Donor and nonprofit organizations: what do we know about them

Review of research material

Contents:

Foreword

Natalya Kaminarskaya, Executive Secretary, Russia Donors Forum

Nonprofit organizations (NGOs) and donor organizations in the mirror of public opinion

Lyubov Alenicheva, Deputy Director on development, Agency of Social Information

Donor organizations in Russia: awareness and expectations of the citizens. Results of the all-Russia opinion poll

Familiarity of Russian citizens with activity of donor organizations

Public opinion of the activity of donor organizations

Expectations of Russian citizens concerning fields of activity of donor organizations 

Public opinion of donors themselves

Typology of public opinion about activity of donor organizations

Conclusion

Appendix

Public attitude to activity of nonprofit organizations in Russia. Results of the all-Russia opinion poll

Familiarity of Russian citizens with activity of nonprofit organizations

Public opinion about the activity of nonprofit organizations

Expectations of Russian citizens concerning fields of activity of nonprofit organizations 

Typology of public opinion about activity of nonprofit organizations

Conclusion

Relations between government bodies and donor (grantmaking) organizations

Results of quality research (deep interview)

Attitude of NGOs towards donor organizations (results of focus-group)

Ask anyone, “Who is a donor?” or “What does a nonprofit organization do?” and you will learn many interesting things, especially if you work in a donor or nonprofit organization. I will not give examples of the most frequent typical answers, as that is not really important. What really matters is that the majority of foreign donors organizations have been working in Russia for at least ten years, Russian charity organizations that appeared not so long ago, actively advertise their activity but still half of the Russian population has never heard about them. Everyone when going to the theatre or a museum, sending the child to some hobby group or paying a fee to the garage society comes across nonprofit organizations that, according to different experts, number from 400 to 600 thousand but only every third person knows about their existence in the region.

Do you think that nobody has ever r tried to ask those questions and draw public attention to these organizations? In fact, a federal opinion poll aimed to analyze public awareness and attention towards the activity of donor organizations that provide different resources for realization of social projects has not been held. However, regional researches of this sort can be found in resource centers in different Russian regions where these organizations have been working intensively. The Public Opinion Foundation made the latest research of public attitude towards work of nonprofit organization on a federal scale in 2001, right before the Civil Forum. 

The Donors Forum that unites all the leading Russian, foreign and international donor organizations decided to study social attitude towards work of donor organizations and their main partners – nonprofit organizations. According to members of the Forum philanthropy can develop only if the citizens are aware of the goals, methods and contents of work of these two essential elements of the non-governmental and nonprofit sector. In the future this knowledge would not only allow launching new charity organizations, a source of alternative resources for supporting socially valuable innovative projects, but would also contribute to boosting civil initiative and unification of all the citizens. 

The present booklet is a general summary of the results of qualitative and quantitative research. Two federal polls on public awareness and attention towards donor organizations and nonprofit organizations were held. Their outcome was specified and checked with the help of qualitative research - phone opinion poll, work of focus groups and detailed interviews in Moscow on the same questions. Research group ZIRCON and Agency of Social Information (ASI) were involved in implementation of the project. During the period August-November 2004 ZIRCON held two federal researches and a phone opinion poll in Moscow while ASI organized a poll of a focus group from nonprofit sector and interviews with representatives of federal authorities. Charles Stuart Mott Foundation and Canadian Fund “Civil Society” invested in the project. 

Results of the researches in many respects confirmed the expert assumptions of the members of the Donors Forum. The project also revealed that at the moment the image of nonprofit sector and some of its parts – donor and nonprofit organizations is being formed. Thus representatives of the donor community should think over what they are doing and how they present results of their programs. It is necessary to consolidate resources to establish a system advertising activity of nonprofit organizations in the country. 

Donors Forum will tackle this issue. The results can be estimated a year later by holding another similar research. 

Natalya Kaminarskaya,

Executive Secretary of the Donors Forum

Nonprofit organizations (NGOs) and donor organizations in the mirror of public opinion

Donors Forum initiated a serious research that can be mentioned as a milestone in development of the nonprofit sector, and charity (or donor) organizations in Russia in particular. The attempts to study nonprofit sector have been made earlier but they concerned the issues important for NGOs themselves and hardly dealt with such an important issue as attitude of the citizens to them, the target group for which these organizations actually exist. In fact attitude to these organizations has never been estimated. 

Partially it was due to the fact that there was no unique professional organization like Donors Forum aimed at development of donor organizations and partially it was due to the methodological difficulty: not a single term that would adequately reflect the activity of the organizations that provide certain resources was adopted in Russia. Thus when holding all-Russia polls we could not use the international term “donor organization” but a descriptive definition “organization dealing with charity and providing citizens and organizations with resources (including grants) for social needs”. Definitely this definition does not quite correspond to the term “donor organization” but according to researches, was easier for respondents to grasp. 

Four different researches with the use of different methods – classical opinion polls, focus groups and expert interviews - were held, which helped not only to analyze the received results but also to build certain hypotheses concerning cause-effect relations. 

The results of the research let us draw several basic conclusions. 

First. Russian citizens have a vague idea of what nonprofit and donor organizations are: 55% of respondents (43% of them in Moscow) know nothing about donor organizations; half of the respondents in Russian regions (44%) have never heard the expression “nonprofit organization”.

It is not surprising as both types of organizations appeared in this country only last decade and this is a very short term for people to form correct opinion of them. During the soviet times there was a similar phenomenon of a social organization which associated by citizens either with compulsory monthly fee (like DOSAAF) or were involved in some activity that was not directly connected with life of a common citizen (like the Peace Foundation or Community of Soberness). That’s why new organizations similar to those that used to be called social could be noticed only if the activity was bright and outstanding (like Greenpeace, which was reflected in answers of our respondents). I would assume that people mentioned the Soros Foundation not only due to negative publications in mass media. First of all, the person who launched the Foundation is still alive and, secondly, he is an extravagant person and was always in the list of newsmakers. Besides, due to the scope of programs of the Foundation in Russia, the possibility that if not the respondents themselves then at least their friends or relatives could participate in one of the programs is higher than with other funds. However none of the two factors guaranteed that the public attitude would be positive. 

The figures showing how many of the respondents “definitely know” about activity of NGOs and donor organizations or “personally came across their activity” are noteworthy: in Russia 9% and 2% accordingly, in Moscow 13% and 4% accordingly. This percentage reflects the result of work of NGOs and donor organizations in the past decade and this is not too little. For comparison one could hold an opinion poll showing if people know about share funds or credit cooperatives. 

It is also noteworthy that representatives of government bodies are more familiar with nonprofit and donor organizations than common citizens. In fact, in answers of certain respondents the term “donor” was continuously associated with humanitarian aid. Still the majority showed good knowledge of programs of western grantmaking agencies and organizations and (to a lower extent) of activity of Russian donor organizations. Respondents noted that due to absence of charity culture in the country at the preliminary stage (in the 90s) cases of abuse by the charity organizations were widespread and perhaps it is due to the fact that the rating of nonprofit and donor organizations nowadays is not too high in the public minds. 

NGOs representatives noted that the media practically do not cover donors’ activity. The main source of information for NGOs is Internet-sites of donor organizations and sometimes information agencies or occasional information from friendly organizations. Many respondents have an impression of total isolation of donor organizations, hence comes this biased opinion about western companies that run charity programs.

The majority of respondents believe that to make donors’ work more effective a PR-strategy is required that would let them promote ideas of charity and not only tell people about funds and programs but also proclaim the charity activity itself. It is necessary to work with people; organize meetings with those who take decisions in the regions, promote partnership of NGOs and donors, and advertise examples of successful cooperation. “If donors want to promote not only its own activity but also contribute to development of democracy and the civil society they should take joint steps. One can do it at a regional level. Many regional programs began with arrival of donors’ representatives who met local NGOs, administration, analyzed the market and only after that decided together where to invest the money”.

Second conclusion deals not only with civil education but rather secondary school education: people mix not only the terms related to charity but also fail to remember the status of federal departments and other organizations. Otherwise one can hardly explain the desire of respondents to consider Ministry of Emergency Situations or non-governmental Pension Fund charity organizations and Governor of Tyumen region Sergey Sobyanin a regional charity organization. Definitely education is not the main goal of NGOs and donors but this factor should be kept in mind especially when working with information. 

Three. Our citizens believe the State to be the main “charity organization”. From 52% to 59% of respondents gave this answer during the research. May be this view not only reflects paternalist spirits among people but may also come from the ambiguous idea of how the State functions (or should function). Federal social policy should not be considered a charity activity as it is subject to other goals. But as long as the population sticks to this idea it will result in extreme lack of demands not only to the State (and reluctance to understand the essence of reforms) but also to people themselves.

It is noteworthy that practically half of the respondents (43% countrywide) expected business to assume the role of a charity organization. If such a high rate of people was subject to the recently begun discussions about the social responsibility of business one should acknowledge high effectiveness of this type of advertising campaign, the effectiveness that NGOs lack. 

Representatives of government bodies presented a more constructive position. One cannot help enjoying the fact that nowadays government officials say practically the same as NGOs tried to say some five-seven years ago: that abilities of the State are limited and it cannot always be effective and that “charity activity is the institution that could fill the vacuum”, that “the role of donor organizations is very important and in demand today as they… tackle social problems in the areas that are the most narrow, ungrateful and difficult for the budget to reach”.

Nevertheless in the issue of independence of donor organizations in the choice of policy and priorities this group of respondents mostly insisted that there are such areas “where one should not intervene without contacting the State”, in other words the problem of delegating responsibility and power is still a negotiable issue. Government institutions are ready for cooperation but they believe that donors should come themselves, tell about their activity and propose cooperation as in fact “the State can do well without donors”. 

At the same time one of the respondents noted an important tendency: “At the moment we are in a special need of donors’ support. Reform of social security that has been the matter of hot discussions lately moved on and… the State is ready for further steps. The reform will not only move in the direction of providing purposeful aid to the population but also in the direction of passing many functions of social protection, that earlier belonged exclusively to the state organizations, to nonprofit sector on competitive basis”. Perhaps this is an “hour of triumph” of nonprofit and donor organizations and they will find a way to effectively apply their efforts (unless the reform is deadlocked which will inevitably happen if state and donors’ money is sent to the same municipal institutions turned into NGOs regardless of quality of their performance).

Four. People and government representatives unanimously think that the main goal of nonprofit and donor organizations is to care about the most vulnerable and numerous society groups. This belief contradicts the attitude of the vulnerable groups themselves towards NCOs and donors: according to opinion polls the largest percentage of NCOs opponents are people with low income and education level, living mostly in the countryside.

Naming priorities of NGOs and donors’ activity Muscovites turned out to be more creative: a quarter of respondents admitted that one of the key priorities for NGOs is protection of civil rights (while over a half of those questioned fiercely distrust NGOs and donor organizations). It is not surprising as presumably it comes from ten years of free press existence and activity of Moscow law-enforcement organizations that left their regional colleagues far behind from the point of view of number and belligerence. It can hardly be qualified as a sign of something but rather a peculiarity of the capital. Still proximity to granting programs of Western Funds played a bad trick on the image of Moscow NGOs.

Certain respondents (among people as well as among government officials) noted that donor organizations should support science, education, ecology, and research in social area, i.e. not to work for the vulnerable part of society but on the contrary, for the one that is capable to promote development of the country. However these views are rather an exception, which shows the level of understanding of charity culture in the country. 

Five. This conclusion has nothing to do with philosophy but with prose of life – where should NGOs take funds to live and work and how to stimulate donors for them to invest in various programs even those addressing “the most numerous and vulnerable groups”. The amazingly large number of people believe that the State should support nonprofit and donor organizations (73% countrywide and 68% in Moscow). And all that despite the expressed skepticism! Moreover not only common people believe it but also government officials.

Still many respondents from this group underlined that “the State will change its policy only if there are some serous charity organizations that are responsible for their decisions and actions. It is premature to reform our tax legislations unless there appears tax culture and every taxpayer learns to pay taxes. The privileges were abolished because there was much corruption. Now the national tax policy is correct”. It sounds very precise and hopeless. Many discussions around this issue (since 2000 when the new Tax Code was introduced) have been held but nothing has changed so far and evidently will not change for the better in the future. The first result is already here – only a few of the once numerous family of Western Funds and programs continue their work in Russia. Some NGOs stopped their activity or made it considerably narrower. Companies that would like to participate in “development of local society” are unlikely to forget the YUKOS affair. We shall see what transformations nonprofit and donor organizations are in for.

Six. Russian respondents are still conspicuous about foreign donors and NCOs. Again we were amazed at the unanimity when answering the question “who first all should undertake charity activity in Russia” people placed foreign companies and organizations last. One could appreciate consciousness of our citizens who (fairly) believe that donors should first of all be from this country. But in the context of the research these answers look different. Though the number of suspicious citizens, who believe that foreign donors are involved in a sort of espionage in Russia, is not very high, some of them still express certain distrust. Most of the attacks were against Soros Foundation and TACIS.

Results of the research are useful not only for NGOs and donor organizations (though exactly these target-groups can use them for development of their informational activity and programs) but also for those partners and colleagues that NGOs and donors deal with in their every day routine. Perhaps the research will help them to set new goals or find compromise settlement of mutual benefit. As for Donors Forum we wish it to continue the important business that it undertook and analyze the changes that may take place in the coming years.

Lyubov Alenicheva

Deputy Director on development of the Agency of Social Information

Donor organizations in Russia: awareness and expectations of the citizens

Results of the all-Russia opinion poll

The goal of the research is to receive information for analysis of public opinion about organizations involved in charity activity, giving financial or other aid to different organizations and citizens and investing in various projects and events.

Key tasks:

1. Study the level of awareness among Russian citizens about the activity of donor organizations in Russia; estimate basic parameters of perception and public attitude towards charity organizations and their activity.

2. Compare various public opinions and assessments in different social groups; define basic differences and factors that caused them.

3. Work out a typology of attitude to charity organizations. 

The object of study was adult population (aged 18 and older).

The topic of the research included the following components:

Public awareness about activity of organizations involved in charity (including grantmaking organizations);

Public attitude to activity of similar organizations;

Expectations of the citizens concerning activity of charity organizations (fields of priority, forms of support etc.);

Public image of subjects of the Russian Federation that could and/or should give the support (involve in charity).

Methods:

- Selective opinion poll of Russian citizens by means of a formal interview in place of residence. The volume of selective totality formed 1593 respondents. The selective totality represents Russian population of various sex and age groups living in different types of localities. The poll was held in 40 subjects of the Russian Federation (100 localities).

-Selective opinion poll of Moscow citizens by mean of a formal phone interview. The volume of selective totality formed 700 respondents. The selective totality represents Moscow population of various sex and age groups.

Familiarity of Russian citizens with activity of donor organizations

Awareness of Russian citizens about activity of charity organizations can be considered low: over half of the respondents (55%) know nothing about them. Only about 40% of respondents show this or that knowledge and only every tenth participant of the poll was precise, i.e. declared that came across activity of this sort of organizations (2%) and knows about them (7%) (see Table 1).

Young people with better material status, higher educations living in Moscow or St. Petersburg showed the highest level of awareness. 

Table 1

Level of awareness of Russian citizens about activity of charity organizations 

	Do you know or have you heard something about organizations involved in charity activity (including funds and agencies that provide financial or other support to citizens and nonprofit organizations)?
	%

	No, I know nothing about these organizations
	55

	I have heard something about these organizations
	31

	Yes, I definitely know about these organizations
	7

	Yes, I personally came across activity of these organizations
	2

	Not sure
	5


Evidently the low awareness of the population about the activity of charity organizations in Russia is due to lack of transparency of donors’ activity (few publications in mass media, no printed and electronic editions etc.) lack of regional offices. This assumption is mostly proved by results of the research: over a quarter of respondents (28%) believe that charity organizations are busy with their own affairs and for the majority of citizens their activity is unnoticed and unnecessary. 

To estimate the level of recognition of some charity organizations among Russian citizens we used the indicator of “recalling” – a number of respondents who could name this or that organization involved in charity in Russian territory (giving financial or other aid, including grants and scholarships) without a “tip” of the interviewer. Definitely the question on “recalling” was not addressed to over than a half of respondents as in their previous answers the showed complete unawareness in this issue by answering “No, I know nothing about these organizations” (see Table 1). 

Diagram 1

Awareness about charity organizations
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One third of respondents who were asked to name some charity organizations had no difficulty in doing so (i.e. 15% of the selected totality). The share of Muscovites who managed to “recall” at least one of the charity organizations acting in Russia was a bit higher – 18% of the selected totality. 

The best-known organizations were the Red Cross and Soros Foundation. They were the first ones that respondents remembered – 20% and 17% accordingly from the selected totality of respondents who named at least one organization (24% and 65 accordingly in Moscow). 

A quarter of these well-informed respondents (23%) named some all-Russia organization and a bit more (over 30%)  - organizations working in the regions (see Diagram 1). 

Religious charity organizations and Greenpeace were mentioned relatively rarely (4% and 4%). Evidently the people consider their activity less important: according to many social researches ecology problems are not so acute for the majority of Russians as, for example, social ones.

Muscovites more seldom mentioned regional charity organizations, better known in the regions where they act. Every forth Muscovite (from the respondents who named at least one charity organization) named some all-Russian organization and every tenth – an organization working on behalf of private persons. It is noteworthy that practically none of the Muscovites remembered Greenpeace.

Public opinion about the activity of donor organizations

The majority of Russians (67%) believe that charity organizations do more good than harm (51% among Muscovites). Still some people are convinced that charity is harmful as it boosts dependant spirits, weakens initiative and does not resolve the problem. Still relatively few Russians share this view – about 14%. In Moscow the number of such people is higher – 28% of respondents (see Diagram 2).

Among those who consider activity of charity organizations harmful the majority (62%) know nothing about those organizations.

There are considerable differences in attitude towards charity organizations depending on certain social and demographic factors. Thus, women estimate their activity more positively than men. The younger, the more educated and the more well off the respondent is the more he is convinced that charity organizations do more good than harm. There are also differences between citizens of large cities and smaller populated areas: the first group is more loyal to donor institutions. The interdependence between attitude to charity organizations and awareness about their activity is on hand: the more they know the better the attitude is. To make attitude of Russian citizens to charity organizations more concrete during the interview they are asked to express the degree of their agreement or disagreement with the following five judgments that describe activity of charity organizations. Two of the judgments described this activity positively, two – negatively and one was neutral (see Table 2). 

Diagram 2

Attitude toward charity organizations
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Analysis of the answers showed that Russians are ambiguous in estimation of charity organizations’ activity.

The highest unanimity of the participants was noted in the answer to the judgment that “charity organizations contribute to resolution of social problems, provide real support to organizations and citizens in need”: 61% of respondents agreed, while only 15%, four times as few, disagreed.

A bit over one third of Russians (38%) admit the role of charity organizations in promotion of democracy and building-up civil society and a quarter of people disagree (26%).

The same divergence of views can bee seen in estimation of the judgments that negatively describe work of charity organizations. On the one hand about a half of respondents (48%) do not believe that they collect data and involve in espionage activity (only 16% agreed). However equal number of people agreed and disagreed (31% and 30% accordingly) with the saying that charity organizations are adjunct to certain business structures that launder the money. 

No dominating opinion could be revealed: 35% “disagree”, 28% “agree” concerning the neutral judgment saying that charity organizations do neither good nor harm as their activity is unnoticed and unimportant Thus out of five sayings only two show the dominating public opinion. In public mind of Russian citizens activity of charity organizations is definitely connected with resolution of some social issues, support of organizations and people in need and is in no way connected with “intelligence activity” and collecting data. Three other judgments did not reveal a dominating view evidently due to the fact that public opinion concerning activity of charity organizations has not been formed properly.

Other views (both positive and negative suggested for estimation) are also present but judging by the answers there is no prevailing opinion. 

Table 2

Role of charity organizations in Russia

	Perception of charity organizations’ activity 
	Moscow
	Russia

	They help to solve social issues, provide actual support for the destitute organizations and citizens

	Rather agree
	66
	61

	Rather NOT agree
	22
	15

	Not sure
	12
	24

	They support the development of democracy in Russia and the establishment of the civil society

	Rather agree
	43
	38

	Rather NOT agree
	43
	26

	Not sure
	14
	36

	They are money-laundering appendages to business structures

	Rather agree
	55
	31

	Rather NOT agree
	28
	30

	Not sure
	16
	39

	They collect information about Russia, they are intended to cover espionage

	Rather agree
	24
	16

	Rather NOT agree
	56
	48

	Not sure
	19
	36

	They are neither good nor bad because they are concentrated on themselves. Their activity is not evident and not important to the majority of citizens

	Rather agree
	48
	28

	Rather NOT agree
	37
	35

	Not sure
	15
	37


Table 2 shows that Moscow citizens happened to be more critical towards activity of charity organizations. The reasons for this should be specially studied. One can assume that information factor plays its role in formation of critical attitude of Muscovites. Moscow citizens are normally better informed; information streams are far more intensive in the capital; public opinion of Muscovites is influenced by mass media (in this particular case publications or information programs concerning scandals around activity of charity organizations could influence people). Skepticism of Muscovites can also be explained by a higher educational level of respondents who are consequently more critical towards estimation of ideological and political sayings. 

As a whole, analysis of evaluation of the judgments reveals once again the interdependence between the attitude to activity of charity organizations and level of awareness about their activity. Over a half of those who tend to believe that charity organizations deal with espionage and money laundering know nothing about charity organizations in Russia and one third of respondents have little knowledge of their activity. From the point of view of social and demographic indicators, inhabitants of small villages, respondents with low educational and material level prevail. 

Expectations of Russian citizens concerning fields of activity of donor organizations

According to Russian citizens the priority directions for charity in social field are: mother, parental and children’s care, child neglect (52%); assistance to vulnerable groups – handicapped, aged people, the poor etc (40%); healthcare and medicine (39%); education (33%).

The respondents considered the least important such directions as international and cultural exchange, independent mass media, protection of human rights, protection of public interests and support of private initiatives, protection of monuments and culture. Thus evidently Russians first of all support and give priority to the directions of activity of charity organizations that deal with the most acute social problems and cover the majority of citizens (see Diagram 3). 

However certain social groups differ from all-Russian indicators. Hence the problems of mother care and healthcare are traditionally more acute for women than for men while men speak more about physical training, sports, scientific researches and technical area. Aged people consider aid to vulnerable groups, healthcare and medical services a priority task, which is quite natural. Respondents with low education level and also citizens of Moscow, St. Petersburg and small-populated areas also rated these areas first. 

Diagram 3

Social activity areas where charity initiatives are expected to gain best support in Russia
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Thus adult people with higher education and material status higher than average in Russia are interested in charity support of scientific researches, nature conservation, ecology, physical training and sports. Still the key priorities are still the same as in general countrywide. 

If we compare the distribution of answers to this question with questions concerning the most acute social problems in Russia (see also monitoring by Public Opinion Fund, All-Russia Center of Public Opinion Study etc.) we will see that the “rating” of priority areas for charity activity and that of acute social problems is more or less the same. It means that when defining priority areas for charity Russians do not issue from the specific character of charity organizations but puts forward the same demands as those addressed to the Russian government, regional administrations and other government authorities.

Public opinion of charity subjects

As results of the research revealed Russian citizens do not trust foreign charity organizations and seldom welcome involvement of foreign structures (funds, social organizations, state institutions, business-corporations etc) in charity activity in Russia. Only respondents with higher income (16% of Russians with an income of over 3 thousand rubles against 9% countrywide) show some loyalty towards foreign donors, and only to independent charity organizations. Respondents see Russian organizations as basic charity structures (see Table 3). At the same time the State is supposed to play a vital role (59%), which is likely to come from paternal spirits that have long been wide spread among Russians. Still great significance is attached to Russian industrial corporations (43%) and independent charity organizations (41%). Private persons are more seldom seen as subjects of charity (25%).

The majority of those who stand up for state charity come from the most vulnerable social groups: they are aged people with low-income rate. At the same time these respondents are more conspicuous about Russian independent charity organizations than other Russians. Followers of the Russian Communist Party side with them. People with relatively high educational level would like to equally impose this responsibility on the State, independent organizations and businessmen (though the State is placed first here as well).

Table 3

Public opinion of Russian citizens about subjects of charity activity

	Who do you think should first of all undertake charity activity in Russia? 
	% 

	Russian State (state institutions)
	59

	Russian industrial corporations, business-structures
	43

	Russian independent charity organizations
	41

	Private persons
	25

	Foreign independent charity organizations
	9

	Foreign states (foreign governmental institutions)
	4

	Foreign industrial corporations, business-structures
	4

	Cannot answer
	8


Table 3

Opinion of Russian citizens about subjects of charity activity

	Who do you think should first of all undertake charity activity in Russia? 
	% 

	Russian State (state institutions)
	59

	Russian industrial corporations, business-structures
	43

	Russian independent charity organizations
	41

	Private persons
	25

	Foreign independent charity organizations
	9

	Foreign states (foreign governmental institutions)
	4

	Foreign industrial corporations, business-structures
	4

	Cannot answer
	8


The majority of those who welcome participation of industrial corporations and business structures in charity are respondents with higher education, average income and living in towns. As for citizens of megapolises, they do not really support participation of industrial corporations and business structures in charitable activity (only 31% of Moscow and St. Petersburg citizens stood for participations of businessmen while this index countrywide is 43%). The majority of Russians (73%) think that the State should support charity organizations. Even those who do not consider the State as a subject of charity believe that it should create proper financial and legal environment for development of philanthropy activity in Russia. 

Most of Muscovites also think this way, still in Moscow the percentage of those who oppose to this idea and think that there should be no state support of charity organizations as it results in abuse of power, is higher than all over Russia (Diagram 4). Hence in this issue Muscovites also show more criticism and lack of confidence towards charity organizations.

Typology of public opinion about activity of donor organizations

Diagram 4

Relation of the state to charity organizations
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In order to have a better and at the same time visual image of public opinion about organizations that involve in charity activity in the course of data analysis we distinguished types of respondents depending on their perception and evaluation of charity organizations. The classification was based on joint analysis of responses to the seven judgments (variables). As a result four basic groups of respondents characterized by different perception and evaluation of charity organizations were distinguished. 

The clusters turned out to be unequal. The most numerous one (its representatives can be called “moderate supporters”) made 41% of all the respondents. Despite relatively low lever of awareness they give more positive than negative answers to practically all the questions. At the same time the share of people who could not answer at all is high in this group. As a whole they consider charity activity useful, promoting democracy and aimed at resolution of social problems though there are people who see charity as a channel for money-laundering (about one third). Representatives of this cluster unanimously think that the state is obliged to support charity organizations. Women prevail in this group (58% against 43%; over the half are aged people (over 45 years old); the majority of them have primary or secondary educations, low income, living in small built-up areas or basically in villages.

The next cluster is “staunch supporters” (25%). These are the best-informed respondents who have no doubt about the benefit of charity. Absolutely all of them think that charity tackles social problems. They show the highest level of loyalty to charity organizations. Apart from strong state support they think activity of independent Russian charity organizations absolutely essential. Social and demographic portrait of this group considerably differs from the previous one. The majority of them are under 45 years old. In this group there are more people with higher education and good financial position living in large cities.

The third cluster (15%) is “skeptics”. They do not show high awareness level and consequently over a half of them cannot describe their attitude to practically any judgment. Even though the respondents show certain loyalty in their evaluation the level of the conviction that charity is useful and important is not high. Not only the fact, that over a quarter of representatives of this group suspect charity organizations of some financial gerrymander, reveals their distrust but also the fact that none of them mentioned the necessity of state support of charity in Russia. It should be noted that social and demographic features of the “skeptics” practically do not differ from those of “moderate supporters”: there are a bit more inhabitants of large cities due to smaller number of villagers. 

The fourth cluster is “staunch opponents” (10%). These are the least informed Russians. At the same time they express the most negative judgments of charity organizations and their activity. This it the most distrustful group of respondents who tend to suspect charity organizations of espionage and money laundering. The absolute majority of them do not believe that charity organizations contribute to development of democracy and resolution of social issues. Most of the representatives of this cluster are men aged from 35 to 60 years old, living in small towns and villages; as compared to the previous clusters most of the respondents have low educational level and the lowest financial position.

Thus certain order can be seen in the field of views and evaluations concerning charity and donor organizations. At the same time the structure of this field is quite dynamic and consequently if the awareness level grows, social and political situation changes and as a result aims and values of citizens related to the Sate and the society change as well it can be restructured. 

Conclusions

1. Russians lack information on charity organizations: over a half of them declare that they know nothing and have never heard about activity of charity organizations. Evidently low awareness level can be explained by opacity of donors’ activity and lack of regional offices. The best-known organizations among Russian citizens are the Soros Foundation and the Red Cross. Muscovites showed better awareness about activity of charity organizations than Russians in general. Evidently it is due to better educations level in the capital and also to higher intensiveness of information flows and consequently better involvement of the population in information field.

2. Estimation of activity of charity organizations and public attitude to them is ambiguous. Nevertheless the majority of Russians think that charity organizations do more good than harm. In the public mind of Russian citizens activity of donor organizations is first of all connected with resolution of social issues and support of organizations and citizens in need. Muscovites unlike other Russians more often believe that charity does more harm than good as it evokes dependency. More Moscow citizens are conspicuous about activity of donor organizations.

3. The analysis revealed the interdependence between attitude to donors’ activity and the level of awareness about their activity: the more people know the better the attitude is.

4. Russians first of all support and consider priority the fields of charity activity that tackle the most acute social problems and cover large social groups. The respondents are the least interested in providing aid to such fields as international cultural exchange, independent mass media, human rights protection activity, protection of public interests and support of private initiative and protection of historical and cultural monuments.

5. Russian citizens see the state ad the main subject of charity, which can be explained by paternal spirit widespread in Russian public mind. In Moscow the share of those who see this process as equal partnership of the state and non-profit organization is higher. The population least of all trusts participation of foreign structures in charity. At the same time people stand for state support of charity activity. 

Appendix

A list of charity organizations named by respondents in their answer to the open question (the names are put as they were mentioned by respondents):

Could you name any organizations involved in charity activity in Russia (that provide financial or other support including grants and scholarships)?

	№
	Name
	Times mentioned, people (%)

	Separate international charity organizations including:
	

	1. 
	International Red Cross
	48 (3,1%)

	2. 
	Soros Foundation
	40 (2,5%)

	3. 
	Greenpeace
	10 (0,6%)

	All-Russia charity organizations including
	55 (3,5%)

	1. 
	Foundation «Zabota»
	10

	2. 
	Charity Foundation of help to Afghanistan military men
	3

	3. 
	Children Foundation
	3

	4. 
	All-Russian Charity Foundation “Family”
	2

	5. 
	Non-governmental pension fund for officers of internal affairs institutions
	2

	6. 
	New life (aid to drug addicts and alcoholics)
	2

	7. 
	Organization of the handicapped
	2

	8. 
	Open Russia 
	2

	9. 
	Help to Afghanistan war veterans
	2

	10. 
	Social security
	2

	11. 
	Foundation “Mercy”
	2

	12. 
	Foundation “Honor”
	2

	13. 
	Foundation for families and children
	2

	14. 
	Charity Foundation for handicapped children
	1

	15. 
	Presidential charity Foundation
	1

	16. 
	Children of Chernobyl
	1

	17. 
	To orphans
	1

	18. 
	Women’s league
	1

	19. 
	Mothers of Russia 
	1

	20. 
	D.S. Lihachev International Charity Foundation 
	1

	21. 
	The youth for peace in the world
	1

	22. 
	Young talents
	1

	23. 
	Ministry of Emergency Situations
	1

	24. 
	Fathers and Sons
	1

	25. 
	Aid to sport
	1

	26. 
	Veterans’ Council
	1

	27. 
	Council of soldiers’ mothers
	1

	28. 
	Social initiative
	1

	29. 
	Federal program for the handicapped
	1

	30. 
	Foundation “Alternative”
	1

	31. 
	Foundation of “Reconciliation and agreement”
	1

	32. 
	Foundation of small-scale business support
	1

	
	
	

	Regional charity organizations including:
	72 (4,5%)

	1. 
	Rossel Foundation
	14

	2. 
	"Belief and hope" (Krasnoyarsk)
	12

	3. 
	Foundation “City without drugs"
	11

	4. 
	Historical and social Foundation “Spectrum”
	7

	5. 
	Forshtadt renaissance
	2

	6. 
	Nonprofit organization - regional charity “Pavlov Foundation”
	2

	7. 
	Ice-league (Orenburg)
	1

	8. 
	Bratislava (Novgorod)
	1

	9. 
	Governor of the region
	1

	10. 
	Governor Sobyanin
	1

	11. 
	Province
	1

	12. 
	Pure water (Samara)
	1

	13. 
	Golden Pelican (St. Petersburg)
	1

	14. 
	Our city
	1

	15. 
	Neva Angel
	1

	16. 
	Organization for handicapped in all the districts of Kazan
	1

	17. 
	Pervomaiskaya (mine)
	1

	18. 
	“Poteryashka” orphanage
	1

	19. 
	Regional public Foundation  "Dobroye Delo"
	1

	20. 
	Regional Foundation of support
	1

	21. 
	Assistance to children
	1

	22. 
	Warm house
	1

	23. 
	Tymen Trade and Industry Chamber
	1

	24. 
	“Lotus” Foundation 
	1

	25. 
	“Prikamye“ Foundation 
	1

	26. 
	Kamil Ishakov Foundation
	1

	27. 
	Foundation of floorball support “Pomor” (Severodvinsk)
	1

	28. 
	Foundation of assistance to the handicapped (Arzamas) (the name is not certain) 
	1

	29. 
	Hohloma 
	1

	30. 
	Chernigovsky 
	1

	
	
	

	Organizations working on behalf of private persons including:
	40 (2,5%)

	1. 
	Royzman
	8

	2. 
	Kozitsin
	7

	3. 
	Luzhkov
	7

	4. 
	Gorbachev Foundation
	4

	5. 
	Hairullin Foundation
	4

	6. 
	Sovmen A.H. Foundation
	3

	7. 
	Primakov Charity Foundation
	2

	8. 
	Bogachev
	2

	9. 
	Association under Mihalkova leadership
	1

	10. 
	Chizhov Gallery
	1

	11. 
	Kobzon Foundation
	1

	
	
	

	Foundations acting in the framework of a separate company and/or enterprise including:
	27 (1,7%)

	1. 
	“Gvozd” hypermarket
	6

	2. 
	Bochkarev
	3

	3. 
	Gazprom
	3

	4. 
	Sibnefteprovod
	3

	5. 
	Degtyarev Factory 
	2

	6. 
	LukOil
	2

	7. 
	ARS
	1

	8. 
	Closed Joint stock “Sibtensopribor”
	1

	9. 
	Marketor 
	1

	10. 
	Nemirov
	1

	11. 
	Neftegaz
	1

	12. 
	“Topkitsement Ltd”"
	1

	13. 
	Brewery companies
	1

	14. 
	Foundation of the Expert and Intel magazines 
	1

	
	
	

	Foreign charity organizations (except for Soros Foundation) including:
	29 (1,8%)

	1. 
	TACIS
	8

	2. 
	The Nobel Price (?)
	3

	3. 
	Adenauer Foundation
	3

	4. 
	Ford Foundation
	2

	5. 
	Hospice
	2

	6. 
	UNESCO
	2

	7. 
	Boy scouts
	1

	8. 
	Rotari-club
	1

	9. 
	US State Foundation
	1

	10. 
	Eurasia Foundation
	1

	11. 
	World Wildlife Fund
	1

	12. 
	The John D. and Catherine T. McArthur Foundation
	1

	13. 
	Mother Theresa Foundation
	1

	14. 
	Peace Fund
	1

	
	
	

	Medical charity organizations (except for the Red Cross) including:
	13 (0,8%)

	1. 
	Médecins sans Frontières
	8

	2. 
	Veterinary Funds
	1

	3. 
	Diabet service “Society”
	1

	4. 
	Medicine without borders
	1

	5. 
	Medical Fund 
	1

	6. 
	Animal Protection Society
	1

	
	
	

	Religious organizations including:
	10 (0,6%)

	1. 
	Jewish society
	2

	2. 
	Alexey II – Fund of orphans aid
	1

	3. 
	Baptists 
	1

	4. 
	Brotherhood of St. Anastasia
	1

	5. 
	Renaissance
	1

	6. 
	Ksytinskaya Church 
	1

	7. 
	“Ankh” Cultural Fund
	1

	8. 
	Religious missionaries
	1

	9. 
	Church  "New Testament"
	1

	
	
	

	Other/ charity organizations difficult to identify
	29 (1,8%)

	1. 
	Administration
	7

	2. 
	Novikov
	4

	3. 
	Funds
	2

	4. 
	Private enterprises
	2

	5. 
	Chernetsky
	2

	6. 
	Chitishvilly Vodka
	1

	7. 
	Banks
	1

	8. 
	DPK
	1

	9. 
	Large oil companies
	1

	10. 
	Enterprises
	1

	11. 
	Tkachenko
	1

	12. 
	Fund "Pobetem" (the name is not defined) 
	1

	13. 
	Semenov Fund
	1

	14. 
	Shamanov Fund
	1

	15. 
	Zubkov private enterprise
	1

	16. 
	Kafanov Private enterprise
	1

	17. 
	Pudrik Private enterprise
	1


Public attitude to activity of nonprofit organizations in Russia. 

Results of the all-Russia opinion poll

The purpose of the research is to obtain information to analyze the public attitude toward nonprofit organizations (NGO, NPO).

Key tasks:

1. Investigation of awareness of Russians of nonprofit organizations in Russia, measurement of main parameters of perception and attitude of the public toward nonprofit organizations and their activities. 

2. Comparison of public opinions, estimates in separate social groups, revelation of main differences and factor that cause them.

3. Typological classification of attitude toward nonprofit organizations.

The object of the research: adult population of the Russian Federation (people of 18 and above). 

Topics of the research:

· Awareness of the public about the activities of nonprofit organizations in Russia;

· Attitude of the public to the activity of such organizations;

· Expectations of the public concerning the priority areas of nonprofit organizations in Russia;

· Public awareness of the role of nonprofit organizations in promotion of social reforms.

Methods: 

· Selective poll of the population of Russian Federation by a formalized interview in the place of residence. The total selected population made to 1585 respondents. The selection represents the population of Russia in sex, age and type of settlement. The poll was conducted in 40 regions of the Russian Federation (100 settlements);

· Selective poll of Moscow residents by a formalized phone interview. The total selected population was 700 respondents. The selection represents the population of Moscow in sex and age.

Familiarity of Russian citizens with activity of nonprofit organizations

The level of awareness of the population concerning a certain event or phenomenon is an important indicator of public attitude. It is evident that in the situation of unawareness it is unlikely to state a somehow formed attitude, an adequate perception of the event or phenomenon.

As the present study shows, the level of awareness of the Russian citizens concerning nonprofit organizations is low. Nearly half of the respondents (44%) say that they don’t know (have never heard of) the expression “nonprofit organization”. 

The awareness of Muscovites about NGOs is significantly better than of Russians in general. For instance, the majority of Moscow residents (83%) knows or has heard the expression “nonprofit organization” whereas among the residents of Russia this share was only 56% (see Table 4). 

Table 4. Awareness of Russian citizens of the NGOs

	Do you know, have you heard or do you hear the term “nonprofit organization” (NGOs) for the first time?
	Moscow
	Russia

	I know it
	25
	16

	Heard something about it
	58
	40

	Just heard it for the first time
	15
	38

	Not sure
	2
	6


Whereas the term “nonprofit organization” is familiar to somewhat more than half of the respondents, only a third of them (35%), according to their responses, are familiar to some extent with the activity of nonprofit organizations in their region. At the same time, those who claim to have encountered the activity of such organizations are among mere 5% of the participants of the poll, while the majority (58%) knows nothing at all about such organizations in their region (7% more refused to answer).

Muscovites are badly informed about activity of nonprofit organizations, but still in Moscow the indicator is somewhat higher than in the country in general (see Diagram 5). The share of respondents claiming to have at least heard of some activity of nonprofit organizations in their city reached 45% in the capital (vs. 35% in other regions of Russia).

Diagram 5

Public awareness concerning activity of NGOs 
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The respondents with higher material status, higher education and young adults showed the highest level of awareness. 

Most likely the low public awareness level concerning the activities of the nonprofit organizations in Russia is caused by the same reasons as the ill knowledge of the charity organizations: the non-transparency of the nonprofit organizations themselves, lack of media coverage of the particularities of their initiatives, their role in the development of the society, etc. This assumption is in many aspects supported by the results of the study: more than a third of respondents (35%) believe that the nonprofit organizations mostly care about themselves and their activity is not evident and not important for the majority of citizens.

Public opinion about the activity of nonprofit organizations

In the situation of the poor population’s awareness concerning activity of nonprofit organizations the public opinion about them exists rather not as an established attitude but as some more general concepts and intuitive estimates. 

To measure these general concepts a method of associations was used – during the interview the respondents were offered to answer the question “what comes up to your mind first when you hear the expression ‘nonprofit organization’”. The question was addressed to all respondents, even those who have stated their complete unawareness of the NGOs, i.e. answered that they “hear about the nonprofit organizations for the first time” or that they are “not sure”.

Half of the respondents (50%) could not give an answer to this question, which is quite natural – that’s exactly the percentage of those who know nothing about the NGOs (see Diagram 6).

Diagram 6

The respondents’ perception of nonprofit organizations
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The fact that only 3% of the respondents gave a formally correct definition to a nonprofit organization proves the low level of awareness and lack of legal knowledge of the majority of respondents. The younger respondents with higher education gave the correct answer somewhat more frequently.

Most often the respondents take non-profit-organizations for some governmental or municipal institutions. This very association was evoked by the expression “nonprofit organization” (16% of respondents). The fact that many consider NGOs governmental institutions suggests that the Russians have poor understanding of the concepts “society – state” and fail to understand the new social organizations that are essential parts of a developed civil society.

Every ten respondent (9%) considers various social, charity and religious organizations as the “nonprofit organizations”. Other 8% of the respondents associate NGOs with non-profit organizations or the public institutions. There is a notion, yet not a widely spread one (3%), that links the “nonprofit organizations” with some criminal organizations that carry out illegal activity. 

To clarify the attitude of the Russians toward nonprofit organizations the respondents were offered to express if they agree or disagree to the six propositions describing the activity of non-profit organizations. At the same time three propositions described this activity positively, two more expressed a relatively negative position and the last one was formulated neutrally (see Diagram 7). In general, at present the attitude of the public toward the non-profit organizations is quite ambiguous.

Diagram 7

Perception of the activity of non-profit organizations
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The respondents showed most unanimity while evaluating the propositions «Nonprofit organizations help solve the vital social issues and develop the social sector» and « Nonprofit organizations defend the rights of the citizens, help develop social initiative»: 43% and 39% of the respondents greed to each of these statements, while the disagreement was expressed by half as many – 20% and 22% respectively.

As for the third “positive” statement («Nonprofit organizations perform independent public control over the activity of state bodies »), only 24% of respondents agreed, and 30% disagreed. Apparently, this result reflects certain realities of Russia. The public readily admits that NGOs help solve social issues and defend the rights of the citizens, but the possibility of their control over the state bodies is still hardly believed. 

Concerning two propositions formulated with a negative implication, a relatively uniform distribution of answers was also obtained. More than quarter of Russians (26%) support and 35% reject the opinion that the nonprofit organizations render the members-only services and assistance. The statement that NGOs are founded to accomplish certain tasks serving the private interests of their officials was agreed by 27% and rejected by 32%. Subsequently, a third of the population considers the activity of the nonprofit organizations as pursuing the personal enrichment and serving private or corporate interests.

Concerning the neutral proposition, according to which the nonprofit organizations bring neither good nor bad, and their activity is not noticeable and not important for the majority of citizens, a dominating position was not revealed: 35% supporters and 28% opponents.

Thus, a more or less dominating opinion was found only on two out of the six propositions. The social consciousness of Russians definitely relates the activity of nonprofit organizations to the resolution of the social issues and human rights defense. There is no prevailing opinion on the other four statements, which may suggest that the public opinion concerning the nonprofit organizations has not yet been formed completely. 

In general, better-informed respondents with higher education and higher income level support more positive statements.

Expectations of Russian citizens concerning fields of activity of nonprofit organizations 

Half of the Russian population (53%) does not doubt the fact that the biggest contribution to the development of society must be made by the state; only a small group of respondents (merely 5%) believe that namely the nonprofit organizations should contribute most to the development of the civil society. The share of those who see an equal partnership of the state and NGOs in this process is slightly larger among Muscovites (43% as compared to 38% country-wide). Thus, the paternalist spirits in relation to the state remain widely spread in the public mind.

In total, approximately 43% of the citizens save a significant role for the nonprofit organizations in the development of the society, and that is an important result (see Table 5). That means that there is much potential to develop the social base of NGOs. 

Table 5. Role of the state and NGOs in the social development

	There are different views on whether the state or public, non-profit organizations should contribute most to social development. Which of the following statements would you rather agree with?
	Moscow
	Russia

	The state
	52
	53

	Non-profit organizations, public institutions
	4
	5

	Both the government and non-profit, public organizations must participate in social development as equal partners
	43
	38

	Not sure
	1
	4


The opinion of the dominant role of the state prevails in all socio-demographic groups. But the older the respondent and the lower his education and income level, the bigger role he saves for the state to play in the process of development of the civil society and less important for public organizations.

Concerning the role and functions of the nonprofit organizations the Russians have quite an ambiguous notion. Generally, the respondents believe that the NGOs should render services directly to the public in the first place – more than quarter of the respondents (28%) agree with that. The belief that the primary goal of nonprofit organizations is to defend the rights of the citizens is somewhat uncommon (19%). Other 30% think that both tasks are equally important. Only 12% of Russians believe that the state must tackle all those issues and NGOs as such are not necessary.

Russians name the following as the primary areas of initiative for nonprofit organizations: mother, parental and children’s care, child neglect (40%); assistance to the most vulnerable social groups (33%); development of the habitations, courts and streets, including the reform of housing and communal services (30%); education (29%); healthcare and medicine (25%). 

The respondents pay the least attention to such areas as independence of mass media, international cultural exchange and protection of historical and cultural monuments (see Diagram 8).

Thus evidently Russians first of all support and give priority to those areas of activity of nonprofit organizations that deal with the most acute social problems and cover the wide majority of citizens (assistance to socially vulnerable groups, children, healthcare and education).

The investigation of public attitude toward NGOs features a minor addition to the list of possible areas of initiative: «Habitation, court and street development including housing and communal services reform». This item was checked as a priority by 30% of Russians. Undoubtedly, these data confirm the results of several other research works, according to which the problems of housing and communal services are very important and acute for a significant part of our compatriots and remain on the list of the most urgent issues to handle.

Diagram 8 

Social areas where NGOs should be engaged in Russia
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Some differences from the average countrywide indices arise in several social groups. For instance, the problems of maternity and healthcare traditionally prove to be more important for women than for men, while physical training and sports, men more frequently discuss scientific research and technical creativity. Problems of assistance to vulnerable groups, healthcare and medical service have the highest priority for senior citizens. The same areas take the leading positions on the list of values for low-educated and low-income respondents. 

Mid-aged respondents with higher education and good income level are more, as opposed to the country-average, interested in support of scientific research, environmental conservation, ecology, physical training and sports. Still the priority remains to the same problems that top the list all over the country.

In evaluation of the role and activity of nonprofit organizations the Muscovites look differently than to Russians in general (see Diagram 9). 24% of Muscovites see the human rights defense as a priority direction for the activity of NGO, while the assistance to vulnerable social groups and rendering direct services to the society is the priority for 15%, whereas country-wide the results are contrary: 19% and 28% respectively. That is, resolution of legal problems is a more important area of non-profit activity for Muscovites, as opposed to other Russians. The inhabitants of the capital evidently are less in need of social security and assistance, that Russians in general. At the same time, being more politically active, they pay more attention to legal protection.

Diagram 9

Directions for NGOs’ activity

[image: image9.emf]15

24

39

13

9

28

19

30

12

11

0

10

20

30

40

50

In the first place

they should

render services

directly to the

society

In the first place

they should

defend the rights

of the citizens

They should do

both equally

The government

must deal with

these issues,

there's no need for

NCOs

Not sure

Moscow Russia


Typology of public opinion about activity of nonprofit organizations

Cluster analysis of the public opinion distinguished groups by perception and evaluation of NGOs. Type-wise classification was performed on a basis of combined six-variable analysis of answers. The classification resulted in two main groups of respondents of which every one consists of two subgroups (see Table 6). 

Table 6

Groups of respondents by attitude toward NGOs

	Groups of respondents
	Subgroups of respondents
	%

	Loyal to NGO
	Consistent supporters
	19

	
	Moderate supporters
	16

	Uncertain about NGO
	Uninformed
	43

	
	Inconsistent
	22


The analysis failed to find a group of people who would be characterized as consistent opponents of NCOs. Two types of attitude prevail among the Russian people:

1. Loyal, favorable attitude toward NGOs. Meanwhile two groups are distinguished with expressed positive perception of NCOs and prudent, moderate positive attitude;

2. Uncertain attitude toward NGOs. One can distinguish between the subgroups of ill-informed respondents and those with contradictory perception of NGOs.

Loyal attitude toward NGOs is exhibited by about a third of the respondents (approximately 35%), which means that the majority of respondents (65%) do not have a consistent opinion concerning NGOs.

The most numerous clusters represent the “uninformed” – 43% of the poll participants. Hence the name of the cluster, its representatives are not well informed about the activity of NGOs and the majority of them are “not sure”. The positive and negative attitude claims are distributed rather similarly throughout the group, though the negative are somewhat dominating: the opinion that NGOs serve only their members or the top-management is a bit more frequent. In general, the attitude of these respondents toward NGOs remains indefinite namely due to their unawareness. The women, the elderly (60 and above), the preliminary and secondary-educated, the low-income and the countryside dwellers prevail in this group.

Another cluster is the “inconsistent” (22%). The representatives of this cluster generally declare a higher level of awareness in relation to the nonprofit organizations than the “uninformed”. Still in their assessment of NGOs’ activity they show an extreme inconsistency: they rather agree than disagree with both the positive and the negative propositions about the activity of NGOs. They equally agree to that NGOs help develop the social sector, protect the rights of the citizens and that NGOs tend to render members-only services and serve the interests of their management. At the same time about a third of them believe that NGOs do neither harm nor good. In the aspect of socio-demographic features, the representatives of this cluster cannot be distinguished from the total selection of respondents. One could state only that men and inhabitants of big cities dominate them. 

The third cluster is the “consistent supporters” (19%). Having a rather high level of awareness these respondents demonstrate the most benevolent attitude toward nonprofit organizations. The majority of them are sure that NGOs help to develop the social sector (98%), protect the rights of the citizens (97%), and control the activity of the state bodies (73%). They provide NGOs with an important role in the development of the society (along with the state). On the contrary, they generally disagree with the negative propositions concerning NGOs. More frequently than in the total selection this cluster represents people of the middle age (25-45), with secondary or special secondary education and with a higher level of income.

The fourth cluster unites the “moderate supporters” (16%). This is the group of the most adequately informed respondents. They express more positive than negative estimates of NGOs, believing that the nonprofit organizations assist the development of the social sector and protect the rights of the citizens. At the same time, the majority of them do not agree with the statement that NGOs perform independent control over the state bodies (79%). More than half of them believe that NGOs should share the activity of assisting the development of the society with the state as equitable partners, but still their part is to render services to the society and to protect human rights. Among the “moderate supporters” there is a slightly higher share of men, highly educated persons and those with higher income level, inhabitants of big cities.

The group of “moderate supporters” derived from cluster analysis may be considered as the ‘primary’ target group to aim at in order to improve the image of NGOs. As for the most numerous group of citizens uncertain about NGOs, the nonprofit organizations undoubtedly need to make efforts to inform this group about the activity, the role and the functions of NGOs in Russia. As seen from the analysis of the research results, whether a respondent favors or dislikes NGOs depends on the level of awareness: the higher the awareness of the activity of NGO, the better the attitude.

Conclusions

1. The level of awareness of Russians about NGOs must be considered low: the expression “nonprofit organization” is familiar only to half of the poll participants. Moreover, there is no positive dynamics of the public awareness of NGOs: within the recent several years it remains steadily low. The awareness of Muscovites concerning the activity of NGOs is higher than countrywide. This may be due to a higher level of education of the capital residents, and to the higher intensity of information flows in Moscow and hence, the deeper involvement of the public in the informational space.

2. In the situation of the weak awareness it is unjust to claim the existence of a steady attitude toward NGOs, rather the public opinion takes shape of vague notions and intuitive estimations. Only a small share of the respondents could give a formally correct definition of an NGO. Most frequently, people take nonprofit organizations for some governmental, municipal institutions – Russians fail to understand the new public structures that are an essential part of a civil society. 

3. In general, the attitude of the public toward the nonprofit organizations is quite discrepant. The public mind of Russians relates the activity of nonprofit organizations primarily to the resolution of social issues and human rights protection. At the same time, the population does not readily believe in the possibility of public control over the state bodies. Public still believe that the activity of NGOs serves the aims of personal enrichment of private or corporate interests.

4. Paternalist relations with the state hold their share in people’s minds: half of Russians believe that it is the state that should contribute most to the development of the society. Muscovites also tend to the paternalist relations with the state. More than half of the inhabitants of the capital claim that the state should contribute most to the development of the society. On the other hand, it is in Moscow that the largest number of people sees the development of the society as an equal partnership of the state and nonprofit organizations. The fact that Russians keep for NGOs secondary part in this cooperation once again witnesses the immaturity of the civil culture. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy as a positive result that a considerable share (43%) of the citizens admits the importance of the role of NGOs in the development of the society (along with the state).  

5. Russians give the priority to those areas of initiative of nonprofit organizations that deal with the most acute social problems and, on the other hand, affect broader groups of public (assistance to the socially vulnerable groups, children’s care, healthcare and medicine, educations, housing and communal service reforms). The respondents are least interested in such areas as international cultural exchange, independent mass media and preservation of historical and cultural monuments. The estimate of the role and functions of nonprofit organizations proved to be the distinctive feature of the Muscovites. They ascribe more importance to resolution of legal problems: human rights protection is seen as a priority task for NGOs more often than rendering direct assistance to vulnerable groups, while the countrywide results are contrary. 

6. Despite the current low awareness of the public, the activity of nonprofit organizations has a potentially strong support basis. Such a basis for the “third sector” can consist of the 20% (the share of socially active citizens) to 40% (the share of citizens that favor the activity of NCOs) of Russians. At the same time, only a radical reinforcement of informational policy of the nonprofit organizations can help realize this potential. This policy must aim at explanation of the principles of operation, functions and tasks of NGOs and formation of a positive attitude toward them. To pursue this goal, special organizations like associations or NGO unions must obviously be founded to implement the informational policies in the interests of all NGOs.

Relations between government bodies and donor (grantmaking) organizations

Results of qualitative research (detailed interview)

Deep research (interview) was taken from seven respondents, representatives of government bodies. The goal of the interview is to reveal expectations and evaluation of charity organizations by the State.

Actual relations between the State and grantmaking organizations that tackle social problems

The poll revealed that representatives of government bodies often know nothing about activity of donor organizations. First of all it is due to the fact that “activity of donors cannot be seen”, there is little information about them and also because the respondents (except for two of them) do not deal directly with charity organizations. Still the committees that tackle social issues receive requests to help in resolution of this or that issue. “In this case we send them to various funds. We have been asked to help in operating a child with cancer. On behalf of the Federal Assembly we applied to the Gorbachev Foundation that is said to deal with such problems, but the application was rejected. There are lots of examples of such declines, namely declines to the Federal Assembly. It turns out that there are no charity organizations”. Among the polled representatives of the state bodies only three were aware of the Donors Forum. Russian organizations have hardly been mentioned in the interview. 

At the same time, many respondents claim that the state welcomes cooperation. A typical position of a state representative: “We are ready to cooperate with any public organizations, any governmental institutions of foreign countries. We keep in touch with those who apply to us, we hold meetings and discussions. As for financial support, we hardly use any funds of Russian or foreign foundations”. Many of the respondents mentioned that a positive tendency is observed in the relations of state bodies of Moscow and other regions of Russia with donor organizations.  

Do you agree that donor organizations should cooperate with the authorities? In what shape and in what areas should such cooperation be realized?

Many of the respondents believe that nowadays, as the state performs the social security reform, the assistance of donor organizations is most necessary. “The social security reform not only aims at rendering help to the public, but also at sharing on a competitive basis of many social security functions, that previously belonged to the state exclusively, with the nonprofit sector”. Another supporting argument: “A donor activity is extremely important and necessary, because it assists the development of civil society. Donor organizations occupy the segment that neither market nor the state can take at present – the segment of resolution of social problems in the areas most narrow, most ungrateful, most inaccessible for the budget: working with neglected children, social and environmental research. The state often lacks funding for such projects, nor is the business interested in their resolution”. There is one more important point that the state cannot realize all the spectrum of actions and projects related to charity in the broadest sense. “Every state, even the richest one, has neglected children, disabled people not involved in special programs. Charity is the very institution that can fill the gap in the governmental activity. That’s why charity institutions are the favorable medium that can fill the vacuum in the areas where the state doesn’t reach yet.” One of the respondents also emphasized that this flaw is inherent not only to Russia: “Yes, Russia has a lot of problems connected with lack of funding. But this lack is inherent even to the richest countries”. 

The majority of state representatives believe that the donors must initiate the cooperation: “The state develops and exists well without donor organizations. So they must put all the effort for the state to learn about them.” 

Combination of donors’ priorities with the real/potential needs of the society

According to the respondents nowadays the most acute directions of charity are social projects, researches in this area, ecology, protection of children’s rights, motherhood and childhood, problems of refugees and migrants, fight against drug addiction and alcoholism, fight against poverty, support of the poor, support of priority science fields, research in the field of legal practice and also the practice that secures principles of legal state formation.

Activity of donor organizations should be maximum transparent. The respondents believe that charity organizations should publish reports about their activity and speak about what is going on in their organizations. At the same time the majority of respondents do not welcome monopoly investment performed by one or two donors: “It irritates that Soros Foundation and TACIS are dominating. A question arises concerning their real motives, why they do it and why only they do it”.

Social committees and departments and humanitarian ministries can preform joint activity of the State and donor orgaizations. Many ministries, subjects of the Federation express their desire to cooperate, but it is necessary to define the priority fields. “Now they mostly invest in the projects that are not really unimportant but are of purely political nature. These are projects of Soros and TACIS. This interference in home affairs of Russia cannot help causing negative attitude”. The respondents think that the activity that deals with resolution of social issues should be agreed upon, as there are a number of delicate areas where without prior consultations a donor can find himself in an awkward position. Donors’ activity and charity are highly important as an element of civil society development and development of the third sector but they should not deal with politics. Moreover one should keep in mind that there are areas where one can work only in close contact with the State.

At the same time some of the respondents said that donors should themselves define the area they are going to support. “Nobody can tell you how to spend the money. One of them gives the money for scientific researches, the second – for medicines for diabetics, the third – for children’s homes. Not everyone can afford charity but it is wonderful that there are saint people in different area of human activity who do it”. The respondent explains his view by the fact that “for a normal person, rich or poor, it is an impulse of soul to help the fellow-creatures. Any of us at least once in his life helped people just on an impulse and not governed by egoistic considerations”. Donors appear to perform this “emotional upsurge”. That is why charity institutions Donors Forum are necessary for well-off people to express their emotional upsurges.

New tendency: Russian donor organizations appear

Respondents also noted that the majority of grantmaking organizations working in Russia are Western ones and the reaction of Russians is sometimes very complex. Form the point of view of abilities and experience Russian donor organizations cannot be compared with Western colleagues yet. But “nowadays Russian companies get to their feet, receive some income and like all normal enterprisers Russian ones spend some of it on charity projects”. The projects are realized in various fields: support of science, culture and social projects. The respondents also noted such a positive tendency as appearance of charity organizations not only in large cities but also in small towns “not marked with oil fields”.

At the same time the respondents noted that there is no culture of charity activity in Russia. Very often fraud is discovered in this field, which lays a shadow on all charity organizations. “But if we had several financial pyramids it does not mean that all companies have ill intensions. Anyone with great probability can say whether an organization is fraudulent or not. Still people normally have no time to think it over and watch. That is why internationally recognized organizations that already implemented some projects and show successful results of their activity are the very social institutions that the society needs.”

The respondents think it is still necessary to work over the present image of donor. It is necessary that the information about their activity becomes more open, available for the society; it is necessary to inform about the projects they are implementing or going to implement.

State support of philanthropy: pros and cons

In this aspect views of respondents differ. Some of them believe that sponsors and donors and also various grants and projects are necessary for development of our society. The State cannot tackle all the problems. Thus cooperation with donor organisations helps to find mechanisms that could bring these imperfections to nothing or at least make them considerably smaller. In addition conservatism is peculiar of any State. Hence normally modern and effective methods of social work management arise in private sector. 

Other respondents think that the State will change its policy towards donors only when it sees that “some serious organizations appeared that would take responsibility for their actions”.

The State should also undertake the initiative to organize round table meetings or launch a council where the three sides, the State, public organizations and donors, are represented.

Control after the results of the project

Respondents believe that sometimes donors’ help is not enough. It is also necessary to see to the process of implementation of the project where the money was invested. Special charity institutions that are not well developed in Russia according to the respondents should undertake this function. It would considerably facilitate the work of the State if it had a developed net of institutions and could more or less approximately speak about what requires first and foremost attention. In particular cooperation between government bodies and donor organizations may be of help in this issue as the State could define the most acute social problems and donor organizations would help to resolve them.

Principles of taxation of donor organizations

Practically all the respondents believe that Russian legislation does not welcome philanthropy in Russia. This is the reason for small quantity of Russian donor organizations. Russian Taxation code does not give serious privileges and preferences to donor organizations that spend money to support this or that charity project or social program. Hence step-by-step changes in the legislations are required for donor organizations to occupy a respectable place in social life so that there appeared a specific category of donor organizations that get the privileges as a result of their activity. A special legal regime should be launched for charity organizations. One of the respondents suggested the following principle: “Set the limit of up to 10-15% of income to be spent on charity without being subject to taxation”. The State on the executive level should create proper financial environment for implementation of these projects. 

However the respondents note that the government is not planning to make these changes now. Launching special taxation regimes always results in power abuse. “At the moment the task of consolidation of financial resources and fiscal approach to taxation prevail in the government”. The State sees no ways of resolving the issue of donors’ taxation. “Earlier everything historically belonged to the State. Private capital is just 10 years old. Perhaps somebody learned to work properly but as YUKOS example shows – not yet. First we should abide by taxation rules and then think about something else. Now taxation policy of the State is correct, taxes don’t make a large part of a company’s budget and it still has enough funds to develop. It is premature to implement reforms till there appears tax culture and until every tax-payer understand the necessity to pay taxes”.

Conclusions

1. The majority of respondent positively evaluate activity of charity organizations. Donors’ help is required to develop civil society in Russia and tackle acute social problems. At the same time it would be preferable if donor organizations could coordinate their activity and set priorities together with government bodies especially in the areas where political sphere is concerned.

2. Some of the respondents think that the initiative of cooperation with government bodies should come from charity organizations as the State itself can resolve all its problems. 

3. Activity of donor organizations should be more open for mass community. At the moment many government structures are not aware (or know very little) of existence of charity organizations and their activity. Usually negative attitude of government bodies towards donor organizations is explained by this factor. 

4. Many representatives of government bodies think that favorable conditions, in particular a privileged taxation regime, should be implemented for charity activity. However the State does not see any resolution of this problem so far. On the other hand some respondents believe that the privileges will result in corruption growth. 

5. For better cooperation between government bodies and donor organizations the respondents suggested launching a council that would regularly hold round-table meetings where the three sides, the state representatives, public organizations and donors, would be represented.

Appendix

Respondents:

1. Baygereev Marat, head of public income policy of the Department of Public Income and Living Standard of the Ministry of Labor and Social Development of the Russian Federation.
2. Dementyeva Larissa, deputy head of department in HIV/AIDS Surveillance Organization of the Federal Consumer Rights and Well-being Surveillance Agency.

3. Mikhalev Igor, head of the machinery of the Social Policy Committee of the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation.

4. Suslova Marina, chief expert of the Public Relations Committee of Moscow.

5. Tyurkin Mikhail, deputy head of the Federal Migration Service of the Ministry of Domestic Affairs of the Russian Federation.

6. Khazin Andrey, member of the Federal Assembly’s Natural Monopolies Commission, member of the Federal Assembly’s Rural & Nutrition Policy Committee, member of the Federal Assembly’s Commission for Control of Maintenance Support of Federal Assembly’s.

7. Chuyev Andrey, deputy head of the Russian Federation State Duma’s Public Unions and Religious Organizations Committee.

Attitude of NGOs to donor organizations

Results of a focus group

The goal of the focus group is to reveal the range of opinions of NGOs representatives about donor organizations. A group deep focused interview (focus-group) lasted for two hours and included 10 respondents. Working experience in nonprofit non-governmental organizations (minimum five years) and the level of their awareness of donors’ activity was taken into consideration.

Methods

During the focused interview the moderator used the following techniques of correcting a group discussion: readdressing questions, quoting of the mentioned earlier, using direct questions and questions “why”, neutralization of the leader effect. Revealing the necessary information, which was mentioned above as a goal of the research, we used the technique of a flexible interview and comparison of the situation in question with prior experience of a respondent, drawing parallels between experience of a respondent and the discussed situation. 

Parallel analysis was used as a means of information processing as it allows having a multi-stages work in formal focus groups where the discussion follows a planned scheme. Since the problematic areas and the goals of the research have already been formulated deep research of the main blocks of questions devoted to the object of the research gave a more precise definition. This we encoded the received results and attached all the materials to give a full picture of the research object. The data was structures and summarized and also correlation between the basic variables (interconnection between the main issues) was set.

Description of the focus group participants

Most of the respondents work in nonprofit non-governmental organizations. All the respondents work in nonprofit sector for at least five years. Three of them have experience of work in NGOs of over 14 years, two of them – over 12 years and three other – over 10 years. This index allows us to conclude that the focus group participants know the particulars of the field, have an idea about the problems and can suggest ways of their resolution.

Division into Russia and Western donor organizations

The majority of respondents receive support from Western donor organizations. At the same time they are supported by state institutions (8 people). Only three of them received help form Russian companies. Respondents noted that this result might be due to staff problem: the majority of NGOs are short of specialists and services that would professionally establish partnership with donors. The only exception is work with state institutions. NGOs have been working with them quite professionally and received money for their activity from the state budget (mostly from Ministries and departments).

Distinguishing features of donor organizations

The participants named the following distinguishing features of charity organizations:

· strategy (3 persons);

· mechanisms of financing and control (2 persons);

· priority directions of financing (2 persons);

· innovation of the applied technology (2 persons);

· desire and ability to invest without getting material welfare in return (1 person);

· provider of somebody’s interests, making someone else to solve the problems (1 person).

Distinguishing features of NGOs

The participants named the following distinguishing features of nonprofit organizations:

· implementation of socially important programs alternative to the sate ones; making the state perfect its services (3 persons);

· priority of the social over the material (3 persons);

· lack stable income source (2 persons);

· motivation of the staff to resolve social problems (1 person);

· informal approach to work and cooperation with exterior partners (1 person);

· aimed at getting the money and not making a commercially successful product and spending money on resolution of socially important issues (1 person).

Role of NGOs in social reforms

Respondents unanimously believe that the State should consider NGOs a resource that gives opportunities (sometimes even better ones) to tackle social issues. The participants made the following statements to support this view:

· “NGOs main goal is to make the authorities decide that it is high time to undertake social reforms”;

· “NGOs have huge research resources. Before the State pays attention to a problem we have already done the hard work and now we need investments and tools to solve this problem. In our turn we already have the required specialists”;

· “NGOs are an indicator of problems of the society. It takes you years to recognize this status of NGOs. Now the State should at least listen to us and use our experience instead it moves parallel to us and tackles the same problems but wastes more money and our taxes”.

Respondents also stood for public expertise of new bills and noted that one can participate in a social reform more effectively via contacts with the executive power.

Combining priorities of donor organizations with real social needs

In the issue of correspondence between priorities of donor organizations and real society needs views of the respondents varied as follows:

· four respondents noted that often there is no correspondence;

· six people qualified work of donor organizations in this respect as satisfactory. Respondents of this group also noted that often donor organizations are quicker to answer social demands of the public and timely provide their support while the State is late with its resolutions. “A National Committee on fighting HIV under the Russian Federal Assembly was launched they planned to resolve this problem in one year. We have been fighting it for three years… The State cannot properly estimate a problem. Authorities suggest decision of global problems but a problem should be tackled step-by-step”.

Their opponents believe that donor organizations also suffer from bureaucracy: they cannot react quickly to the arising challenges unlike NGOs that are more mobile, quickly find resources and more often resort to State assistance.

There is another question in this block concerning a donor’s mechanism of choosing an addressee of its aid. Many respondents admit that donors should have their own priorities and policy and regardless of the choice of the problem it will bring positive results. Any donor organization that came with its priorities can organize a competition and choose the performers of the project on a competitive basis. The participants named the following problems: “Donor organizations do not and will not have a mechanism of the situation analysis in Russia that would let to define the basic needs of the society”, “There are no places for views exchange, people meet only at international conferences”.

Participants of the focus group also noted that very often there arises a situation when donors ignore some important problems. Respondents supposed that it can be explained by lack of interest to a particular area, lack of “prestige” or “respectability” of the issue that does not correspond to a donor’s image: “Some three years ago donors supported homeless children but not the children from small towns who may potentially join the group of drug addicts and homeless children. In other words they do not spend money on prevention”. At the same time quite often a certain issue becomes popular for some reasons and then all the donors support it. Sometimes this “massive” support does not meet the real demands of the society. For example “home violence” may be referred to these issues. It was noted that very few foreign funds invested into tackling the problems of handicapped children and protection of children’s right in general. Russian donor organizations could find funds for it but they spend very small sums, besides Russian donors are not really interested in real effectiveness of their investments. They just consider some problems not prestigious, for example financing programs of aid to mentally defected children. That is why there is a tendency when Russian NGOs working with seriously ill children are closed.

Legislation

Many respondents noted that donors should lobby the idea of granting tax privileges to the organizations that provide funds for resolution of social problems in the institutions of the executive power. It is necessary to create the favorable taxation environment for charity organizations. Respondents noted that before the present tax code was adopted the conditions for donors’ support of NGOs were much better (today’s code is “a means to suppress NGOs as we literary cannot pay taxes”). In particular the program of Moscow government when the money could be spent on charity instead of paying taxes was noted as a positive experience. It is a good scheme if a person can send part of his taxes to a charity organization, even though it generated corruption. “It is necessary that indulgence of taxation regime does not help companies launder the money. It justifies the State policy of keeping everything under control. Our pennies open sources for their millions as NGOs are often launched for money-laundering”.

Cooperation of donor organizations with expert society

Many respondents noted that donors should coordinate their efforts and also listen to the opinion of the expert society.

Donor organizations, especially those working in Russia have had for a long time their list of tried authoritative experts. Coordination of donors’ work will help them find the necessary experts. Especially it concerns the funds that have just come to the market and “are trying to take the same hard knocks as their predecessors”. Here they also stress the problem of professionalism and responsibility of experts that estimate the applications coming to the grantmaking competitions. 

There are a number of unprincipled NGOs that file professional applications and hence always receive the grants but do not fulfill what they promise to do. Experts first of all estimate the applications and not the ability of an organization to implement a project. Thus certain careless organizations can do much harm to the image of all the NGOs society. Thus the respondents think there should be a list of tried experts who would help donor organizations to estimate the situation.

Information transparency of donor organizations

Practically all the questioned require a data bank on donor organizations and information about grants and competitions. They noted that mass media practically do not cover activity of donor organizations and information about international grantmaking organizations comes late. The main source of information for NGOs is Internet sites of donors and more seldom information agencies, information form other friendly organizations and professional contacts. Many respondents hold the opinion that donor organisations are closed ones.  

The respondents suggested creating a site that would accumulate this kind of information and everybody could subscribe to newsletters. They also stressed that donor organizations should work out their PR strategy. The majority of respondents believe PR strategy is necessary for more effective work of donor organizations. It would let the grantimaking organizations consistently promote ideas of charity. At the moment low level of awareness about donor organizations can be seen among the people. That is why people are prejudiced against Western companies that invest NGOs. We should work with the population in order to familiarize people with donors’ activity. The participants also stressed that not the fund or its program should be advertised but the donors’ activity itself. A joint campaign of charity organizations and NGOs aimed at a Russian citizen is required. It is important to hold meetings with the people who take decisions in the regions and not only with people from the organization that donors give the money to. Propaganda of partnership between donor organizations and NGOs and advertising successful examples are required. “If donors want to promote not only the field of their activity but also contribute to development of democracy and civil society we should join efforts. One can do it at the regional level. Many regional programs began when representatives of donor organizations arrived, met NGOs, the administration, analyzed the market and then jointly decided where to invest. This scheme is much better than the situation when a grant unnoticed comes to the region and nobody knows where the help comes from and who provided the money”.

Conclusions

1. Respondents would like to see perfection of taxation and legislation fields, well-grounded approach to the choice of priority directions, better cooperation between donor organizations, NGOs and government bodies and more transparent information about activity of charity organizations among the system changes that could contribute to positive changes in philanthropy.

2.  The majority of respondents estimated appearance of Russian grantmaking organizations as a positive tendency. 

3. The research allows drawing conclusions concerning the level of NGOs activity in trying to attract donors’ funds. Though help from donors is the main source of income for many NGOs and allows then implement socially important projects, their position in fund raising remains passive. On the one hand it might be due to limited number of information sources about donor organizations and projects they carry out. On the other hand it can be explained by the widespread opinion that the initiative of help should come from the donors. 

4. Practically all the respondents agree that donor organizations should coordinate their efforts, exchange of experts and agree on priority areas for financing.

5. A PR strategy should be worked out and complemented and also topical information companies should be held for successful promotion of the values that donors stand for and also in order to change the image of charity organizations in general, especially the Western ones. 

Research group ZIRCON

Research group ZIRCON is an independent private company founded in 1989 by experts of several academic institutes of social profile. The group specializes in research and consulting in applied sociology.

The areas of expertise (topical specializations) of ZIRCON group are:

· Sociological  and marketing research, 

· Informational and analytical services, 

· Political consulting, 

· PR-campaign development, 

· Publishing. 

Zircon also makes expert examinations of sociological and marketing investigations, performs business consulting (mostly on marketing and advertisement), provides recommendations on effective use of political and social technologies.
ZIRCON is a full member of the association of political consulting centers (APCC), public opinion and market researchers guild (GIOMIR) and the «union of market and public opinion researchers » (OIROM).
www.zircon.ru 

Agency of Social Information 

Agency of Social Information (ASI) is a specialized agency that provides information support to civil initiatives. 

The main fields of ASI activity are connected with gathering and distribution of information about civil initiatives in Russia, events in social sphere valuable for the society and activity of non-governmental nonprofit organizations (NGOs): 

· Information support of social and charity actions, social projects of NGOs and business including information sponsorship of the events; 

· PR-events devoted to various social issues and events in social sphere, the third sector and social activity of the business sector;

· Information and PR campaigns devoted to selected social issues, activity of public organizations and social business;

· Seminars and trainings;

· Publishing activity;

· Working out social policy of companies;

· Making social reports for companies.

www.asi.org.ru
Donors Forum

The Donors Forum is a coalition of private and public Russian and foreign grantmaking organizations that actively implement the Forum’s mission through their cooperation. The first meetings of the Forum were held on 1996. In 2002 the Forum was registered as a legal entity, nonprofit partnership of grantmaking organizations.

The mission of the Donors Forum is to enhance the effectiveness of organized grantmaking that is aimed at supporting the development of a democratic, civil society in Russia.

The Donors Forum accomplishes the mission by

· Organizing network interaction and information exchange between donor organizations;

· providing a timely access to useful information concerning the donor activity;

· promoting charity standards;

· representing interests of the donor community before public organizations and authorities;

· rendering various services to support informational development of the Donors Forum members.

The major forms of work of the Donors Forum are regular meetings, an annual conference, and distribution newsletters with information necessary for day-to-day work of the donors’ community. 

www.donorsforum.ru
The Donors Forum
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