with the Embassies of other countries; in particular, 
8% of CSOs cooperate with the Embassy of Netherlands (MATRA Program), 4% work with the 
Embassy of Germany and 3% with the Embassy of Sweden (SIDA Program). At the same time, 
one third of polled respondents (34%) commented that their CSOs cooperate with the donors not 
listed in the options.
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Graph 4.4.2.

Conclusion

In 2011 the majority of CSOs acted as grantees just like in previous years. Th e num-
ber of organizations that cooperated with the donors as partners and implementing 
partners was slightly increased. Half of respondents commented that they worked 
with the American donors, in particular the United States Agency for International 
Development and directly with the US Embassy. However, if speaking about concrete 
donors, the International Renaissance Foundation is the donor most civil society or-
ganizations work with.

4.5 Cooperation with community
CSOs need steady and long-term cooperation with the community to encourage civic activeness 
and citizen participation in organizational activities. Moreover, CSO activities need community 
support in order to lobby successfully.

Graph 4.5.2 shows how CSOs usually distribute information about the organization and own 
activities.

Th e most popular way of distributing information about the activities of CSO is to share the 
information with the mass media; 84% of CSOs did so in 2011, 85% in 2010, 84% in 2009, 80% 
in 200760, 78% in 2006 and 88% in 2005. About 45% of respondents disseminated brochures or 
leafl ets in 2011, 48% in 2010, 55% in 200961 and 51% in 2007. Around 40% of CSOs conducted 
presentations in 2011, 46% in 2010, 53% in 200962 and 49% in 2007. When reviewing the trend 
over the past ten years one can see that the following ways of distributing information about the 
60 A signifi cance level of 1% 
61 A signifi cance level of 1% 
62 A signifi cance level of 1%. 
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organization have gained popularity – sharing information with the mass media, conducting pre-
sentations and publishing information on the webpages. 

Graph 4.5.2
Method for Publicizing CSO Activities, (N=637)

 
Through press 
releases to the 

mass media

Distributing 
brochures and 

flyers

Through 
presentations

Through 
websites of 
other CSOs

Through 
own orga-
nization’s 
website

By 
publishing 
newsletters

Through 
annual 
reports

2010 85% 48% 46% 40% 38% 18% 17%

2009 84% 55% 53% 39% 38% 19% 19%

2007 80% 51% 49% 35% 36% 22% 19%

2006 78% 60% 51% 33% 31% 22% 20%

2005 88% 53% 46% 28% 26% 21% 19%

2004 85% 50% 42% 27% 24% 23% 23%

2003 86% 52% 43% 23% 25% 24% 20%

2002 81% 48% 39% 18% 18% 19% 14%

The CSOs were asked to assess to what extent the general public was aware about their activities. 
Around 24% of respondents commented that people knew they existed, 51% of organizations 
stated that the general public was aware about their activities. Both figures have increased if com-
pared to the 2010 survey. Another 20% of respondents said that the general public supported 
CSOs in what they did. This figure coincides with the previous year data.

4.6 Cooperation with mass media
The types and frequency of contacts that CSOs have with mass media illustrates the ability of 
CSOs to influence public opinion on important issues as well as their willingness and ability to 
present this information to the general public. 

The respondents were asked to list the most common types of media sources that provided infor-
mation about the activities of non-governmental organizations over the course of the past year 
(see Graph 4.6.1).

According to the responses of CSOs the newspapers were the most used type of media sources 
(81% of organizations selected that option). This figure was decreased by 8% when compared to 
2010 and was the lowest for the whole period of the survey. Then comes television – around 54% 
of CSOs use that source to present information themselves. Although the figure is by 4% lower 
than it was in 2010 the increased number of organizations that has cooperated with the television 
over the course of few past years is very indicative. The cooperation with the radio continues to 
lose points starting from 2005; in particular it was 37% in 2011, 46% in 2010, 48% in 2009, 51%63 
in 2007, 53% in 2006, 55% in 2005 and 2004 and 48% in 2003 and 2002. The cooperation with 
magazines has increased when compared to 2010; in particular, it was 17% in 2011 and 11% in 
2009. In general, there has been a steady continuous upward trend in the number of organizations 
that use magazines to highlight their activities over the entire period of the survey.

63 A significance level of 5%. 
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Graph 4.6.1
Media Sources Used to Disseminate Information, (N=637)

Conclusion

Th e Ukrainian CSOs use mass media to distribute information about their activities 
the most. Th is channel has been the most popular one over the past ten years. Other 
popular ways of distributing information about CSOs include dissemination of bro-
chures and leafl ets about the organization, presentations and information sharing via 
social networks, own website or websites of other organizations. Th ere is an upward 
trend in the number of CSOs that share information via their own websites or web-
sites of other CSOs. It can be connected to the increased number of organizations 
that have their own website. Th e information about the activities of CSOs is mostly 
published in newspapers, presented on the radio and television.
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5.  Program Activity or the Capacity of an 
Organization “To Perform”

Program activity defi nes the capacity of the CSO to fulfi l its stated goals and to provide diff erent 
services within its mission. Program activities demonstrate which services are provided to the 
clients, how these services are developed, whether they correspond to the needs of the client, as 
well as assessing and reporting on the service provision.

At the same time, such aspects as partnership and understanding of applicable legislation that 
strengthen the organization’s capacity to carry out its program activities were.

5.1 Services and program development
Graph 5.1.1 shows the respondent’s answers regarding the frequency of member, staff , volunteer, 
and client involvement in the planning and development of CSO program activities.

Graph 5.1.1
Frequency of Involving Different Groups into Planning 

and Development of Program Activities, (N=637)

According to the fi ndings of the survey the executive director bears the main responsibility for 
program activities planning. Around 97% of respondents selected the options of always and most 
of the time. 

Similar to 2011the collective governing body was largely engaged in program activities planning 
in 72% of organizations. Th erefore the indicator of engagement of the collective governing body 
in program activities planning is rather high.
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The staff, financial director and members of organization are engaged in this process at the level 
that can be described as sometimes, most of the time and from time to time. However, having re-
viewed the nature of the jobs of these groups one should take a notice of low frequency of the op-
tion of “I don’t know”.  This option was used when the respondent either did not know the answer 
or could not choose any other option due to the absence of such position in his/her organization. 
For instance, less than fifty per cent of polled CSOs had the position of financial director in their 
organizations. And only 22% of the organizations that have a position of financial director in the 
staff don’t engage him/her in program activities planning and development.  

Rather high engagement of volunteers in program activities planning, in particular, 12% of CSOs 
reported the option of “always/most of the time” and 16% of CSOs selected the answer “from time 
to time”, can be attributed to a so-called volunteer composition of the Ukrainian CSOs, when the 
main players work as volunteers  in an organization.  The level of clients’ engagement in program 
activities planning and development turned to be very low and much lower when compared to 
the level of volunteers’ engagement in program activities planning; in particular, 5% of CSOs re-
ported “always/most of the time” and 10% of CSOs reported “from time to time”. 

According to Graph 5.1.2 a conclusion can be made that the majority of polled CSOs (60%) keep 
track of their clients. But a rather big number of organizations (33%) don’t keep track of their 
clients.

Graph 5.1.2

Does CSO conduct clients accounting of organization, (N=637)

According to the findings of the 2011 survey around 70% of polled CSOs had a feedback mecha-
nism in place to ensure communication with their clients and 19% of CSOs did not have such a 
mechanism.  According to the survey, 591 of 637 polled organizations (93%) conduct needs as-
sessment of the target groups the project/program is designed for. The survey has revealed that 
498 organizations (78%) conduct program/projects evaluation and 18% of these organizations do 
that every six months and 46% of CSOs once a year. Around 32% of CSOs that conduct evalua-
tions  do that at the request of the donors, 58% of CSOs conduct evaluations to comply with the 
internal management procedures, 4% of organizations conduct evaluations at the request of their 
clients and 2% of CSOs conduct evaluations at the request of the public authorities. Only 19% of 
CSOs (122 polled organizations) engage external experts to conduct evaluations. 
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Graph 5.1.3
Does the mechanism of inversely connection work with organization clients?

 (N=637)

Capacity building assessment is not a common practice among the Ukrainian organizations. This 
can be explained by the fact that only a small number of CSOs understand the importance of the 
organizational capacity building and the great attention the donors give to building the capacity 
of organizations in the area of advocacy and lobbying of interests of their target groups. How-
ever, during the past ten years the international donors paid a lot of attention to the CSO’ capac-
ity building. In particular, 13 media organizations have a possibility to receive core support to 
build their capacity provided that they pass the capacity building audit. The CSOs can get vouch-
ers for capacity development after they complete a self-assessment. Over 230 organizations have 
used this opportunity so far. The capacity building evaluation is also conducted for organizations 
working with the HIV/AIDS issues. 

According to Graph 5.1.4 78% of polled CSOs evaluated their projects and programs, 19% of 
CSOs don’t conduct the evaluations and 3% of CSOs could not decide what to answer.

Organizations engaged in advocacy and lobbying activities perform the monitoring of state and 
municipal programs and the legislation. According to the survey 374 (59%) of 637 organizations 
polled in 2012 commented that they conducted monitoring of the legislation pertinent to the 
goals and objectives of CSOs at the local or national level. About 45% of these organizations do 
that on a regular basis and the rest - from time to time or very seldom.

Graph 5.1.4
Evaluation of the programs/projects, (N=637)

The data shown on Graph 5.1.5 gives grounds to compare reasons why polled CSOs decided 
to conduct self-assessments. The respondents had an opportunity to select all suitable options. 
Around 78% of respondents commented that they conducted the evaluation to comply with the 
internal management procedures, 42% said that they had the evaluation at the donors’ request 
and only 5% of organizations conducted the evaluation at the request of their clients and 2% of 
CSOs conducted the evaluation at the request of the public authorities.
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Graph 5.1.5
Causes that Necessitated Evaluation of Activities in 2007-201164, (N=637)

Graph 5.1.6 demonstrates the intensity of program activities carried out by the Ukrainian CSOs 
in 2011. More than one half of organizations (54% of respondents) implemented from one to 
three projects, much less organizations (20%) implemented from four to fi ve  projects and 19% 
of CSOs that participated in the survey implemented over fi ve projects in 2011. Th e number of 
projects implemented last year helps get an idea about the third sector performance. However 
it does not provide information about the scale and quality of these projects. Th e most popular 
sources of funding among the organizations that conduct self-evaluation include grants from the 
international donor organizations and local organizations, own economic activities, membership 
dues and charitable donations from the community. 

Graph 5.1.6
Number of Projects Implemented in the Previous Year65, (N=637)

Conclusion

Th e head of the organizations or the collective governing body is responsible for pro-
gram activities planning in the majority of polled CSOs. Many CSOs keep track of 
their clients, they have an eff ective mechanism in place to cooperate with their clients 
and they evaluate the programs and projects they carry out. 

64 Question # 96 of the Questionnaire
65 Question № 95b of the Questionnaire.
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5.2 Reporting
Th e existence of an eff ective accounting system and 
a system for monitoring CSO activity secures the 
long-term sustainability of the organization and its 
eff ective function regardless of the leader’s personal-
ity. 

One can be positive that CSOs that publish their an-
nual reports about their activities are more open to 
the general public. In 2011 around 54% of CSOs stat-
ed that their organization published an annual re-
port. Th is number has grown if compared to the 2010 data (it was 50% in 201066). Th e majority of 
CSOs publish the electronic copy of the annual report on their own website (27% of CSOs), 19% 
of CSOs distribute it via the mailing lists and 10% of CSOs publish it in the mass media. Around 
16% of polled organizations distribute the annual report at various events organized by CSOs. Th e 
printed copies of the annual reports are mostly distributed at the CSOs’ events by 49% of CSOs 
and via the direct mail by 13% of organizations.

Graph 5.2.1
Does the Organization Publish an Annual Report?  (N=637)Does the Organization Publish an Annual Report?  (N=637)

Th e fi ndings of the survey revealed that 77% of polled organizations distribute their annual re-
ports to government agencies, 69% of CSOs send the report to the members of their organiza-
tions, 75% of CSOs inform the donors with the help of their annual reports and only 19% of 
respondents send the reports to their clients. 

Graph 5.2.2
Annual Report Recipients,  (N=637)

66 A signifi cance level of 1%.

 

 An annual report is a reliable and com-
prehensive document that you can use 
to inform people about the successes of 
your organization. Th e annual report 
is an evidence of the civic development 
of your organization; it supports its ef-
fi ciency and fi nancial capacity. 
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In general the Ukrainian CSOs have es-
tablished system of financial management 
and control. Over two thirds of organiza-
tions (68%) have an accountant, 64% of 
CSOs believe that their financial system 
is in line with the national and/or inter-
national standards. Around 62% of CSOs 
have the financial management system in 
place to enable proper planning, imple-
mentation and reporting.  

In 2011 the external financial audit was 
conducted only in 23% of polled CSOs. 
Around 48% of organizations did not 
have such an audit but were ready to be 
audited, whereas 17% of CSOs did not 
have the audit and were not ready for it.

Conclusion

Over two thirds of CSOs prepare an annual report about their activities. The CSOs 
mostly distribute the electronic copy of their report via own website, mailing lists and 
by publishing it in the mass media. The hard copies of the reports are distributed at 
various events organized by CSOs and by direct mail. Many organizations have an 
accountant in the staff and believe that their bookkeeping is in line with the national 
and/or international standards. But only 23% of CSOs have had an audit.

5.3 Partnerships and coalitions
The importance of partnerships and coalitions was emphasized in many parts of this report when 
the external relations of CSOs with other institutions were described. Partnership development 
is an important indicator of organizational maturity and readiness to work with more output for 
the community. Effective partnerships between civil society organizations guarantee the success 
of advocacy and lobbying campaigns and are crucial for strengthening the voice of Ukrainian 
citizens.

Around 67% of CSOs are members of coalitions and working groups. The information presented 
on Graph 5.3.1 shows the experience the organizations have in working in coalitions or working 
groups with other organizations. The respondents had a possibility to select all suitable options.

According to the Graph the majority of CSOs found the participation in the coalitions and work-
ing groups to be instrumental. The participation helped CSOs gain publicity, plan joint actions 
with other organizations; it increased the opportunity to meet leaders of other CSOs and im-
proved the CSO’s outreach to constituents. Around 9% of CSOs did mention that the participa-
tion in the coalitions or working groups was not useful for them. This figure remained the same 
when compared to 2010.   

 

 In 2012 the CCC Creative Center organized 
a competition of annual reports among the 
CSOs. Despite the fact that more than a half 
of CSOs prepare annual reports in accordance 
with the findings of the survey only 27 organi-
zations participated in the competition.
Having reviewed the submitted annual reports 
a conclusion can be made that the weakest ele-
ment of the annual reports developed by the 
Ukrainian CSOs is financial reporting and the 
lack of auditors’ report about the activities of 
the organization.
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Graph 5.3.1
Evaluation Past Participation in Coalitions or Working Groups67, (N=637)

When comparing the fi ndings of the 2004-2011 survey a conclusion can be made that the number 
of organizations that stated that their publicity improved thanks to the cooperation with other 
CSOs was decreased, in particular, it was 54% of CSOs in 2011, 58%68 of CSOs in 2010, 5269 of 
CSOs in 2009, 51% of CSOs in 2007, 47% of CSOs in 2006, 49% of CSOs in 2005, 50% of CSOs in 
2004. Between 2004 and 2011 the number of CSOs that selected the option of meeting the leaders 
of other CSOs was increased, in particular, it was 53% in 2011, 51% in 2010, 49% in 2009, 48% in 
2007 and 46% in 2004-200670).

Conclusion

Th e majority of Ukrainian CSOs are members of coalitions or working groups. Many 
organizations fi nd their participation in the coalitions or the working groups to be 
useful. As a result of such cooperation the CSOs gained publicity, planned joint events 
with other organizations, received opportunities to meet the leaders of other CSOs 
and increased their outreach to constituents and perspective clients.

5.4 Accountability. Transparency. Ethical Norms
Should they wish so the members of organization can have an access to the fi nancial documents 
of the organization in 83% of membership organizations.

Th e information presented on Graph 5.4.1 shows that the majority of organizations are account-
able to their members; in particular, 73% of CSOs including 46% of charitable organizations and 
27% of civil society organizations; 64% of CSOs are accountable to the donor organizations, in 

67 Question # 82 of the Questionnaire
68 A signifi cance level of 1% 
69 A signifi cance level of 1%
70 A signifi cance level of 1%. 
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particular, 43% of charitable foundations and 21% of civil society organizations and 63% of CSOs 
to the state institutions, in particular, 36% of charitable foundations and 27% of civil society or-
ganizations and 19% of CSOs are accountable to their clients, in particular, 10% of charitable 
organizations and 9% of civil society organizations. Between 2004 and 2011 the number of orga-
nizations that were accountable to the members of organization and the state institutions varied. 
Th e number of organizations that were accountable to the donor organizations and the state insti-
tutions was increased when compared to 2004. Th e last trend can be explained by the improved 
quality of reporting of CSOs and their aspiration to present themselves as a reliable and respon-
sible partner to the state institutions and the donor organizations. 

Графік 5.4.1
Institutions to Whom CSOs are Accountable71, (N=637)

Graph 5.4.2 refl ects the opinion of respondents about the need for transparency in program and 
fi nancial activities among the CSOs.

Graph 5.4.2
The Number of CSO Leaders Admitting a Need 

for Transparency in Financial and Program Activity72, (N=637)for Transparency in Financial and Program Activity

In 2011 the large majority of respondents (96%) commented on the need to inform the general 
public about the program activities; this fi gure was somewhat higher in 2010. It should be men-
tioned that between 2002 and 2012 no signifi cant changes took place in this area.   

71 Question # 98 of the Questionnaire
72 Question # 99 of the Questionnaire
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Around 74% of CSOs commented on the need to inform the general public about the financial 
activities of CSOs. The indicator has increased when compared to 2010 (69%73). 

The share of CSOs that think that the third sector needs to have a code of ethics and professional 
standards has gradually increased from 81% in 2002 to 88% in 2005 (a significance level of 1%) 
and in 2006 it has dropped again to 83%, it was 86% in 2009, 87%% in 201074 and 82% in 201175.

According to the findings of the 2011 survey 34% of organizations have a defined and written 
code of ethics.

Graph 5.4.376 
CSOs Possessing Defined and Written Ethical Norms, (N=637)

Conclusion

The majority of Ukrainian CSOs are accountable to the members of their organiza-
tion, donor organizations and state institutions. Only one third of respondents have 
the code of ethics defined and presented in a written form.

5.5 Legislation
Legislation that regulates third sector activity is one of the most important factors influencing the 
ability of CSOs to effectively conduct its activity and affect the external environment. The knowl-
edge and awareness of the current legislation by CSOs is essential for avoiding problems with tax-
ation, for writing statutes, for maintaining a non-profit status, for improving its sustainability, etc. 

The majority of polled CSOs (59%) believe that they are very knowledgeable about the acting leg-
islation relevant to the activities of civil society organizations. Around 39% of respondents com-
ment that they are somewhat knowledgeable about the current legislation pertinent to their work 
and only 1% of CSOs confessed that they lack any knowledge about the legislation on CSOs. The 
number of organizations knowledgeable about the legislation changes all the time, in particular it 
was 53% in 2002 and then 64% in 2004, 58% in 2005 and 60% in 2006, 62% in 2009, 57% in 2010 
(a significance level of 1%) and 59% in 2011.  

In 2011 the main shortcomings of the legislation relevant to the development of the third sector 
were the legislation in general (as mentioned by 41% of respondents), tax legislation according to 
41% of polled CSOs, inactivity of CSOs in ensuring the implementation of laws and regulations 
in a proper way according to 39% of respondents and lack of knowledge about the laws as men-
tioned by 34% of respondents. The review of Graph 5.5.1 shows that one of the most significant 
legislative obstacles in the development of the third sector is the tax legislation according to the 
73 A significance level of 1% 
74 A significance level of 1%
75 A significance level of 1%
76  Question #104 of the Questionnaire
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fi ndings of the 2002-2010 survey; in particular, there were 35% of respondents in 2002, 55% of 
CSOs in 2003, 50% of CSOs in 2004, 54% of CSOs in 2005, 45% of CSOs in 2006, 43% of CSOs in 
2007, 47% of CSOs in 2009 and 41% of CSOs in77 and 39% of CSOs in 2011.

Graph 5.5.1
Main Obstacles to the Development of the CSO Sector 2002-2011, (N=637)

Graph 5.5.2 refl ects the growth and diversity of information sources available to CSOs to get up-
dates about the legislation.

Graph 5.5.2
Sources of Information about Changes to Legislation78

2002-2011, (N=637)

77 A signifi cance level of 1%. 
78 Question # 107 of the Questionnaire
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Having reviewed the information presented on Graph 5.5.2 a conclusion can be made that high 
numbers for each option is an indication of the situation when the majority of organizations use 
several sources of information at the same time.   

In 2011 CSOs used the following sources of information to learn about changes to the legisla-
tion: meetings/workshops (as indicated by 61% of respondents; the figure was 56% in 201079), 
the Internet (as indicated by 87% of respondents; the figure was 84% in 2010). A great increase 
of the role of the Internet and mailing lists as information sources for the Ukrainian CSOs over 
the course of the past ten years should be mentioned. NGO newsletters have somewhat lost their 
attractiveness as a source of information among the Ukrainian CSOs.  

The information about the Internet use by the Ukrainian CSOs between 2002 and 2010 is pre-
sented in Table 5.5.3.

Table 5.5.3.
Internet Usage by Ukrainian CSOs, 2002-2011, (N=637)

  2002   2003   2004   2005   2006   2007   2009 2010 2011

CSO has an e-mail 58%  70% – 70%  73%  76%  79%  86%  85%  90%

CSO has own website 13%  23% – 20% – 22% – 25%  32%  33% – 33%  41%

CSO uses the internet as 
a source of information 
about changes/updates 

to existing laws and 
regulations

47%  56% – 61%  67%  70%  73%  81%  84% 

іCSO has an e-mail 87%

The review of Table 5.5.3 demonstrates an upward trend in the number of CSOs that have an e-
mail and own webpage in the period of 2002 and 2011.

Conclusion

The main shortcomings of legislation pertinent to the development of the third sector 
between 2002 and 2011 were legislation in general, tax legislation, inactivity of CSOs 
in ensuring the implementation of laws and regulations in a proper way and lack of 
knowledge about the laws. The respondents mainly receive information about chang-
es/updates of the legislation during the meetings/workshops, the Internet and via the 
mailing lists. There has been an upward trend in the number of CSOs that receive the 
legislation updates via the Internet over the course of the past ten years.

79 A significance level of 1%. 
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Studies on Different Aspects 
of CSO Activities  
and Development
The third section provides a description of several indexes: The Orga-
nizational Capacity Index and The Advocacy Index, Coalitions/Net-
works Effectiveness Index, and the Constituency Legitimacy Index are 
included.

Part ІІІ
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6. �The Organizational Capacity Index  
of Ukrainian CSOs

Organizational Capacity Index description. As the research is focused on NGOs, the term capac-
ity development will be used exclusively in terms of organizational capacity. Peter Morgan (1996) 
defined capacity building as “the ability of individuals, groups, institutions and organizations to 
identify and solve development problems over time.” Organizational capacity development can 
be viewed as a closed or open system. From a closed point of view, organizational capacity must 
be focused on internal functions of development, from an open point of view – the organization 
is a part of the external environment, which influences the organization by its social values and 
political and economic contexts.  

Most authors have identified different components of organizational capacity development, which 
include, but are not limited to: clear organizational vision and mission, identified strategic objec-
tives, knowledgeable and skilful human resources, delegating and democratic leadership, team-
work and participatory management practices, developed management systems and structures, 
and the availability of financial and material resources to support organizational performance.  

The Institute for Sustainable Communities within the Ukrainian Citizen Action Network project 
developed its own model of organizational capacity assessment. Each of the index components 
should be rated on a scale, such as the following 5-point scale, where 1 = none or very little capac-
ity and 5 = extensive or very strong capacity. In 2009 the model of organizational capacity assess-
ment Index was reviewed by CCC Creative Center in the framework of the project “The Ukraine 
National Initiatives to Enhance Reforms” (UNITER). This model consists of seven components. 
Each of the index components should be rated on a scale, such as the following from 1 to 0, where 
0 = none or very little capacity and 1 = extensive or very strong capacity

The results are based on empirical data on Ukrainian CSOs, received during the 2002-2011 sur-
vey. 

The models of organization development, introduced below, allow differences to be compared 
and detected (new indexes are presented in italics).

№ Components of Organizational Capacity Index 
description during 2002-2007

Components of Organizational Capacity Index description 
in 2011

1

Strategic Management
•	 Organization is registered as a legal entity
•	 The organization has a mission statement and 

adheres to its principles
•	 Strategic goals are defined and clear to members
•	 Members and leadership meet regularly to discuss, 

review and, when necessary, correct strategies, 
goals, and tasks

Strategic Management
•	 Organization is registered as a legal entity
•	 The organization has a mission statement and 

adheres to its principles
•	 The organization has a written strategic plan
•	 Strategic goals are defined and clear to members
•	 A monitoring and evaluation system is functioning 

and data analysis is integrated into decision-making
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№ Components of Organizational Capacity Index 
description during 2002-2007

Components of Organizational Capacity Index description 
in 2011

1

•	 A monitoring and evaluation system is functioning 
and data analysis is integrated into decision-
making.

•	 Members and leadership meet regularly to discuss, 
review and, when necessary, correct strategies, goals, 
and tasks

•	 The organization’s program activity is based on the 
organization’s mission

2.

Governance Structure
•	 The CSO has an active governing body (external-

Board of Directors, Advisory Board, and/or 
internal — Executive Committee, Management 
team — or both)

•	 The functions and responsibilities of members of 
the governing body are clearly defined

•	 The governing body regularly communicates with 
the Executive Director (they meet regularly)

•	 Strategic decisions are made through joint 
discussions with governing body members and 
CSO management

•	 Rotation principles and leadership transition 
mechanisms are defined and in operation

•	 NGO Director delegates his authorities and aspires 
to create an organization able to work during his 
absence

•	 Members take part in a process of decision making 
and problems solving trough team work, work with 
project, meetings with paid staff

•	 Paid staff feels their authorities to manage work 
process, to set intelligible targets and keep the 
terms of target realization, to solve problems and 
make decisions in sphere of their responsibility

•	 NGO Director delegates his authorities and 
obligations on realization of project or functions to 
paid staff

Governance Structure
•	 The CSO has an active governing body (external-

Board of Directors, Advisory Board, and/or 
internal — Executive Committee, Management 
team — or both)

•	 The functions and responsibilities of members of the 
governing body are clearly defined

•	 The governing body regularly communicates with 
the Executive Director (they meet regularly)

•	 Strategic decisions are made through joint 
discussions with governing body members and CSO 
management

•	 Rotation principles and leadership transition 
mechanisms are defined and in operation

3.

Leadership and Management Style
•	 The CSO director delegates authority and is 

committed to building an organization which is 
sustainable without his/her presence

•	 Staff is involved in problem solving and decision 
making through team work, projects, staff 
meetings, brainstorming sessions, etc.

•	 Employees feel empowered to manage their own 
work, set and follow-up on goals and deadlines, to 
solve problems, and make decisions in their area of 
responsibility 

Leadership and Management Style
•	 The CSO director delegates authority and is 

committed to building an organization which is 
sustainable without his/her presence

•	 Staff is involved in problem solving and decision 
making through team work, projects, staff meetings, 
brainstorming sessions, etc.

•	 Employees feel empowered to manage their own 
work, set and follow-up on goals and deadlines, to 
solve problems, and make decisions in their area of 
responsibility
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№ Components of Organizational Capacity Index 
description during 2002-2007

Components of Organizational Capacity Index description 
in 2011

3.

•	 The CSO director delegates responsibility and 
authority for some projects or functions to staff 
members

•	 The CSO director delegates responsibility and 
authority for some projects or functions to staff 
members

•	 The organization has defined administrative rules and 
procedures

•	 Executive members, personnel and the members of 
organization participate in developing administrative 
rules and procedures

•	 Administrative rules and procedures are reviewed 
annually

4.

Fundraising Strategy
•	 The CSO has a written, long-term (minimum of 

two-year) plan for financial sustainability
•	 A designated person or group of people are 

responsible for seeking new sources of funding or 
generating new income to finance strategic goals

•	 Existing database of possible funding sources
•	 The CSO has at least two different types of 

funding sources (i.e., entrepreneurial activities/
paid services, donors, business and individual 
sponsors, membership fees, or fees from other 
international organizations The CSO has been able 
to secure at least 30% of its financing for one year 
of operations from sources other than international 
organizations (for example, from local donors, paid 
services, government contracts, the private sector, 
etc.)

Fundraising Strategy
•	 The CSO has a written, long-term (minimum of one-

year) plan for financial sustainability
•	 The CSO has a written, long-term plan for financial 

sustainability separate from its financial plans
•	 A designated person or group of people are 

responsible for seeking new sources of funding or 
generating new income to finance strategic goals

•	 Existing database of possible funding sources
•	 The CSO has at least two different types of funding 

sources (i.e., entrepreneurial activities/paid 
services, donors, business and individual sponsors, 
membership fees, or fees from other international 
organizations 

•	 The CSO has been able to secure at least 30% of its 
financing for one year of operations from sources 
other than international organizations (for example, 
from local donors, paid services, government 
contracts, the private sector, etc.)

5.

Financial Management Systems
•	 The CSO has an accountant and an 
•	 accounting system
•	 Internal financial controls are in place (separation 

of functions)
•	 The annual operating budget is separate from 

project budgets
•	 The CSO has undergone or is prepared to undergo 

an external financial audit
•	 Financial documentation is available to the 

organization’s members

Financial Management Systems
•	 The CSO has an accountant and an 
•	 accounting system
•	 Internal financial controls are in place (separation of 

functions)
•	 The annual operating budget is separate from project 

budgets
•	 The CSO has undergone or is prepared to undergo 

an external financial audit
•	 Financial documentation is available to the 

organization’s members.
•	 CSO has a fixed system for financial management
•	 CSO led financial audit of income
•	 CSO prepares annual budget report
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№ Components of Organizational Capacity Index 
description during 2002-2007

Components of Organizational Capacity Index description 
in 2011

6.

1) Sufficient Management Procedures
•	 Ролі та обов’язки працівників є чіткими та 

незмінними.
•	 Існує система менеджменту персоналу, 

виписані посадові інструкції, процедура набору 
й працевлаштування, тощо.

•	 Існує система діловодства.
•	 Чітко розписані адміністративні процедури.
•	 Професійний розвиток є складовою частиною 

загального розвитку всієї організації.

2) Sufficient Management Procedures
•	 Staff roles and responsibilities are clear and 

dependable
•	 Formal personnel systems exist (job descriptions, 

recruitment and hiring procedures, etc.) 
•	 A formal file system exists
•	 Administrative procedures are written down
•	 Professional development is considered part of the 

overall development of organization and is supported 
by individual career development plans

•	 CSO has paid staff
•	 CSO has defined the needs of target groups on which 

the project will focus
•	 CSO has the calculation of organization clients.
•	 The organization has a feedback mechanism for CSO 

services
•	 The organization led the mark of their own 

programs.
•	 When evaluating programs, the CSO uses external 

experts
•	 CSO is a member of a coalition, or network or other 

working group

7.

Legitimacy, Reporting and Cooperation in 
Coalitions/Networks:
•	 CSO clients are present in their executive bodies
•	 CSO clients participate in planning program activities
•	 CSO evaluates its programs
•	 CSO prepares, publishes, and distributes copies of its 

annual report among clients
•	 CSO has clients’ calculation and has a mechanism of 

contra connection with them.
•	 CSO is a member of coalitions and networks.

Results (2002-2007): The average score on a 5-point scale of the organizational index is 2,65 
in 2007 (in 2006 – 2,9, in 2005 – 2.89, in 2004 – 2.94, and in 2003 – 3.14), this is an indication of a 
maintenance of the average capacity in Ukrainian CSOs. In general, CSOs have relevant manage-
ment and fundraising procedures. During 2003-2007, a gradual decrease in the index occurred. 
However, we can state that the governing bodies do not perform with the highest effectiveness; 
the procedures of the internal management can be improved; the staff gets involved in the deci-
sion making only occasionally; and the fundraising is rather sporadic.

Table 6.1 shows the Organizational Capacity Index for separate components in 2002 and 2007. 
For comparison with the results of 2009-2010, Organizational Capacity Index, obtained in 2002-
2011 were transferred to 1-scale.



78

Table 6.1.
Organizational Capacity Index by Components in 2002-2007

Component
Index

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Component 1. 
CSO practices strategic management 3,45 3,73 3,47 3,34 3,4 2,62

Component 2.
CSO has an eff ective governance structure 3,11 4,09 4,29 4,17 4,1 3,74

Component 3.
CSO leadership and management style is 
participatory

2,85 2,71 2,59 2,53 2,52 1,32

Component 4.
CSO has a fundraising strategy 1,67 2,29 1,50 1,49 1,49 1,68

Component 5.
CSO fi nancial management systems meet 
accounting standards

3,20 3,25 3,12 3,10 3,22 3,68

Component 6.
CSO has suffi  cient human and fi nancial 
resources management procedures

3,10 2,75 2,60 2,61 2,71 2,87

Average Index Score (5-point scale) 2,90 3,14 2,93 2,87 2,91 2,65
Average Index Score (1-point scale) 0,58 0,63 0,59 0,57 0,58 0,53

Description of the 2011 fi ndings:

In 2011 the average score for the organizational capacity index was 0.57 (on a 1-point scale). Th is 
is an indication of a medium capacity of the Ukrainian CSOs. Th e number has slightly increased 
when compared to the results of 2010; in particular, it was 0.55 back then. In general the non-
governmental organizations have proper rules and procedures for management of resources and 
fundraising. Over the year the NGOs advanced their capacity in the area of governance, manage-
ment and leadership, fi nancial management, HR management and material resources handling. 
At the same time in 2011 the organizations started to apply the strategic management less in their 
everyday work and the fundraising strategy got worsened.  

Th e distribution of the scores of the organizational system index presented below helps us identify 
the strengths and weaknesses of Ukrainian CSOs according to the suggested model (Graph 6.3.)

Graph 6.2.
Organizational Capacity Index by Components in 2009,2010 and 2011, (N=637)
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The same information is presented in Graph 6.2. The lines connect the average meaning of the 
index component of the same year. The number of the component in the diagram corresponds 
with the number of that component in Table 6.3

Table 6.3 shows the Organizational Capacity Index for separate components in 2009, 2010 and 
2011.

The findings of the 2011 survey demonstrate that the Ukrainian CSOs have strategic management 
skills and the indicator of the governance structure in the organizations is rather high. However, 
the governance and management structures are not separated in many organizations thus hin-
dering the effective development of organizations. The financial management systems generally 
comply with the national and international standards; organizations have all relevant financial 
procedures. The majority of organizations have not had an external audit but many of them have 
expressed willingness to have it. The level of organizational legitimacy is also rather high; the 
majority of organizations publishes their annual reports and participates in the work of various 
coalitions or networks.  

Table 6.3
Organizational Capacity Index by Components, 2011

Component Index 2009 Index 2010 Index 2011

Component 1. CSO practices strategic management 0,56 0,56 0,47

Component 2. CSO has an effective governance structure 0,85 0,82 0,86

Component 3.
CSO leadership and management style is participatory 0,44 0,43 0,52

Component 4. CSO has a fundraising strategy 0,27 0,33 0,28

Component 5. CSO financial management systems meet 
accounting standards 0,62 0,61 0,65

Component 6. CSO has sufficient human and financial 
resources management procedures 0,56 0,54 0,60

Component 7. CSO legitimacy 0,58 0,58 0,58

Average Index Score 0,6 0,55 0,57

The availability of effective governance structures is the strongest component of the organization-
al capacity index according to the 2011 survey. The Ukrainian CSOs have demonstrated that they 
have operational governing bodies with clearly defined and written responsibilities and order 
of work. The governing bodies are engaged in the strategic decision making. There are relevant 
mechanisms in place to ensure changes in and rotation of the members of the governing bodies. 
Although this component has received the highest average score when compared to other ele-
ments of the CSO’s activities it hasn’t yet reached its maximum potential.    

The component that placed second is related to the financial management of a CSO. According to 
the findings of the survey the organizations have scored above average for this component. The 
majority of polled organizations has a professional accountant in the staff and thinks that their 



80

financial system is in line with the national or international standards. Not all polled CSOs have 
undergone an audit but many of them are ready for it. 

According to the findings of the survey the score for the legitimacy is rather high. At least one 
representative of a target group is represented in the collective governing body in the majority of 
polled CSOs, in particular in 500 of 637 organizations. 

The component of the CSO’s fundraising strategy scored the lowest; this component includes in-
formation about the availability of a long-term fundraising plan, awareness about the existing 
funding opportunities and various funding sources. Only 202 of 637 polled organizations have a 
fundraising plan for the period of one year. It should be mentioned that the score for this compo-
nent has had a slight increase if compared to the 2009 survey.

Conclusion

The average score for the organizational capacity index means that in general the 
capacity of the Ukrainian CSOs for organizational development is at the medium 
level and overall the CSOs have management standards in place. The low score for 
fundraising strategy should be taken notice of. According to the 2011 survey 61% 
of polled organizations don’t have a written fundraising plan and only 32% of CSOs 
have a fundraising plan in a written form. In 2011 the effectiveness of the governance 
system has the highest score. According to the findings of the survey 93% of polled 
CSOs have a collective governing body, 90% of CSO have a written document that 
defines the responsibilities of the governing bodies. Around 83% of polled CSOs elect 
their governing bodies. A conclusion can be made that the polled CSOs have a solid 
system of governing bodies, mechanism for electing them and the respective docu-
ments that regulate their activities.
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7. �The Advocacy and Lobbying Index  
of Ukrainian CSOs

In general, advocacy activity focuses on making changes in politics, policy positions, and pro-
grams through institutions that represent the organized interests and needs of their clients. Advo-
cacy can include many different activities, such as civil education campaigns, informing mass me-
dia, lobbying elected or appointed officials, drafting legislation, and any other means to influence 
or achieve the desired results. Advocacy and lobbying build public policies that improve people’s 
lives and the places where they live.

Index description: In order to better evaluate a CSO’s capacity to carry out advocacy activities, 
the Institute for Sustainable Communities, during the implementation of their project, “Ukrai-
nian Community Action Network” (2002-2008), developed a useful measurement tool. The com-
ponents help assess a CSO’s ability to research issues that are important for a community, and 
the ability to track the community’s reaction to crucial events and decisions. Also essential is the 
CSO’s ability to define its own position, and to commit material and financial resources in order 
to organize information campaigns in the community, as well as working to influence political 
decisions.

Each of the index components should be rated on a scale, such as the following 5 point scale, 
where 1 = none or very little capacity, 5 = extensive or very strong capacity. Components of the 
index are the following:

1) The CSO collects information and researches issue:
•	 Issue is of vital concern to the group’s constituents
•	 Relevant government agencies and their respective roles in the issue are identified at national 

and local levels; knowledge and positions investigated
•	 Interests and stakeholders are identified
•	 Existing information and data on the issue is collected for summaries or position papers
•	 Policy analyses on legal, political, social justice, or health aspects of the issue are performed

2) �The CSO systematically seeks input and response from its members and the public on the 
issue:
•	 CSO members meet to discuss information collected
•	 General public input is solicited (including from women and minorities) via public meetings, 

focus groups, conferences, seminars, call-in programs, etc.
•	 Media campaigns are conducted
•	 The CSO adjusts its strategy in response to input

3) The CSO formulates a viable policy position on the issue:
•	 Policy formulation is done in a participatory (and gender-sensitive) manner
•	 Policy being advocated exists in writing, with formats and levels of detail that are appropriate 

for various audiences and policy makers
•	 Policy position is clearly and persuasively articulated and uses information collected in com-

ponent 1
•	 Presentation of the policy position uses attractive and effective formats, such as graphs
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4) �The CSO obtains and/or allocates resources (especially time and money) for advocacy  the 
issue:
•	 Contributions are collected from members, interested citizens, and/or from other organiza-

tions (businesses, foundations, religious groups, etc.)
•	 Financial or other resources are assigned to the issue from within the CSO
•	 Volunteer time to help advocate the issue is obtained and well managed
•	 The CSO seeks contributions from outside sources (donors, business sector, local organiza-

tions, etc.)
•	 Human resources of the organization are well managed and advocacy activity is made a pri-

ority

5) �The CSO builds coalitions and networks to obtain cooperative efforts for joint action on 
the issue:
•	 Other groups and individuals with interests related to the issue are identified or persuaded to 

take an interest (may include govt. organizations which share concerns)
•	 Coalition formed (defined as any type of joint working group)
•	 An existing or new coalition or network is activated through informal contacts, joint meet-

ings, identifying common interests, sharing resources, etc.
•	 Joint or coordinated actions planned and monitored

6) CSO communicates position/stand on the issue:
•	 Communication plan put in place
•	 News releases generated or public meetings held 
•	 Events scheduled to educate public on the position/stand
•	 Response mechanism exists for all outreach efforts (for further input and to assess public 

interest)
•	 Relevant policy position papers and disseminated recommendations are based on the input 

collected and the coalition’s joint interests
•	 Effective and well-developed techniques of mass influence are applied (for example, adver-

tisement on radio, TV, billboards etc.)

7) �The CSO takes follow-up actions to influence policy and/or to maintain public interest:
•	 Members/citizens are encouraged to take appropriate actions, such as writing letters to leg-

islators
•	 Active lobbying conducted for the policy position, such as testifying in hearings, personal 

visits to legislators, etc.
•	 Monitoring the status of the law, policy or court decision, and informing and mobilizing the 

public at critical junctures
•	 Some staff or volunteer time and resources are allocated to the issue for monitoring
•	 [If desired policy passed] Monitoring implementation and possible public awareness cam-

paign undertaken to create or renew a sense of urgency on the issue
•	 [If desired policy not passed] At least a minimal level of advocacy maintained to take advan-

tage of upcoming opportunities for pressing the issue, perhaps with a reformulated approach 
or different specifics

The findings of the survey. According to the survey advocacy and lobbying of interests are the 
most common types of activities among the CSOs.  Around 36% of organizations have this area 
as one of three main areas. This is an indication that the CSOs perceive themselves as advocates of 

«When they lobby a certain law it results in something 
complex and cumbersome and we have something general 
and vague at the end. If there is a task to provide lighting 
or construct a playground then it is very hands-on and 
practical and clear… and when there is a task to lobby a 
strategic law then we are hopeless. It is a general trend.” 
This is a quote from the focus-group discussion on the 
capacity of civil society organizations for advocacy and 
lobbying. The discussion was conducted by the CCC in 
Vinnytsa in January 2012. 
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their beneficiaries. The capacity of Ukrai-
nian CSOs for advocacy and lobbying has 
a score of 3.37 and that means that their 
capacity to play a role in lobbying of im-
portant issues and to influence the deci-
sion making is above average. The score of 
2011 is the highest for the past ten years. 
The table below shows the level of CSOs’ 
engagement in advocacy and lobbying ac-
cording to each component of the index.  

Seven components were identified as the 
ones that promote or hinder the develop-
ment of CSOs’ capacity for advocacy and 
lobbying. The comparison of the general 
average score for the index (it was 2.3 in 
2002) and the elements of the index by 
separate components demonstrates posi-
tive developments among the Ukrainian 
CSOs in the area of advocacy over the past ten years. 

Only one component, in particular formulation and promotion of the policy position on the is-
sue, has not scored 3. This component is one of the weakest elements of the advocacy index by 
tradition. 

Table 7.1
Index Breakdown by Components in 2002, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2009, 2010, 2011

Component Index, 
2002

Index, 
2004

Index, 
2005

Index, 
2006

Index, 
2007

Index,
2009

Index, 
2010

Index, 
2011

1 CSO collects information and 
researches the issue 2,51 3,63 3,6 3,54 3,64 3,63 3,61 3,85

2
CSO systematically seeks input 
and response from its members 
and the public on the issue

2,55 3,28 3,24 3,22 3,28 3,26 3,27 3,61

3 CSO formulates a viable policy 
position on the issue 2,22 3,05 3,02 3,03 2,50 2,54 2,46 2,93

4 CSO communicate position/
stand on the issue 2,2 2,73 2,69 2,72 3,04 2,99 2,94 3,26

5

CSO obtains and/or allocates 
resources (especially time and 
money) for advocacy on the 
issue

2,3 3,07 3,05 2,95 2,71 2,72 2,64 3,07

6

CSO builds coalitions and 
networks to obtain cooperative 
efforts for joint action on the 
issue

2,02 3,12 3,04 3 3,02 3,04 3,02 3,50

 
«When they lobby a certain law it results in 
something complex and cumbersome and we 
have something general and vague at the end. If 
there is a task to provide lighting or construct a 
playground then it is very hands-on and practi-
cal and clear… and when there is a task to lobby 
a strategic law then we are hopeless. It is a gen-
eral trend.” This is a quote from the focus-group 
discussion on the capacity of civil society organi-
zations for advocacy and lobbying. The discus-
sion was conducted by the CCC in Vinnytsa in 
January 2012.
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Component Index, 
2002

Index, 
2004

Index, 
2005

Index, 
2006

Index, 
2007

Index,
2009

Index, 
2010

Index, 
2011

7
CSO takes follow-up actions 
to infl uence policy and/or to 
maintain public interest.

2,17 2,56 2,54 2,52 3,12 3,13 3,14 3,40

OVERALL INDEx 2,28 3,06 3,03 3,00 3,04 3,04 3,011 3,372

Th e information about the breakdown of the index components is presented on Graph 7.1. Th e 
lines connect mean value of the index components of one year.

Graph 7.1.
Distribution of the 7 Index Components 

(2002, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007,2009, 2010,2011) , (N=637)

Th e regional diff erences in the advocacy index are presented in the table below. According to 
Table 7.2 the organizations from the Southern Ukraine have the highest advocacy index.

Table 7.2.
Regional Differences by Components of the Advocacy Index

and Overall Index Scores

West East Center South Average 
Index Score

OVERALL INDEX 3.16 3.52 3.35 3.69 3.37

Component 1. 
CSO collects information and researches the issue

3.59 4.18 3.83 4.16 3.85

Component 2. 
CSO systematically seeks input and response from its 
members and the public on the issue

3.52 3.71 3.59 3.78 3.61

Component 3. 
CSO formulates a viable policy position on the issue

2.56 2.21 2.95 3.30 2.93

Component 4. CSO communicate position/stand on the 
issue

3.09 3.24 3.28 3.55 3.26
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West East Center South Average 
Index Score

Component 5. CSO obtains and/or allocates resources 
(especially time and money) for advocacy on the issue

3.04 3.11 2.96 3.38 3.07

Component 6. CSO builds coalitions and networks to 
obtain cooperative efforts for joint action on the issue

3.09 3.70 3.47 3.92 3.50

Component 7. CSO takes follow up actions to influence 
policy and/or to maintain public interest

3.22 3.47 3.38 3.72 3.40

Conclusion

The advocacy index is above average. There has been a positive trend toward an im-
proved capacity of the Ukrainian CSOs for advocacy and lobbying over the past ten 
years. The Ukrainian CSOs gather information and monitor issues important for 
their clients on a regular basis; they conduct repeat events to influence the general 
social and political situation and raise the awareness of citizens. At the same time 
the weakness of the Ukrainian CSOs lies in the formulation of a strong and viable 
position and regular engagement of members of CSOs and the general public in the 
review and update of their stand in compliance with the current situation. The CSOs 
are good at advocacy work, which is typical for day-to-day activities of CSOs, for 
instance, conducting meetings and workshops, ensuring feedback from the commu-
nity, conducting external monitoring. But they are not used to more complicated 
activities that include interaction with the law makers and civil servants, formulation 
of a strong and viable position on issues important to the clients, monitoring of de-
velopment and implementation of various laws. The CSOs initiate new coalitions and 
associations but that does not mean that these coalitions are effective in terms of ad-
vocacy. The role of CSOs as the representatives of the interests of Ukrainian citizens 
has been strengthened lately. But CSOs still have to work on a better coordination and 
planning, resources allocation, regular monitoring and adjustment to changes in the 
volatile environment.
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8. �The Coalition/Network  
Effectiveness Index

CSOs often work in coalitions and networks as this 
gives them a stronger voice in any advocacy cam-
paign, helps increase resources, expertise, visibility, 
and influence.

Coalition/Network Effectiveness Index description: 
the effectiveness Index in the coalition/networks was 
first researched this year in the framework of the 
“Ukraine National Initiatives to Enhance Reforms” 
project.

In this research, CCC developed a new measurement 
tool to define the level of Coalition/Network Effective-
ness. The index consisted of the following questions: 

1. How does your organization cooperate with other organizations?
2. Is your CSO currently a member of a coalition or network?
3. If yes, how many?

Table 8.1.
The Coalition/Network Effectiveness Index, 2011

Component Index 2009 Index 2010 Index 2011
By types of cooperation 0.55 0.68 0.56
By membership in a coalition or network – – 0.67
By number of coalitions an NGO is a member of 0.16 0.15 0.17

AVERAGE SCORE 0.71 0.41 0.40

It should be mentioned that the coalition/network effectiveness index can have a low value if an 
NGO does not cooperate and is not a member of any coalition/network. It should be noted that 
this index has changed if compared to 2010 and 2009; in particular, it was 0.41 in 2010 and 0.71 
in 200980). This can be explained by the reduced level of cooperation between the CSOs in the 
course of the past three years.

Conclusion

The CSO coalition/network effectiveness index is below average. The findings of the 2011 
survey revealed that the most popular types of cooperation between the polled CSOs in-
cluded information sharing according to 82% of polled CSOs, joint activities as reported 
by 71% of organizations, meetings as indicated by 70% of respondents and consultations 
according to 57% of polled organizations. It should be noted that 619 of 637 polled orga-
nizations reported their participation in the coalition work. The majority of these organi-
zations participate in the work of two coalitions. At the same time there is a trend toward 
a decrease of this Index observed between 2002 and 2011. 

80 An insignificance level of 5%. 

 Coalition is a group of individuals or 
organizations that work to address a cer-
tain issue. If compared to the network 
the coalition tends to have a formalized 
structure, membership, responsibilities, 
division of roles and resources. 
Networks are fluid and flexible asso-
ciations of people and groups united by 
joint interests or interested in sharing 
information or ideas.
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9. �The Constituency Legitimacy Index
Too often, CSOs plan for people rather than 
with them. In real terms, increasing CSO legit-
imacy among its constituency means involving 
CSO beneficiaries in all stages of organizational 
programming. When a CSO has legitimacy, its 
actions are based on wide public support and 
allow an organization to defend itself against 
accusations of elitism by the government. By 
planting strong roots in the community, a CSO 
will speak from a position of authority when 
engaging and influencing policymakers.

Constituency Legitimacy Index description. 
The legitimacy index was first research in 2009 
in the framework of the “Ukraine National Ini-
tiatives to Enhance Reforms” project. In this 
research CCC developed a new measurement tool to define the level of Constituency Legitimacy 
among UNITER grantees. The index consists of the following questions: 

1. �Does your Board of Directors include at least one former or current direct beneficiary of the 
program?

2. �To what extent are beneficiaries of your organization involved in planning programs and 
projects for the organization?

3. �Does the CSO assess the needs of the project target group?

4. �Does the CSO keep a record of all the beneficiaries that received services from the organiza-
tion?

5. Does the CSO have a feedback mechanism in place for its services?

6. Does the CSO normally conduct evaluations?

6. �Does the CSO usually use external evaluators?
Table 9.1.

The Constituency Legitimacy Index, 2011

Component Index
2009

Index
2010

Index
2011

Question 1. Our Board of Directors includes at least one former or 
current direct beneficiary of our program 0.78 0.76 0.79

Question 2. To what extent are beneficiaries of your organization 
involved in planning programs and projects for the organization? 0.06 0.05 0.05

Question 3. Does the CSO assess the needs of the project target group? 0.92 0.89 0.92

Question 4. Does the CSO keep a record of all the beneficiaries that 
received services from the organization? 0.55 0.54 0.54

 Legitimacy is a right to exist and act in the 
society, in other words, the organization and 
its activities are legitimate, acceptable and le-
gally valid.
Legitimacy is the perception of the existence, 
activities and influence of the CSO by the key 
stakeholders in the society as lawful and rel-
evant to the values identified by the society 
and the institutions.
There are several types of legitimacy, i.e. leg-
islative, regulatory, pragmatic and cognitive/
informative.
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Component Index
2009

Index
2010

Index
2011

Question 5. Does the CSO have a feedback mechanism in place for its 
services? 0.69 0.69 0.60

Question 6. Does the CSO normally conduct evaluations? 0.79 0.78 0.70

Question 7. Does the CSO usually use external evaluators? 0.22 0.23 0.19

AVERAGE SCORE 0.67 0.56 0.58

Conclusion

The legitimacy index is above average. The findings of the survey have demonstrated 
that the majority of polled CSOs had at least one representative of their beneficiaries 
in the collective governing body (0.79). The majority of polled organizations studied 
the needs of their target groups before developing a project/program (0.92), they con-
ducted evaluations of their projects and programs (0.70) and had a feedback mecha-
nism in place to ensure communication with their beneficiaries (0.60). The level of 
beneficiaries’ engagement in the program activities planning was rather low (0.05). 
When comparing the findings of the survey received in 2009, 2010 and 2011 a con-
clusion can be made that this index has slightly grown if compared to 2010 (0.56 in 
201081) but it was lower in 2009 (0.67 in 200982).

81 An insignificance level of 5% 
82 An insignificance level of 5%. 



89

10.  Problems and Needs Analysis 
of Ukrainian CSOs

Th is section is a comparative analysis of the needs of Ukrainian CSOs between 2002 and 2009. In 
particular, it covers internal/external organizational problems, general, and training needs. Th e 
respondents could choose multiple answers. 

Aft er analyzing the respondents’ answers from this and previous years, the main needs of Ukrai-
nian CSOs were identifi ed as the following: material resources, clear legislation, and fruitful co-
operation with business structures and governmental agencies.

CSO representatives estimated both their own organizational capacity as well as their cooperation 
with other CSOs and community as being quite high. Th us they do not see any serious problems 
in these aspects of their activities.

General needs. Graph 10.1 makes it possible to trace the trend observed in the recent years relat-
ed the general needs of CSOs. Th e respondents could choose an answer from ten options. Graph 
10.1. shows the most relevant problems for the CSOs that took part in the survey.

Graph 10.1
CSOs’ Needs83*, (N=637)

Th e 2011 survey data demonstrates that 77% of polled CSOs have identifi ed fi nancial aid as the 
most pressing issue. Th e indicator has remained high over the course of the past ten years. How-
ever, when compared to the fi ndings of the 2009 survey the need for fi nancial aid has decreased 
by 4% (it is a minor diff erence of 5%). Around 54% of respondents commented on the need for 
learning. About 41% of polled CSOs indicated the need for equipment. Th is indicator has de-
creased by 11% since 2002. 

Having analyzed the fi ndings of the survey for the past ten years one can draw a conclusion that 
information is no longer an issue for CSOs as it used to be before. About 35% of respondents have 
indicated their need for information and this is the lowest indicator observed for the last ten years. 
83 Question № 117
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The 2011 survey had a question about the type of assistance CSOs expected from the public au-
thorities. The provided answers made it clear that CSOs primarily expected financial aid from 
the public authorities (54%). That corresponds to the question about the general needs of CSOs 
since the most common answer to it was the financial aid. But the fact that a smaller quantity of 
respondents expected financial aid from the public authorities (by 23% less) can be an indication 
that CSOs count more on financial support from non-public donors and business.   

On the other hand, 42% of respondents commented that they needed information support from 
the public authorities and this is by 7% higher than the number of CSOs that have indicated the 
need for information. Besides, more than half of respondents (51%) expect to receive support 
from the public authorities when implementing joint projects and around one third of organiza-
tions (31%) expect the public authorities to provide facilities and premises.    

At the same time, 35% of respondents think it is important that the state does not interfere with 
the activities of CSOs/stays out of the way and 26% of organizations would like to receive moral 
support from the state.

Internal Obstacles for CSOs. Lack of financing remains the biggest internal challenge for the 
Ukrainian CSOs for the tenth year in a row. The need of finance outscores all other needs by 21% 
in 2011.

Graph 10.2
Internal Obstacles for CSOs84, (N=637)

The 2011 survey has revealed that the issue of insufficient cooperation with business is no longer 
pressing. One can make an assumption that this is related to the increased share of finance pro-
vided by business to CSOs and a better willingness of business to cooperate with CSOs and their 
higher awareness about the activities of CSOs.  

The review of findings of the 2002-2011 survey gives grounds to state that the need for equipment 
has significantly decreased. When compared to 2010 the need for equipment decreased by 1% in 
2011. But over the course of the past ten years the indicator has fallen down from 45%, in other 
words by 17%.

84 Question № 115
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Conclusion 

Lack of fi nance remains the most pressing issue for the Ukrainian CSOs. It should be 
noted that the problem has somewhat been solved if compared to the previous three 
years. Lack of cooperation with business and lack of equipment remain high in the 
course of the past ten years.

External obstacles. Graph 10.3 illustrates main external obstacles faced by CSOs in the period of 
2002-2011.Th us the main challenges are low interest from the business sector (by 37% of CSOs), 
low interest from the government authorities (44%), shortcomings of the CSO related legislation 
(39%) and imperfect tax legislation in particular (32%). Th e issue of low interest from the gov-
ernment authorities in the CSOs’ activities has decreased by 1% when compared to 2010 (44% 
of respondents in 2011 and 45% of respondents in 2010)85. Th e low interest of the government 
authorities in the activities of CSOs can be explained by the lack of information about their work. 
In 2011 the issue of low interest from the business sector in the activities of CSOs was drastically 
improved (by10%). Th is can be explained by several positive developments such as a increased 
interest of business in the work of CSOs and better awareness of business about what civil soci-
ety organizations do, better cooperation of CSOs and business and also by the increased share of 
funding provided by business to the CSOs.

Graph 10.3 demonstrates the trend toward a decreased number of respondents who have chosen 
the answer of imperfect CSO legislation.

Graph 10.3
External Obstacles for CSOs86, (N=637)

Conclusion

Th e majority of polled CSOs indicated that the low interest of the government authori-
ties in the activities of CSOs was the main external obstacle the Ukrainian civil society 
organizations faced. It should be noted that the number of positive answers to each pro-
posed option of the question about the external obstacles has decreased if compared to 
the previous years. Th is can be viewed as an overall decrease of the external problems the 
CSOs had.

85 Signifi cant diff erence at the level of 5% .
86 Question № 116
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Need for training. As shown on Graph 10.4 the demand for trainings on fundraising beyond basic 
was noticeably increased in 2011.

Graph 10.4
Rating of Trainings87,  (N=637)Rating of Trainings ,  (N=637)

Having analysed the graph one can make a conclusion that the number of organizations inter-
ested in in the training on fundraising beyond basic and other topics was increased up to 35% 
in 2011. Th e demand for all other trainings that used to be most popular back 2010 such as proj-
ect writing and project management, fundraising beyond basic and civil rights protection has 
decreased. 

Th e rating of the training on project management signifi cantly decreased in 2011, in particular 
it was 27% in 2011, 32% in 2010, 27% in 200988, 26% in 2007, 25% in 2006, 31% in 2005, 27% in 
2004, 23% in 2003 and 29% in 2002.  

Th e rating of the trainings on fi nancial management and public relations between NGOs and 
government, business and mass media (30% and 36% respectively) remains steady.

Conclusion

One can state that the external and internal problems the Ukrainian CSOs face have 
been decreased if compared to 2010. A smaller number of respondents have com-
mented on various external or internal issues. At the same time, the challenges remain 
unchanged. Th e main external obstacle is the low interest of the public authorities in 
the activities of CSOs, whereas the main internal problem is the lack of funding. Bet-
ter cooperation with business is a positive development observed in other parts of the 
survey. On the other hand, the CSOs display less interest in trainings when compared 
to 2010. Th e only subject the NGOs have showed an increased interest is fundraising. 
Perhaps this can be explained by a better cooperation of NGOs and business.

87 

88 Signifi cant diff erence at the level of 1%.
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Conclusions on the 
Dynamics of Ukrainian CSO 
Development:  
2002 – 2011
Conclusions on the dynamics of CSOs’ overall development and needs 
in the period of 2002 and 2011 are presented in this chapter.

Part ІV
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Profile of Respondents 

The most popular areas of CSOs’ activities have remained unchanged 
over the course of the past ten years. The most common areas of ac-
tivities include working with children and youth, rendering civic edu-
cation, advocating for human rights and tackling social issues.  

Trainings and consulting, information sharing, advocacy and lobby-
ing remain the most popular types of activities for CSOs during the 
last ten years. 

The surveyed CSOs indicated youth, children, members of their or-
ganization, general public and CSOs as the most important target 
groups. The target groups have not significantly changed between 
2003 and 2011.  

During the past ten years the number of CSOs that have their own 
website has drastically increased. 

Internal Management

The main reason for establishing an NGO is a possibility to influence 
the society development and a strong aspiration to help other people. 
Over the past ten years there has been a downward trend in the num-
ber of CSOs that have a written mission in place.  

The survey has revealed that only fifty per cent of polled organiza-
tions have a developed strategic plan. Over the past ten years there 
has been a downward trend in the share of CSOs that have a strategic 
plan. The majority of CSOs have a strategic plan that covers three and 
more years. 

Collective Governing Body 

According to the findings of the survey the largest part of the civil 
society organizations have a collective governing body. The Board re-
mained the most popular type of a collective governing body during 
the past ten years. 

Human Resources 

Over the past nine years there has been a downward trend in the 
number of CSOs that have permanent staff. 

Between 2002 and 2010 the number of membership organizations and 
ways of engaging new members did not experience major changes. 

More than half of CSOs work with volunteers. During 2001 and 2011 
there was a trend toward a decreased number of organizations that 
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worked with volunteers. Students, service beneficiaries, elderly people 
and housewives make the pool of the most common volunteers work-
ing with CSOs.

Infrastructure/Material Resources

The majority of Ukrainian CSOs have all necessary materials resourc-
es available. But only 11% of Ukrainian CSOs have their own office 
facilities and around fifty per cent of respondents rent their premises. 

Only one third of polled organizations have a fundraising plan in 
place. According to the surveyed organizations the most common 
sources of funding include grants from the international organiza-
tions, charitable contributions from the business community, chari-
table donations from citizens and membership dues.   

During the past ten years one can see a downward trend in the share 
of charitable contributions from the business community and an up-
ward trend in the percentage of grants from the international orga-
nizations in the budget of CSOs. The most common annual budgets 
among the Ukrainian CSOs vary between $1 000 - $4 999, $10 000 - 
$19 999 and $0 - $500.

The polled organizations are experienced with financial planning and 
diverse fundraising but they still lack a systemic approach to planning 
and following the developed plan when conducting various activities.

Management Systems in the Organisation

NGOs have demonstrated high marks for formal management com-
ponents such as document registration, internal financial control, de-
cision making and engaging members of an organization in the deci-
sion making about programmes and activities of an NGO.

External Relations and Communication

CSOs have regular contacts with government agencies and in most 
cases both parties are interested in cooperation. The findings of the 
survey demonstrate the both parties initiate the contacts in most cases. 

The level of cooperation of various NGOs remains high during the 
past nine years. The representatives of non-governmental organiza-
tions share information and participate in joint activities and meet-
ings. Information sharing, meetings and joint activities are the most 
popular types of cooperation among the CSOs. 

Like previous years in 2011 CSOs perceive business community pri-
marily as a source of funding. It should be mentioned that there has 
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been an upward trend in the number of CSOs that cooperate with 
business as partners over the course of the past eleven years.  

During eleven years the CSOs cooperated with donors as grant ben-
eficiaries for the most part. The largest part of organization work with 
the International Renaissance Foundation. 

The Ukrainian CSOs disseminate information about their activities 
through the mass media. Such cooperation has proved to be most ef-
fective during the past nine years. Distribution of booklets and leaflets 
about the organization, presentations and disseminating information 
via social networks, own website or website of other organizations are 
popular ways of communicating with the public and keeping it in-
formed.

Programme Activities

It is the head of the organization or the collective governing body that 
is responsible for programme activities planning in the majority of 
polled CSOs. The larger part of CSOs keeps track of their clients, they 
have a mechanism in place to interact with them and they evaluate the 
programmes.  

The majority of CSOs that have participated in the survey prepare an-
nual reports about their work. CSOs mostly distribute the electronic 
version of their annual reports on their website; they also ensure elec-
tronic distribution and make publications in mass media. The hard 
copies of the annual reports are mostly disseminated at the events or-
ganized by CSOs and via the direct mail. 

CSOs mostly report to their members, donors and government agen-
cies. Only one third of respondents have clear-cut ethical standards in 
a written form. 

The majority of Ukrainian CSOs have an accountant and believe that 
their accounting system corresponds to the national and/or interna-
tional standards.

The main shortcomings of the legislation pertinent to the develop-
ment of the third sector during 2002 and 2011 are the legislation itself, 
tax legislation, inactivity of CSOs when it comes to ensuring proper 
implementation of laws and regulations and lack of knowledge about 
the laws. The respondents receive information about the laws and up-
dates mostly at various meetings and workshops, via the Internet and 
direct mail. Over the past nine years there has been a trend toward an 
increased number of CSOs that receive updates on the legislation via 
the Internet.
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Capacity Building Index

The Ukrainian organizations have a medium capacity building level. 
The capacity building index was 0.57 in 2011 with a maximum score 
of 1. During 2002 and 2011 there is a trend toward a slight decrease of 
the capacity building index among the Ukrainian CSOs, in particular, 
from 0.58 to 0.57.

Ukrainian CSO Advocacy Index

The advocacy index is above average and was 3.37 in 2011 with a max-
imum score of 5. This index has significantly increased in the period 
of 2002 and 2011, in particular from 2.28 to 3.37. Advocacy is one of 
the most popular activities of the Ukrainian CSOs. The weakest ele-
ment of the index is the definition and further lobbying of the accept-
ed stand and the strongest element is the data collection and study of 
the advocacy campaign subject matter.

CSO Participation in Coalitions and Networks Effectiveness Index

The CSO participation in coalitions and networks effectiveness index 
is below average and it amounted to 0.40 in 2011 with a maximum 
score of 1. This index has drastically decreased if compared to the 
previous years’ data, in particular from 0.71 to 0.40. The majority of 
polled organizations are members of two coalitions; the most popu-
lar types of cooperation include information sharing, joint activities, 
meetings and consultations. There has been a downward trend in the 
index in the period of 2009 and 2011.  

Polled Organizations Legitimacy Index

The legitimacy index of the Ukrainian CSOs is above average and it 
amounted to 0.58 in 2011 with a maximum score of 1. This index is 
not stable and it varies from one year to the next, in particular from 
0.67 to 0.58. The engagement of clients of an organization in pro-
gramme activities planning remains the weakest element of the index 
over the period of several years.

Internal Challenges of CSOs

The lack of funding is the most pressing internal challenge for Ukrai-
nian NGOs. The issues of weak cooperation with business and lack of 
relevant equipment have remained extremely pressing over the past 
ten years.
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External Challenges of CSOs

During 2002 and 2011 the main external problem of the Ukrainian 
CSOs was the low interest of public authorities in the activities of 
CSOs. 

CSOs Needs in Trainings

The Ukrainian CSOs have identified the following topics as the most 
relevant ones: civic-business relations of CSOs and public authorities, 
business community and mass media, fundraising beyond basic, fi-
nancial management, project management and project writing.
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Appendix # 1 
 
 

QUESTIONNAIRE for investigation of non-governmental organizations` development and 
requirement in Ukraine. 

 
Your organization is invited to in the 2012 NGO progress and development study. The aim of the research is to 
define NGO needs and conditions for their development. The investigation is conducted with the help of financial 
support from the “Ukraine National Initiatives To Enhance Reforms”(UNITER) program and by CCC Creative 
Center. CCC Creative Center conducted an annual review during 2002-2012, which define the scale, intensity, and 
quality indicators of the NGO sector in Ukraine. You can become familiar with this previous research on the 
“Research” and “Library” links on the CCC Creative Center website (www.ccc-tck.org.ua). All information given 
by your organization is private and will not be released to outside parties. 
 
General instructions for completing the questionnaire: 
 

 The questionnaire includes questions related to the structure, operations, finances, needs, and concerns 
of NGOs. As such, it is most helpful if the questionnaire is completed by an individual who is the most 
knowledgeable about the operations and finances of the institution (manager;  president; director; the 
person responsible for financing or organization activities); 

 Please record only one response to each question unless otherwise noted. 
 Please do not use a red pen or pencil when completing the questionnaire. 
 There are no repeat questions. Even if some questions appear similar, differences exist. 
 Please read questions and responses carefully as there are skip patterns that need to be followed on 

some questions. 
 At the end of the questionnaire, we have asked you to provide comments and suggestions. We would 

appreciate your feedback on the questionnaire. 
Good luck! 

Thanks again for your participation! 
 

 
Information about Your Organization 
(Please make sure that this section is filled out completely) 
 
1а. Name of NGO representative completing the survey _____________________________________________________  
 
1b. Position of NGO representative completing the survey ___________________________________________________  
 
2.  Date when survey is completed _______________________________________________________________________  
 
3.   What is the name of your NGO? _____________________________________________________________________  
 
4.   Can you please state the exact mailing address of the NGO? ______________________________________________   
 
5а. What is the NGO’s telephone number? (_____) ____________ ____________________________________________  
 
5b. What is the NGO’s fax number? (______)_________________ ____________________________________________  
 
6а. What is the NGO’s email address, if any? ______________________________________________________________  
 
6b. What is the NGO’s website address, if any? _______________ ____________________________________________  
6c. In what social network your NGO is registered, if any? 

Facebook      YouTube      

Twitter       
Other (please specify )     

 
7.    In what year was the NGO legally registered?__________ Renewal date (if any)________________ 
 
 
 

ID Number:  
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8. Is your NGO registered as a civic organization or as a charity fund?   
 

 Civic Organization  Charity Fund 
 

9. Does your NGO work in any of the following sectors? (Please identify no more than 3 sectors) 

Agricultural Development      Human Rights      
Business Development        Mass media       
Chernobyl                                   Politics, state, economy        
Children and Youth                      Professional Association     
Civic Education                                        Religious Association     
Consumer Rights       Women       
Culture and Art       Solving social issues     
Ecology and Environmental Protection    HIV/AIDS      
Health         Regional Development     
CSO development                             Other (please specify):      
Agricultural Development       
Business Development      Don’t know      

 
10.  Which of the following activities is your NGO engaged in? (Please identify no more than 3 activities) 

Advocacy and lobbying                               Educational activities     
Research and analysis                        Information dissemination     
Grants administration          Charity       
Training and consultation      Social service delivery                     
Rehabilitation       Legal assistance   
Developing policy recommendations            Other (please specify) ____________________   

 
11.  Who are the main clients of your NGO? Are they… (Please identify no more than 3 client groups from the following list)? 

Children        
Youth                       

Women        Students       
Orphans        Artists        
Consumers       Professional Groups     
Government representatives     Business people      
Pensioners       Farmers       
Elderly People                       Scientists      
Disabled       Mass Media      
Poor and needy people      NGOs       
Refugees and migrants      Population as a whole     
Organization members      Other (please specify) ____________________   

 
ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT                                                                           12.  From the 
following list, please identify the reason(s) why the organization was established? (Please check ALL that apply) 

 Desire to help others 
 Self-realization of founders 
 To support organization members 
 Potential to receive financing 

 Potential to influence the development of society 
 Certain circumstances 
 Other (please specify) ___________ 

 

13.  Does your NGO have a written mission statement that guide NGO activities? 

 Yes  No  Don’t know 
 

14.  Are members and personnel of the NGO aware of goals and objectives of the organization? (choose ONE variant for each 
category; mark with a ( ) to answer 

 Goals  Objectives  

 Yes  No  Don’t know Yes  No  Don’ t know 
Members       

Staff       
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15a. Does your NGO have a strategic plan? 

 Yes  No (Skip to q. 19)  Don’t know Skip to 
q. 19) 

 

15b. If yes, what time period does it cover?    

 Less than one year  More than one and       
less than two years 

 More than two and less   tha
three years 

 Don't know 

 One year  Two years  Three years or more 
 

16.  Who, within your organization, developed your strategic plan?  From the following list, please identify ALL that apply. 

 Executive Director 
 Managers  
 Head of governing body 

 President 
 Governing body 
 Members 

 Clients 
 Staff 
 Other (please specify)  

 

17.  Has your strategic plan been updated in the last 2 years? 

 Yes  No   Don’t know 
 

18. Who, within in your organization, was involved in updating your strategic plan? (From the following list, please identify ALL 
that apply) 

 Executive Director 
 Managers  
 Director 

 President 
 Governing body 
 Members  

 Clients 
 Staff  
 Other (please specify) 

 

19.  Has the NGO ever conducted any self-evaluations of the organization’s progress towards achievement of goals and objectives? 

 Yes    No  (Skip to q. 21)  Don't know 
 

20. If yes, do the results of the evaluations influence strategic goals, activity plans, or decision making? 

 Yes  No     Don't know  Does Not Apply 
 

21. Does the NGO have a governing body?   

 Yes   No  (Skip to q. 27)  Don't know 
 

22. What type of governing body does your NGO have? From the following list please identify ALL that apply.   

 Advisory board 
 Consultants 

 

 Supervisory committee 
 Board 

 Board of directors 
 Other (please specify) 

______________________ 

 Don't know 

 

23. Does your organization’s charter include written by-laws that outline the roles and responsibilities of the governing body?   

 Yes   No    Don't know 
 
24.  Does the Executive Director attend governing board meetings or meet regularly with the governing body? 

 Yes   No    Don't know 
 
25.  Has the NGO held elections for members of the governing body since the governing body was formed? 

 Yes   No    Don't know 
 
 
 26. Does the governing body provide input into the strategic plans, goals, and/or activities of the NGO? 

 Yes   No    Don't know 
   
 
 



103

 

 26а. Is at least one member of your target audience represented in your managing body?  
 

 Yes   No  Don’t know 
 
27.   Does your NGO have any paid staff? 

 Yes  No  (Skip to q. 30) 
 
27a. How many full-time paid staff does your NGO have?  

 Steadily employed  _________ 
 By contract   _________ 
 Combination              _________ 
 Hourly                                       _________   
 Task dependant                         _________      

  
27c. What are the salary limitations for staff (in UAH)? 
From (minimum) ________ to (maximum) ________ 
 
28.  Does the NGO have written job descriptions for employees? 

 Yes  No     Don't know  Does not apply 
 
29.  Does your organization have written administrative policies and procedures? 

 Yes    No  (Skip to q. 32)  Don't know 
 
30. Who is expected to follow administrative policies and procedures? From the following list please identify ALL that apply. 

 Executive Director  Staff 
 Governing body  Managers  
 Members  Other  

 
31.  Have your written administrative policies and procedures been updated in the past year? 

 
 

32. Does the NGO encourage professional development among paid staff members by contributing to costs associated with 
activities such as attending conferences, workshops, or education and training courses?   

 Yes  No     Don't know  Does not apply 
 

33. How frequently are the following individuals or groups involved in decisions about the NGO’s programs and activities?  
By how frequently, we would like to know whether they are involved always, most of the time, sometimes, rarely, or never.  
(One answer per individual and/or group) 

 Always Most of the time Sometimes Rarely Never 
Executive Director      
Governing body      
Staff      
Managers      
Members      
Volunteers      

 
34.  Does the Executive Director delegate authority for program and/or administrative tasks to staff members so that the 
organization can operate in the Director’s absence?   

 Yes  No     Don't know  Does not apply 
 
35. Does the NGO’s office have a formal filing (paper and/or electronic) system? 

 Yes   No    Don't know 
 
36а. Is your organization membership based? 

 Yes   No  (Skip to q. 39)  Don't know 
 

36b.  How big is the membership of your organization? 

 1-10 members 
 11-30 members 
 31-50 members 

 51-70 members 
 71-100 members 
 More than 100 members 

 Yes   No    Don't know 
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37.  Would you say that membership of your NGO has increased, decreased, or stayed the same since last year? 
 Increased  Stayed the same  (Skip to q.39)  Decreased (Skip to q.39)  Don't know (Skip to q.39) 

 
38.  In your opinion, what contributed to an increase in new members?  From the following list please identify ALL that apply. 

 New members’ own initiative 
 Information in the mass media 
 Conduct special outreach campaign 

 Through staff 
 Through personal contacts 
 Don't know 

 Other (please specify) 
___________________________ 

 
39.  Does the organization currently have any volunteers?  

 Yes   No  (Skip to q. 44)  Don't know 
 
40а. If yes, how many volunteers does the NGO currently have? ______________________________________________  
 
40b. On average how many hours per week do typical volunteers contribute to the NGO?________________ 
 
41. Has the number of volunteers increased, stayed the same, or decreased since last year? 

 Increased  Stayed the same   Decreased    Don't know 
 
42. Has the average number of hours contributed by volunteers increased, stayed the same or decreased since last year?   

 Increased  Stayed the same  Decreased    Don't know 
 
43.  In general, who volunteers for your organization? (From the following list, please identify ALL that apply) 

 Students 
 Housewives 
 Elderly 
 Unemployed 

 Program Beneficiaries  
 Other (please specify)________________ 

__________________________________ 

 
43а. Do volunteers at your organization get payment for their work? 

 Yes   No  Don’t know 
 
44. Does your NGO have a written fundraising plan for at least one year? 

 Yes   No     Don't know 

45. The following is a list of people and groups that may be involved with the NGO.  Please indicate to what extent they are 
involved in fundraising for the NGO.  (Please check one response per individual and/or group) 

 Always Most of the Time Sometimes Rarely Never 

Executive Director      

Governing body      

Members      

Staff      

Financial Director      

Volunteers      

Clients      

Other (please 
specify)___________ 

     

 
46.  Does your NGO have a written financial plan for the organization as opposed to financial plans for projects and 
activities? 

 Yes    No  (Skip to q. 48)   Don't know 
 
47.  What were the sources of the NGO’s funding in the 2009 calendar year?  From the following list, please identify ALL that 
apply. 

 Membership Fees 
 Individual donations 
 Government contributions 
 Business contributions 

 Grants, International 
 Grants, Domestic 
 Specific business activity such as social enterprise 
 Other, please specify____________________________             
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48.  Given the sources of funding you identified in the last question, can you give us your best estimate of the percentage of the 
NGO’s funding base in 2009 calendar year that came from each source?  (Please make sure that the sum adds up to 100% and 
do not use fractions or decimals. Please round the numbers for percentages. Proper response for example can be 1% or 25%) 

 Percent 
Membership Fees  
Individual donations  
Government contributions  
Business contributions  
Grants, International  
Specific business activity such as social enterprise  
Grants, Domestic  
Other   
TOTAL 100% 
Don't know  

 

49.  What was your funding base during the 2011 calendar year? 

 $0 - $500  
 $501 - $999 
 $1,000 - $4,999 

 $5,000 - $9,999 
 $10,000 - $19,999 
 $20,000 - $29,999 

 $30,000 - $49,999 
 more than $50,000 
 Don't know 

 

50. Did the NGO receive any matching funds from government sources during the 2011 calendar year?   

 Yes    No  (Skip to q. 52a)   Don't know 
 

51. If yes, what was the value of these contributions for the 2011-calendar year?  

 $0 - $500  
 $501 - $999 
 $1,000 - $1,999 

 $2,000 - $3,999 
 $4,000 - $9,999 
 more than $10,000 

  Don't know 

 
52а. Did the NGO receive any in-kind contributions from the government or local self-government bodies during the 2011 
calendar year? 

 Yes    No  (Skip to q. 53a)   Don't know 
 

52b. If yes, what was the value of these contributions for the 2011-calendar year?   

 $0 - $500  
 $501 - $999 
 $1,000 - $1,999 

 $2,000 - $3,999 
 $4,000 - $9,999 
 more than $10,000 

  Don't know 

 

53а. Did the NGO receive matching funds from local businesses during the 2011 calendar year? 

 Yes    No  (Skip to q. 54a) 
 

53b. If yes, what was the value of these contributions for the 2011-calendar year?   

 $0 - $500  
 $501 - $999 
 $1,000 - $1,999 

 $2,000 - $3,999 
 $4,000 - $9,999 
 more than $10,000 

  Don't know 

 
54а. Did the NGO receive any in-kind contributions from local businesses during the 2011 calendar year? 

 Yes    No  (Skip to q. 55)   Don't know 
 

54b. If yes, what was the value of these contributions in 2011-calendar year?   

 $0 - $500  
 $501 - $999 
 $1,000 - $1,999 

 $2,000 - $3,999 
 $4,000 - $9,999 
 more than $10,000 

  Don't know 

 
55.  Does your organization update a database of potential funding sources? 

 Yes  No     Don't know   Does Not Apply  
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56. Did the NGO receive matching funds from the citizens? 

57. From the following list of responses, which best describes the way in which your NGO attracts funding?    
 According to the NGO’s strategic plan 
 Through fundraising campaign 
 Spontaneously 
 Don't know 
 Other, please specify_____________________________________________________  

 
58. Would you say that the NGO’s funding level has increased, stayed the same, or decreased since last year? 

 Increased  Stayed the same  Decreased   Don't know  
 
58a. What percentage of your funding came from international donors over the time period from 2010 through 
2011?__________________________________________________________________________  
 
59. Does the NGO have new sources of funding this year compared to last year? 

 Yes    No  (Skip to q. 61)  Don't know (Skip 
to q. 61) 

60. If yes, are any of the following among your new sources of funding? Please check ALL that apply.   
 Grants 
 Membership fees 
 Government 
 Business donation 

 Individual donations 
 Own economic activity 
 Other (please specify)    

________________________ 

61.  The following is a list of resources that your NGO may have.  Please indicate whether or not the NGO has this resource 
today. Please check ALL that apply. 

Free office space  Copier   
Own office space  Computer   
Rented office space  Email / Internet Access  
Office furniture  Vehicle  
Telephone  
Fax   

Other (please specify)________________   
_________________________________  

 

 

62. Does the NGO have an accountant? 

 Yes  No     Don't know  
 

63. Would you say that the NGO’s accounting system complies with national / international standards for accounting? 

 Yes  No     Don't know  

64. Which of the following three statements best describes your NGO’s status with respect to auditing? 
 Yes, NGO has undergone an audit   
 No, NGO hasn’t undergone an audit but is     

prepared to do so. 

 No, NGO has not undergone an audit and is not 
prepared to do so. 

 Don't know 

65.  Does your NGO have internal financial systems in place for planning, implementation, and reporting? 
 Yes  No     Don't know  

66. Does the NGO keep project budgets separate from the organization’s overall budget?   
 Yes  No     Don't know  

 

67. Does your organization prepare an annual budget? 
 Yes    No   Don’t know 

68.  Can the NGO’s members access the organization’s financial reports if they wish to do so? 
 Yes  No     Don't know   Does Not Apply  
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EXTERNAL RELATONS 
  Cooperation with the Government 
 
69. Which institution initiates contact between the NGO and government authorities? 

 The NGO  Government  Both sides  Other  Don't know   Does Not Apply  
 
70. What types of cooperation have you had with the government? 

 Service 
 Advocacy 
 Development of a documents 
 Other 
 Don’t know 

 
71.  What are the reasons for limited cooperation between NGOs and government at the national level? Please select ALL that 
apply. 

 Reluctance of NGOs to cooperate  
 Reluctance of the national government to cooperate 
 Lack of professionalism on the part of NGOs 
 Lack of information about NGO activities  

 No understanding of the benefit of such cooperation 
on the government side 

 No understanding of the benefit of such cooperation 
on the NGO side  

 Other (please specify) ____________________ 
 Don't know 

 
72. In your opinion, which of the following statements best describes the level of cooperation between NGOs and government 
at the regional or local level? 

 There is a lot of 
cooperation  

 There is some 
cooperation  

 There is limited 
cooperation  

 There is no 
cooperation  

 
73. Which of the following statements does suit the best for describing the level of cooperation between CSOs and 
government? (please choose one of the given variants): 

  NGO and the government are seeking similar ends with similar means to achieve them (coordination) 
  NGO and the government are seeking similar ends but preferring dissimilar means to achieve them (complementation) 
  NGO and the government are seeking similar means but dissimilar ends (cooptation) 
  NGO and the government are seeking dissimilar ends with dissimilar means to achieve them (confrontation) 

 
 
  Cooperation with Other NGOs 
 
74.  How familiar are you with the activities of NGOs that work on similar issues at the international, national, regional, or local 
level?  Please record one response per category 

Level Very 
familiar 

Somewhat 
familiar 

Not familiar Don’t know 

International     
National      
Regional     
Local      

75.  Do you cooperate with other NGOs? 
 Yes   No  (Skip to q. 79)  Don't know (Skip to q. 79) 

 

76. What types of cooperation have you had with other NGOs? From the following list please identify ALL that apply. 

 Information exchange  Partnership projects 
 Joint activities  Service provision 
 Meetings 
 Consultations 

 Other (please specify) 

 

77. How beneficial was the cooperation between your NGO and other NGOs? Please select ALL that apply from the following 
statements: 

  It was not 
beneficial 

 Saved 
resources 

 Added additional expertise 
to the program 

 Increased activity or 
program’s outreach 

 Other (please specify) 
___________________ 
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78. Do you think that there is limited cooperation among NGOs? 

 Yes    No  (Skip to q. 80)  Don't know  
 

79. What are the reasons for the limited cooperation among NGOs? Please check ALL that apply 

 Competition for funds and resources 
 NGOs leaders’ ambitions creates conflicts 
 Lack of professionalism of NGOs 
 Other________________________________ 

 There is no need for NGOs to cooperate  
 Past difficulties with other NGOs 
 Lack of information about activities or mission of 

NGOs 
 
80. Is your NGO currently a member of a coalition or working group? 

 Yes  No     Don't know  
 

How many coalitions do you cooperate with?_______ 

81. How would you characterize your NGO’s previous experiences in participating in a coalition or working group? Please 
check ALL that apply.  

 Participation was not beneficial 
 Participation promoted the undertaking of joint activities with other NGOs 
 Participation increased NGO’s visibility 
 Participation increased NGO’s outreach to constituents 
 Participation increased opportunity to meet other NGO leaders 
 Other ___________________________________________ 

 
  Cooperation with Business 

82.  How many business institutions do you cooperate with?    
 0 (Skip to q. 84)  1-2  3-5  More than 5  Don't know  

 

83.  What are the reasons for the limited cooperation between NGOs and business? Please check ALL that apply.   
 Reluctance of NGOs to cooperate  
 Reluctance on the part of businesses to cooperate 
 Lack of professionalism on the part of NGOs 
 There is no need for NGOs to cooperate with 

businesses  

 Past difficulties with businesses prevents cooperation 
 Businesses are generally unaware of NGO activities 
 Other (please specify) 

__________________________________ 

 
  NGO-Donor Relations 
 
85. What type of relationship do you have with your donors? From the following list please check ALL that apply. 

 Sub-contractor 
 Grantee 
 Implementing partner 

 Partner 
 Other (please specify)____________________ 

85. Name the donor organizations they cooperated the most?  
 U.S. Embassy 
 USAID 
 Embassy of Netherlands (MATRA) 
 E.U.Representative  
  

 IRF 
 Embassy of Sweden (SIDA) 
 Embassy of German 
 Other (please specify)____________________ 

 
  Cooperation with the Community 
 
86.  How does the organization usually disseminate information about itself and its activities? Please identify from the list 
ALL that apply. 

 Through press releases to the mass media 
 By publishing newsletters 
 Distributing brochures and flyers 
 Through our organization’s website 

 Through websites of other NGOs 
 Through presentations 
 Through annual reports 
 Other (please specify)____________________ 
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87.  Which of the following statements best describes the community’s awareness or knowledge of your NGO? 
 The community knows the NGO exists 
 The community knows or is aware of the NGO’s 

activities 

 The community supports the NGO by participating 
in events 

 Don't know 
 
  Cooperation with Mass Media 
88. From the following media sources, which ones have disseminated information about your activities in the past year? 

 Newspapers 
 Magazines 
 Radio 

 Television 
 None  
 Other (please specify)____________________ 

PROGRAM ACTIVITY 
 
89. In which media sources has information about your NGO activity been published during the past year?  
 

 Yes   No  Don’t know  The object of the theme is 
                        absent 

89.  The following is a list of people and groups that may be involved with the NGO.  Please indicate to what extent they are 
involved in planning NGO programs and projects.   

 Always Most of the 
Time 

Sometimes Rarely Never Don't know  

Executive Director       
Governing body       
Staff       
Financial Director       
Members       
Volunteers       
Clients       
Other (please specify)_________       

 
91. Does the NGO assess the needs of project target groups? 

 Yes   No  Don't know   Do not apply 
 
92. The clients, to whom your organization provide service, are people from  (choose all which are approached): 

    Your surrounding    ________ 
    Your community    _________ 
     Yours city               _________ 

    Your  region      _________ 
    Yours oblast      _________ 
    Other                    _________ 

 
93. On average, how many direct clients does your organization serve? 

    Weekly        __________ 
    Monthly     __________ 

    Yearly           ________ 
    Other               _______________            

 
94. Does your organization register the clients to whom you provide services? 
 

 Yes   No  Don’t know  Do not apply 
 
95. Does your organization have a feedback mechanism in place for its services? 

 Yes    No   Don’t know  Do not apply 
 
95a. How many projects did the NGO implement in the last year?   
0  

 1-3 
 4-5 
 More than 5 

 Don't know  

 
95b. Does the NGO normally conduct evaluations? (for example, evaluation of projects, organizational development, or others) 

 Yes   No  (Skip to q. 98)  Don't know  
 
96.  If yes, what prompted the NGO to conduct the last evaluation?  Please indicate ALL that apply from the following list. 

 Donor requirement 
 Client’s request 

 Government requirement 
 Internal management purposes 

 Other______________ 
 Don’t know 
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97.  If yes, do you usually use external evaluators? 
 Yes   No  Don't know  

ACCOUNTABILITY, ETHICS, PROFESSIONALISM, and LEGISLATION 
 98.  In your opinion, from the following list, to whom is the NGO accountable?   

 State institutions 
 NGO members 
 Clients 

 Donors 
 Other (please specify) 

________________________________ 

 
99.  In your opinion, should the NGO be open to the public in the following areas? 

 Yes No 
Program activity   
Financial reporting   
Don't know   

 
100. Does your organization publish an annual report?   

 Yes   No  Don't know  
 
100a. What form your share the annual report? Please check all that apply. 

Form NGOs 
website 

website 
another NGO 

Via e-mail   Via 
media 

via post 
mailing 

NGOs 
activates 

Another 
(please 
specify) 

Electronic 
form 

  -   

Printed form - - - -   

 
 
101. From the following list, to whom do you normally send an annual report? 

 State institution 
 NGO members 
 Clients 

 Donors 
 Other(please specify): 

__________________________________ 

 
102.  In your opinion, does the NGO sector need standards or a code of conduct?   

 Yes   No  Don't know 
 
103.  Does your organization have defined rules of conduct or a code of ethics?   

 Yes   No  Don’t Know 
 

104.  How informed would you say you are about the laws and regulations that affect NGOs? 

 Very informed  Somewhat informed  Not informed 
 
105. In your opinion, from the following list, which factors are the main legal obstacles to the development of the NGO sector?  
Please check ALL that apply. 

 Law in general 
 Tax law 
 Lack of knowledge of laws and regulations among the 

NGO community 
 Lack of experience among government authorities in passing

laws and implementing regulations 

 Passiveness of NGOs in ensuring that laws and 
regulations are enforced properly 

 There are no obstacles 
 Other___________________________________ 
 Don’t know 

106.  How do you learn about changes/updates to existing laws and regulations? Please check ALL that apply from the 
following list. 

 NGO newsletters 
 Internet  
 Mailing lists 

 Meetings / Workshops 
 Conferences 
 Other (please specify)____________________ 
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ADVOCACY INDEX 
 

 Always Most 
of the 
Time 

Someti
mes 

Rarely Never 

108а. Does the NGO collect information and research issues of vital concern to 
its constituent groups?   

1 2 3 4 5 

108b. Does the NGO investigate relevant government agencies and their roles 
in relation to the goals and objectives of the NGO on behalf of constituents and 
beneficiaries?   

1 2 3 4 5 

108c.  Does the NGO identify the interests of stakeholders on issues of concern 
to constituents? 

1 2 3 4 5 

108d.  Does the NGO conduct detailed analysis for establishing a policy 
position for issues of concern to constituents? 

1 2 3 4 5 

109а. Do NGO members meet to discuss information collected about issues of 
concern to constituents? 

1 2 3 4 5 

109b.  Does the NGO solicit pubic input via public meetings, focus groups, 
surveys, call-in programs, or other such methods? 

1 2 3 4 5 

109c.  How often does the NGO target a number of media outlets for one of its 
positions? 

1 2 3 4 5 

109d.  Does your NGO changes its strategy as a response to input received 
from its constituents, open membership, or the public? 

1 2 3 4 5 

110а.  Does your NGO have a practice of writing down its policy goals and 
objectives? 

1 2 3 4 5 

110b.  Does the NGO differentiate between various audiences on specific 
issues of concern and customize its policy goals and objectives for the different 
groups? 

1 2 3 4 5 

110c.  Would you say that the NGO utilizes data collected from different 
sources in order to support its positions, goals, and objectives? 

1 2 3 4 5 

111а.  Does the NGO collect contributions from members, interested citizens, 
and/or other organizations such as businesses, foundations, or religious groups 
to conduct activities promoting positions, goals, and objectives? 

1 2 3 4 5 

111b.  Does the NGO allocate and expend internal resources, such as time or 
money, for advocacy efforts? 

1 2 3 4 5 

111c.  Does the NGO use and manage volunteers for its advocacy efforts? 1 2 3 4 5 

111d. Does the NGO try to collect funding from outside sources such as 
donors, businesses, local organizations, or others for its advocacy efforts? 

1 2 3 4 5 

112а.  Does the NGO usually seek the involvement of other groups and 
individuals with similar interests in promoting issues of concern to 
constituents? 

1 2 3 4 5 

112b. How often does the NGO become a part of a coalition or network 
through formal or informal means? 

1 2 3 4 5 

112c.  Do you form a coalition, network, or joint working group to promote 
issues of concern and interest to constituents? 

1 2 3 4 5 

113а.  How often does the NGO prepare a communication plan? 1 2 3 4 5 

113b.  Does the NGO work with the media such as newspapers, radio, or 
television as a means to inform the public about its activities? 

1 2 3 4 5 

113c. Does the NGO hold meetings, seminars or other events to inform the 
general public about its activities or position? 

1 2 3 4 5 

113d.  Does the NGO usually undertake follow-up activities to solicit further 
input on positions of interest to constituents or gauge public response? 

1 2 3 4 5 
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113e. How often does the NGO revise its policy or position papers based on 
input collected and the position of interested parties, including coalition 
partners? 

1 2 3 4 5 

114а.  Does the NGO encourage members, citizens or constituents to contact 
government officials, such as writing letters to legislators, on issues of concern 
or the goals and objectives of the NGO? 

1 2 3 4 5 

114b. Does the NGO actively lobby for its policy position or interests of 
constituents by testifying in hearings, conducting visits to government officials, 
etc.? 

1 2 3 4 5 

114c. How often does the NGO monitor government activities at the local or 
national level on issues of concern or goals and objectives of the NGO? 

1 2 3 4 5 

114d. Does the NGO mobilize the public around decisions undertaken by local 
or national government bodies on issues of concern to constituents? 

1 2 3 4 5 

114e.  Does the NGO allocate and/or spend resources on policy monitoring 
activities? 

1 2 3 4 5 

114f.  Does the NGO monitor and keep interested stakeholders informed on the 
implementation of new or existing laws and regulations as a result of 
successful recommendations made by the NGO on issues of concern to 
constituents? 

1 2 3 4 5 

114g. Does the NGO revise its approach for promoting a policy issue, goal or 
objective should actions prove unsuccessful in achieving desired outcomes? 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
115а. To which extent were your recommendations/proposals to the regulatory legal acts (RLA) taken into consideration? (please, 
check ALL answers that apply)  
�     All proposals were included in draft RLA 
�    Most proposals were included in draft RLA  
�   Only some proposals were included in draft RLA 

 

�   No proposals were included in draft RLA 
�   Proposals are under consideration 
�   Other __________________________________ 
�   Don’t know 

115b. Which regulatory legal acts were adopted as a result of campaign implementation? 
�  Acts �  Decisions �  Included into 

priorities 
�  RLA not 
adopted 

� Don’t know  

 � Other variant 
 
 
115c. What was the role of your organization in the public advocacy campaign? (please, check ALL answers that apply)  
�     Organization of a media campaign 

�      Organization of events 
�      Submission of expert proposals  

�   Development of a campaign   
�   Monitoring of changes  
�   Other ____________________________ 
�   Don’t know 

 

EXISTING NEEDS AND ASSISTANCE NEEDED 
 
116. In your opinion, which of the following are internal organizational barriers for your NGO:  (Please check ALL that apply) 

 No clear mission 
 Chaotic activity 
 No planning of activities 
 Lack of financing 
 Poor management skills 
 Internal conflicts 
 Poor financial management skills 
 Lack of qualified staff 

 

 Insufficient technical skills 
 Lack of equipment 
 Absence of email and internet access 
 Lack of cooperation with mass media 
 Lack of cooperation with government authorities 
 Lack of cooperation with businesses 
 Poor public image of organization 
 Other, please specify _____________________ 
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117.  In your opinion, which of the following are external organization barriers: 
(Please check ALL that apply) 
 

 Imperfect NGO legislation 
 Imperfect tax Law  
 No opportunity to sell services  
 Poor NGO public image  
 Non-coordinated NGO activity 
 High competition for financing among NGOs  
 Low interest from mass media 
 Low interest from government authorities  
 Low interest from the public  
 Low interest from the business sector 
 Other, please specify  _________________ 

 
118. The following is a list of types of support that can be provided to NGOs to overcome internal and external barriers. 
Based on your opinion, please indicate from the following list, ALL areas which apply to your NGO.   
 

 Financial support 
 Equipment  
 Facilities 
 Information 
 Education 

 Cooperation with government 
 Cooperation with other NGOs  
 Opportunity to share experiences with other NGOs 
 Internet access 
 Other (please specify) ______________ 

 
 
119.  Please, indicate ALL the trainings that would be useful for your organization. 

 Public Relations between NGOs and government, 
business and mass media 

 Principles of NGO Project Proposal Writing and 
Project Management 

 NGO Management 
 Social Enterprise Development 
 Training of Trainers – ТОТ 
 Strategic Planning 
 Financial Management  
 Working with Volunteers - Sustainability 
 Conflict Resolution 
 Work with Personnel 
 Advocacy 
 Lobbying and Coalition Building 
 Strategies of Working with the Mass Media 
 Effective Communication, Presentation, Negotiation 
 Report Writing  
 Human Resources Management 
 Art of Sales 
 Sales Management 
 Social Marketing 
 Time Management 
 Needs Assessment 
 Team Building 
 Project Monitoring 
 Project Evaluation 
 Project Monitoring and Evaluation 

 Models of Effective Governance 
 NGO Governance: From Theory to Practice 
 Governing body of Directors: For What and How 
 Mission, Vision, Structure, Leadership 
 PR Techniques during Election Campaign (Level I 

and Level II) 
 Fundraising: Beyond the Basics 
 Introduction to the Election Campaign 
 Cooperation of NGOs and Mass Media During an 

Election Campaign 
 Civil Rights Protection 
 Voter's Education 
 Voter's Mobilization 
 Peculiarities in Working with Socially Unprotected 

Groups of Society 
 Employment Principles 
 Organization of Work with Families with a Disabled 

Child 
 Psychological and Social Rehabilitation of Children 

and Youth with Special Needs 
 Practical Law 
 Children’s Rights 
 Human Rights 
 Participatory Evaluation 
 Other (please specify) 

_____________________________

  
 
120 What kind of support is needed from government authorities? (Please check ALL that apply) 

 Information 
 Financial support 
 Moral support 
 Not to interfere 

 

 Accommodation 
 Partnership on projects 
 Other (please specify) 

_________________________________________ 
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Thank you for your time in completing this questionnaire! 

 
Date “____”_________________2010 
 
Person in charge_____________________________________ 

 
 
 

We would appreciate itif you could provide us with comments and suggestions in the space below regarding the practicality and 
benefit of this survey to your organization and the third sector of Ukraine in general. 

 
 
 
Comments: 
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________ 

 Date “____” _________________2012



NOTES



Charity Fund CCC Creative Center  
is a Ukrainian non-governmental organization created in 1996

CCC Creative Center Mission:

To support the development of civic initiatives aimed at strengthening of civil society 
in Ukraine.

The Spheres of Activity:
•	 Supporting the development of civil society organizations in Ukraine 
•	 Enhancing community development 
•	 Promoting the development of charity in Ukraine

Major Activities:
•	 Providing training and consultative services 
•	 Providing information and distributing publications 
•	 Conducting research and evaluation 
•	 Administrating grant programs 
•	 Advocacy and lobbying interests of civil society.

Our clients:
•	 Public activists
•	 Civil Society Organizations
•	 Regional Communities
•	 Governing bodies
•	 Socially responsible businesses

	

	

	

	

	

	

Contact Information:
Lyubov Palyvoda - President of CCC Creative Center

30 Bazana Prospect, ofc. 8 
02140, Kyiv, Ukraine 

Tel./Fax: (044) 574-6411, (044) 574-6413 
office@ccc.kiev.ua

www.ccc-tck.org.ua



Research on the State and Dynamics of Civil Society Organizations during 2002-2011 was made 
possible through support provided by the “United for the Sake of Reforms” project (USAID) 
financed by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) and realized by 
Pact, Inc.

The Ukraine National Initiatives to Enhance Reforms (UNITER) is a five-year program funded by 
USAID and implemented by Pact, Inc. The primary goal of UNITER is to strengthen CSOs and 
promote reforms in order to sustain and consolidate democratic gains. 
The program addresses systemic, sector-wide challenges to civil society as well as supports NGO 
monitoring and advocacy initiatives across various spheres of public life, which are essential in 
advancing Ukraine’s reform process.

Contact Information:
3 Mechnykova Street 
Office 801, 8th floor 
Kyiv, 01601, Ukraine

 
Tel:  +38 (044) 495-53-83   
Fax: +38 (044) 495-53-84
email: uniter@pact.org.ua

www.uniter.org.ua



CCC Creative Center
30 Bazana Prospect, ofc. 8 

02140, Kyiv, Ukraine 
TTel./Fax: (044) 574-6411, (044) 574-6413 

office@ccc.kiev.ua
www.ccc-tck.org.ua


