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Figure 7. The spectrum of positive and negative institutional characteristics.

These distilled perceptions of the “good of informal” and the “bad of formal”
institutions do, however, point out to a stark divergence from, if not direct opposition to,
each other, shedding some light on the tensions between the two kinds of institutions and
the reactions they tend to produce in society. The contrast of these varied perceptions is

illustrated in Figure 8.

Figure 8. The ‘good’ informal and ‘bad’ formal institutional perceptions contrasted.
Coupled with other environmental factors, such as unceasing political instability

and undulating economic crises, these tensions create a precarious environment for civil
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society. They either cause the society to civically “implode,” creating a largely apathetic
and disengaged polity (“What is the use of even trying, if the government will do its own
thing, and we do not really have any effect on the developments?”), or to civically
“explode,” via revolutions and mass protests (“This abuse of government is unbearable,
we have no choice but to protest and accept the consequences — the future looks no better
anyway!”). These tendencies are not necessarily a healthy path to building a stable
society that is civil. With the former arrangement silencing the diverse voices and
reducing the mass energy necessary to propel social and political change, causing
stagnation and deterring progress; and the latter — having both destructive, as well as
constructive, outcomes: while holding the government to greater account and
momentarily fueling social capital and cooperation, it also opens space for radical voices
and fracturing agendas, all the while putting entire systems in shock, even compromising
state sovereignty (Minakov 2015), via drastic and sweeping transformations.
Combinations of these forces continually shape the spectrum of attitudes towards
civic engagement — oscillating between apathy and outrage — and, currently, the situation
surrounding civic engagement in Ukraine is both discouraging and hopeful. On the one
hand, there are dedicated idealists, often prepared for ultimate sacrifice in the name of
building the “good society” that embodies equality, cooperation, lawlessness, and
transparency, and on the other — the antagonistic formal institutions cultivating an
apathetic population, and even intentionally hindering the participation of the civically-
predisposed active population by curbing dissent. The civic engagement potential in

Ukraine, as Euromaidan has yet again demonstrated, is greater than what is being
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expressed in everyday practice by ordinary citizens. How is this latent potential
disguised and how can it be ultimately realized?
Black Sheep, Gray Herds, and Big Bad Wolves

While civil society activists (both involved in service and advocacy) are not
numerous, according to this study’s participants’ perceptions, they are fiercely committed
to their missions, in stark contrast to the unengaged masses who do not understand the
value of civic engagement, or even see their ability to instill change. A respondent
observed [R56]: “Right now the people became more mobilized, after [2013-14 Maidan].
However, it is still a small faction of society.”

The “Soviet-like” paternalistic mindsets persist in society (as demonstrated by
individuals accustomed to rely upon government to resolve all social and infrastructural
issues), especially among the older population and in the industrial areas of Ukraine
where survival is more dependent on the “big boss” than in rural and agricultural regions
where individuals can survive off their land. Study respondents, often spoke in
frustration about the apathetic, “Soviet” type of individual; two commented illustratively:

R61: For so many years, everything was handled by these people, those

appointed [by the government]. In other words, if you are not some big

boss, but simply a neighbor, who the heck are you? The same nobody like

me. In other words, there is very little faith in the possibility of people
joining together and actually getting something accomplished.

R42: Everyone understands that if we remodel the building’s entrance and
install new plastic windows, everyone will be warmer. But then people
start noticing: someone can give money, and the pensioners cannot. We
understand [the pensioner] and begin talking to him, offering a deferred
payment system, but he says: ‘No, if this were a government’s
responsibility, like during Soviet Union, then this would have been done
for free.” And now we have a situation: “‘Why do I have to pay for him?...
And it is impossible to come to a common decision. ... People continue
wanting for this to be done for them. We do not have experience of
having deliberations from the point of compromise.

2
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There is an apparent tension between the two kinds of society — the “Soviet” and
the “modern” — often trailed by the lack of understanding and even resentment. Civil
society actors find themselves as instigators of that struggle, feeling vastly outnumbered
and frequently overwhelmed. The apathy and indifference were particularly discouraging
to the interviewees in this study; several attested:

R42: In other words, they are such ‘white crows’ who need more than the

others, and all others lament that life is pain, that everything is bad, all is
lost.

R23: | have youth here, who are just as crazy as their leader [meaning
interviewee herself]. [While other] people need nothing else; they have
one problem: eat, [shit,] and die — like a hamster.

R56: | highly respect these people, people who are actually doing
something in this life, meaning the organizers of such [voluntary
organizations]. ... But there are also people who think differently from us,
and perhaps even deride us somewhat. There is a faction of population
who are indifferent, and this scares me. | have always feared such
position — indifference.

Thus, aside from the contemporary economic and political factors, the Soviet
“legacies” hindering the general public’s civic engagement, as represented by this
tension, and as discussed by various scholars focusing on post-communist civil society
dynamics (Gatskova & Gatskov 2015; Pop-Eleches & Tucker 2016; Howard 2003), rings
true in this research. Most of the previous studies, however, tended to focus on the
apathetic population and their reasons for not engaging, rather than on the active part of
society, and, even more importantly, the tension between the two, that can potentially
propel normative and institutional change.

The Soviet “legacies” continue to be reinforced, tacitly and overtly, by various
formal institutions (in all sectors of society to different degrees) by upholding the

“Soviet-style” relationship dynamic characterized by a “big boss” promising to take care
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of all needs and social ills in exchange for conformity (or at least lack of express dissent),
and the society either expecting and being disappointment with the actuality of the
promised results, or engaging in informal activities, knowing almost certainly that what is
being promised will never be delivered. The Ukrainian government, for the most part,
has not shown genuine interest in the existence of a robust civil society, despite multiple
formal gestures to foster its development (Yanukovych’s presidential decree Ne
212/2012, “On strategy of governmental policies aimed at supporting the development of
civil society in Ukraine, initial steps of realization,” for instance; the creation of formal
civic councils; updating and streamlining formal regulation of CSOs; to name a few),
most of which have remained mainly on the level of formality, without genuine
engagement or support. Overall, depending on the level of authoritarian tendencies in the
past quarter century, the government has been either largely ignoring or actively curbing
the activities of various civil society initiatives, organizations, and coalitions (U.S.
Department of State 2000-16; Freedom House 2000-16; study data). Despite momentous
gains of the various civil revolutions and mass protests against corruption and inequity in
Ukraine, and with fragmentary and insignificant exceptions, the general relationship
dynamic between Ukraine’s state and civil society has been one of mutual distrust and
disengagement (Razumkov Centre 2013; Palyvoda & Golota 2010; D’ Anieri 2010;
Stewart 2009).

Similar dynamics are being played out in the business sector. While cooperation
between the business sector and civil society on an informal level has revealed the
capacity to yield tangible results (e.g., massive support of Euromaidan protesters by

middle-class entrepreneurs), the formal business sector (especially the oligarchs) has
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either not been utilizing the cooperation potential with civil society, or has been trying to
covertly coopt popular civil society actors for financial and political gain (Minakov 2015;
study data). Thus, the relationship dynamic with business sector has not, thus far,
resulted in the norms of trust, cooperation, and collaboration in general, with the
exception of informal, episodic engagement.

Finally, the philanthropic community, to a certain degree, has also been slow to
embrace more liberal forms of relationship with civil society, likewise promulgating
rather paternalistic (i.e. providing funding based on the pre-determined funding criteria,
rather than co-creating development strategies in conjunction with civil society groups)
or even clientelistic (funding the same prominent organizations year after year)
approaches to stimulating change. Furthermore, the foreign funding institutions’
definitions of effectiveness and accountability do not always reflect the culturally-
congruent models of the grassroots civil society. Consequently, either the marginal
voices (those that are not represented by established formal CSOs) are not being taken
into account for the lack of engagement with the aid community, or civil society actors
continue finding ways to circumvent the formal regulations attached to institutional
funding in order to address the practical realities of their work on the ground (as
discussed in Chapter 3).

The dynamics popularly associated with Soviet “legacies” — formal institutions’
paternalistic relationship with society, corruption, apathy, and distrust — may or may not
be alleviated simply by waiting out for the generational shift to take place, as conjectured
by various post-Soviet civil society scholars (Pop-Eleches & Tucker 2013, Howard

2003), in view of the various environmental factors that continue to persist for Ukraine’s
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civil society 26 years after the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Concerted efforts across
all societal sectors would have to take place to establish and uphold new norms replacing
the Soviet-style relationships in order to break this vicious cycle. Civil society actors, at
least those participating in this study, see their direct and indirect role in continuing to
change these outmoded norms.
Seedlings of Normative Change

Civil society actors in Ukraine attempt to redefine their role in society, testing
different strategies and approaches to instilling change. Some persist meeting these
challenges head on by attempting to alter the formal institutions, others exit formal
processes when those fail, creating alternative institutions in the informal domain.
Importantly, today’s generation of activists sees their role reaching beyond their
immediate missions of service and advocacy. They see themselves as agents of long-
term change: advancing shifts in public consciousness and transformation of society,
renegotiating public-private relationships, and redefining social contracts. Civil society
actors see their direct and indirect role in breaking the cycle of apathy and changing the
corrupt outdated systems. Interviewees conveyed:

R54: It is here and now that we are forming the new civil society, it is here

and now that the new paradigm of relationship between citizens and
government is being formed.

R5: People change but the system remains. We, volunteers, have to do
something to help, to change something, to act. Volunteering is that
change for the better. With our kindness, with our positive actions we
have to charge others and entice them to replicate it. ... If people see what
you are doing is right, they will copy you, and, little by little, with this
warm current we can warm the whole ocean.

Various respondents conveyed having a sense of a higher mission: aside from

providing the necessary services or advocating important issues, they saw their role in
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fostering the values of patriotism and social responsibility in society. This is being
accomplished either by engaging the adult population who would pass the spirit of
volunteering onto their children; visiting secondary schools to convey to the students
about the work they are doing; and simply leading by example. While nurturing civic
values begins, foremost, within families, activists see their potential in contributing to
instilling these values from without; several interviewees conveyed:

R67: ...perhaps this would sound bold, but right now we are working on
forming the kind of society that should be and that will be in the future.
We are beginning, little by little, to pull people out, and people become
interested, people begin entering the civic life of our town, people become
interested in processes transpiring in this town, how this town works, what
kinds of problems it has, how we can help the town, how we can improve
our immediate surroundings. People begin associating and the very civil
society is emerging, the one that everyone is talking a lot about but
nobody can say where this society is and of what it consists.

R11: From these seedlings, like these women for instance, sprout the
[charitable] foundations. ... This stems from the children and a lot
depends on their parents. Right now, it is the parents that have to foster
patriotism in their children, to lead by example, that is number one.
Because to talk about it and not to exemplify it, that does not work.

R5: We travel to schools, in small municipalities, in villages. We give
open lectures in these schools. Tell them what war is, why they have to do
well at school to change this country, that they need to love this country.
And in this way, we raise this spirit beginning in childhood, this is want
we, as volunteers, can do.

Respondents noted specifically about their work changing people’s
consciousness, and this being an important part of what they do. This is an especially
important task for civil society as, according to the interviewees, the government does not
fulfill its role in fostering positive civic values, if not downright impeding their
development (e.g., lack of civic education in secondary schools, propaganda-filled
government-owned television, corruption and impermeability of political systems, etc.).

Respondents used illustrative phrases to describe these aspirations, including “we need to
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raise people up” (R29), “we need to jump start this process to change people’s
consciousness” (R50), “I was able to help shift awareness” [of animal rights] (R57); as
well as reporting to launch initiatives filling the gap of government’s failure to “develop
critical thinking” especially among rural populations (R44).

Social transformation towards the “good society” is a complex and arduous
process in the context characterized by turbulent history and contemporary developments,
such as Ukraine. Civil society actors understand that to instill a positive change, some
sweeping transformations in the Ukrainian governance systems, and the society’s
relationship with its state, are crucial. This stimulates the creation of advocacy groups
and initiatives, and many service-focused groups also reported being compelled to take
part in the policy-development process. In order to achieve the “good society,” the
government needs to be able to secure social contracts and foster value-based institutions,
something that is glaringly compromised in Ukraine at the present. This study’s
respondents reported having an understanding of the importance such developments for
the future sustainability of the sector, attesting:

R60: My dream is for 10-15% of people to be the activists, and all the rest

would be the empathetic supporters. This would be ideal. But I think that

the government will infiltrate all this, it is so used to stealing. They go

there not to be of use to society, but to [make profit] for themselves. And

they do this exceedingly well. If this remains, then the society will roll
back to the same level of apathy that used to be before...

R5: If before we thought that those [corrupt politicians/oligarchs] would
make decisions for us, right now we understand that for the politicians it is
business. We understand that it is the second front of our resistance.

That being said, civil society alone, as Edwards rightly (2014) concludes, cannot
achieve the “a society that is civil.” Social change takes time, painstaking effort, and

monumental energy expended across sectoral and institutional boundaries. Currently, the
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efforts of instilling positive change towards the creation of democratic systems of the
“good society,” is brimming with challenges and setbacks, and there does not appear to
be sufficient will across the sectors to institute the necessary sweeping reforms in an
expeditious manner. Respondents in this study conveyed a mix of optimism and
pessimism regarding their expectations of future developments. Some emphasized their
understanding that change is necessary, but also that it is a long-term process and that
resistance by those who do not want to change is inherent in this development.
Respondents conveyed:

R67: ...this is a transitional period, we just need to live through it, really.
Nothing bad about it, this is a transformation of society and power. And
what is happening right now is a withdrawal, there is nothing surprising or
extraordinary in this, and all is lost and we are all being had, etc. We just
need to understand that this is transformation.

R5: This is the main task for the volunteers. Not only to help, clothe, feed,
cure. Certainly, this is also accomplished through volunteerism, but in
order to have more volunteers we need to develop this direction [of
fostering patriotism] as well. This is a very long process and someone has
to start it, and the sooner the better.

In sum, when expanding the boundaries of Ukraine’s civil society sector by
including the informal action as both part, as well as kind of civil society, our assessment
and understanding of its strengths and weaknesses in the Ukrainian context likewise
expand. First, given the less than ideal (if not antagonistic) political, economic and
societal factors, including the challenging legal and enforcement frameworks, staggering
poverty levels, and the persisting “Soviet legacies” fomenting civic apathy, the informal
civil society institutions that are inherently mobile, flexible, “lean and mean,” and
relatively independent, may be the key to existence and survival for many grassroots

voluntary organizations, groups and initiatives. Informal civil society’s family-like
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values, characterized by personal engagement, mutuality, transparency and trust,
potentially could be the missing link in the process of engaging the apathetic and
unengaged polity more actively in civic life.

The road to a “good society” in Ukraine, undoubtedly, is a long and arduous one.
Informal civic activists, while feeling vastly outnumbered, often burnt-out and
discouraged (and even personally embattled), see their role in contributing their part of
paving that road. It will take concerted effort, spanning far beyond the capacity of civil
society, however, to eventually build the appropriate institutions that would foster public
trust and cooperation, providing impetus for engaging more widespread civic
participation in public processes. Governmental institutions, to start, need vast and
sweeping reforms to strengthen the rule of law and its enforcement, drastically reduce
corruption, guarantee equitable economic opportunities, as well as begin genuinely
engaging civil society in policy making. Furthermore, a concerted and strategic effort
across all three sectors of society needs to be expanded towards the development of
cultural norms of altruism and civic engagement beginning at schools and families. Can
the espoused positive values of informal associations eventually infuse the formal
institutions? If so, can Ukraine’s civil society potentially co-create these strategies in
collaboration with other sectors in the public sphere?

Public Sphere: Tension, Contention, and Boundaries

Ukraine’s public sphere is a precarious terrain for civil society. Factors distorting
it are abound, including oligarchization and the impermeability of the political systems,
scarcity of independent mass media misrepresenting events and promulgating

propaganda, ongoing military operation in the Donbas and the occupation of Crimea
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traumatizing and polarizing society, the persistent economic crises and staggering
poverty levels, and the prevalent public apathy tendencies discussed above, to name but a
few. At the same time, there are also some dynamic opportunities and positive recent
developments in the country’s public sphere, including heightened levels of volunteerism
and civic participation since 2013-14 Euromaidan, the proliferation of social media
opening alternative channels for communication and information transmission, the
gradual (albeit lagging) implementation of the necessary political, economic and social
reforms, and the relative pro-democratic tendencies of the incumbent Ukrainian
government (comparing, for instance, to Ukraine’s political situation under the preceding
presidency or to some of the country’s neighbors to the north and east where public
sphere is more severely constricted), among others.

When negotiating these challenges and opportunities, civil society in Ukraine
does not have a prominent space in the public sphere, and frequently none at all, with the
exception of mass protests. Furthermore, informality can have both positive and negative
effects on fostering dialogic politics as coined by Jirgen Habermas. Informal
interactions can help transcend the formal boundaries and bureaucratic hurdles, leveling
the playing field and opening alternative spaces for participation and deliberation in
certain contexts. They can also create fractured and disconnected polities focused on
localized issues, even pursuing radical agendas, rather than engaging in open dialogue
and all-inclusive collaboration.

The public sphere lens is perhaps the most challenging one through which to
analyze Ukraine’s informal civil society and its impact, because of the greatly blurred

boundaries between the sectors of society, which also makes the boundary between the



163

private and the public spheres often indistinguishable. It is no less important than the
previous two discussed in this chapter, however, as it broadens our understanding of civil
society in Ukraine and the environment that shapes it. What follows is a discussion of
the informal civil society’s capacities and limitations, as well as boundaries between
public and private spheres.

Capacities, Limitations, and Tensions

The proliferation of informal networks can have both positive and negative effects
on the development of public sphere. On the one hand, informal approach to
communication can help transcend formal barriers of bureaucratized formal institutions.
Interviewees in this study reported that the proliferation of informal networks, and
especially with the upsurge of social media, make cooperation between individuals within
their extended networks of friends and colleagues (but also outside of them) easier and
more efficient, contributing to greater collaboration between organizations, groups, and
initiatives. A respondent conveyed: [R28] “It is very easy right now to find cooperation
between civic organizations and active people. ... Everything happens very fast and
online.”

In Ukraine’s habitually bureaucratic (and, at the same time, informal) society this
is a noteworthy advantage, as the boundaries between organizations and initiatives can be
more permeable through informal communication, cultivating the bridging social capital
between groups. Such bridging communication and activities can have tangible effects
on the developments in the country. Ukraine’s volunteer efforts supplying the Ukrainian
army in the ongoing war, especially at the onset of the conflict, for instance, exemplified

prolific informal communication and bridging between groups, as well as linking with
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both the governmental and business sectors. Tremendous amounts of information has
been exchanged informally, lessening the duplication of efforts, as well as gaps, in
supplying the official and volunteer battalions on the front lines that, ostensibly, played a
crucial role in the preventing the further spread of foreign military incursion and
separatism in the eastern regions.

At the same time, informal networks and their efforts can be fragmented and
exclusionary, inhibiting genuine deliberation in the public sphere. Informal groups and
initiatives can be detached and even isolated from the public sphere, conducting short-
term or narrowly defined projects and relying on small personal networks in their
development and implementation. Interviewees in this study also reported the prevalence

,’6

of “everyone is a hetman” mentality among Ukraine’s civil society actors, often making

it difficult to seek consensus and consolidation when opinions diverge. Overcoming
these hurdles, however, also has positive developmental effects, with civil society actors
seeking consensus and collaboration in achieving common goals, and understanding the
need for tolerance of diverse approaches to building the “good society.” Respondents
conveyed:

R29: In the beginning, this really stressed me out, but then | realized that
everyone who helps, does the right thing. The way he knows that it is
needed. This is a leader, everyone is a leader. ... It is just that I have my
position, and he has his facts. ... All people are different and you can
make your own mistakes.

R67: The main thing is that this has to be an adequate person and you have
to always be ready for a compromise — not to be radically right or radically
left. The most important thing is to know how to listen to others.

® Hetman (ukr. rersman) was the highest military rank in the 16™-18" century Ukraine, and is associated
with elected political power; the idiom represents situations in which participants insist on their individual
approaches/opinions to prevail, rather than participating in shared leadership.
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Informal networks within civil society groups can create mini-coalitions and link
to governmental groups and business entities, potentially playing a pivotal role in the
adoption of new legislation in the parliament. However, such activity can have both
positive and negative outcomes and, as several respondents attested, it can lead to the
development and adoption of legislation that looks good on paper, but in reality is
completely non-functional and subsequently is not enforced. While informal coalitions
between political forces and civil society often do not possess sufficient force and
momentum to instill sweeping change, they do come into existence and can be considered
a positive development in certain contexts. Future studies could focus on the
development and outcomes of such processes to see how their positive effects could be
potentially amplified.

While there is evidence of informal cooperation suggesting the possibility of
linking capital, there is also evidence of government’s direct or tacit subversion of civil
society’s consolidation through governmental agents’ infiltrating and then causing
fractures within notable groups and organizations. Attempts to consolidate civil society
activities have been overtly and covertly hindered by the governmental (and pro-
governmental) forces through an array of subversive formal and informal mechanisms,
including instituting overly burdensome and frequent governmental audits on formal
organizations, spreading distorted information about activities and activists via the
channels of government-owned media, governmental agents’ attending public meetings
and intimidating activists, and even fabricating criminal evidence against leaders of civil
society groups resulting in fines and imprisonment, throughout Ukraine’s independent

history. Going underground for some of these groups is a way of sustaining activity and
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thus retaining voice in the public sphere through informal channels. This is especially
true in situations of explicit contention between government and civil society, such as
during popular protest movements (Krasynska & Martin 2017).

In certain cases, the relationship between government and civil society is not as
explicitly contentious. For instance, partisan politics may be playing out in civic
councils, where political forces attempt to influence the outcomes of municipal initiatives
by implanting “favored” CSOs on civic councils in ways that lack equity and
transparency. In these cases, civil society groups may opt to create alternative
institutions to counterbalance the ineffective, even destructive, civic councils. In
Ukraine, where being official does not always mean being legitimate (Krasynska &
Martin 2017) such alternative publics may carry more weight in communities than the
distrusted official institutions. A respondent in this study, speaking on behalf of one such
informal coalition of organizations, conveyed:

R51: But when there is such a civic council that was organized with a

destructive purpose, we need to counterbalance it with something — if they

start making certain appeals, we need another coalition. Perhaps we have

fewer rights under the law, but we will have much more weight in the
community...

Other groups confront political establishments in different ways attempting to
create and foster true public deliberation, countering the illusion of public discussion
habitually propagated by the municipal authorities. One entirely informal initiative in a
metropolitan area has managed to garner support of a substantial faction of local
community to save an historic park from demolition, reversing the previously approved
(reportedly, in a highly non-transparent manner) city plans to broaden an adjacent road at

the expense of the park. A respondent, one of the leaders of the said initiative, conveyed:
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R38: [before the initiative came into force] There were several public
discussions about this [redevelopment], but in reality, they were not
discussions but, rather, presentations. This is when they came and showed
you the final result, and, in essence, there is no room for your comments.
You understand that this is already the result and that is it. After several
such ‘public discussions,” I understood that nothing changes from these
people to those; in other words, people think they fight for something, but
in reality an illusion is created that they have influence on something.
They can criticize, but there will be no changes and, in the end, we will get
what we get.

After a long and rather heated confrontation and multiple concessions on both
sides of the issue, the initiative accomplished government action based on earnest
feedback from the community that was affected by the outcomes of the process. The
interviewee continued, discussing a new kind of roundtable that was made possible after
months of discussions, protests and official and informal appeals organized by this small
but dedicated group of activists:

R38: This roundtable lasted seven and a half hours, practically without a
break. We had professional moderators, there was live streaming, because
this topic in [our city] has become a heated one, everyone and everywhere
was talking about it, on either side of this issue. ... There were about 200
people in attendance, the [venue] was full and we moved a part of the
people into the library and they were watching it live-streamed, and there
were many people watching it on the internet, and interestingly, everyone
remained until the end. ... It was a very difficult conversation. But it was
on a completely different level, it felt so unusual to speak your mind and
make the arguments in front of the camera, so that everyone hears and
everyone has the same information.

Eventually, a new plan that left the park intact was approved by the municipal
government. This particular case also demonstrated internet and social media’s crucial
role in creating and upholding the public sphere, ensuring that objective information is
presented on all sides of the issue. While internet and social media definitely have

limitations (Morozov 2014, 2012; Hindman, 2008; Robins & Webster, 2004), the online
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tools have been reported by multiple study participants as crucial in their existence in the
public sphere.
Between Private and Public Spheres

This study’s key findings regarding the boundaries between formal and informal
activity, as well as between all three sectors of society, also point to the lack of clear
boundaries between the public and private spheres in Ukraine. These results challenge
Western scholars’ conceptualizations of the public and private spheres, claiming a
distinct separation between the two. Howard (2010), for instance, in his conceptual
diagram depicting the various arenas of democratization (Figure 9) and illustrating
interactions between sectors and spheres of society, specifically separated family

friendship networks from the public sphere.
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Figure 9. “Fig. 1. The arenas of Democratization” (Howard 2010, p. 186).
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Discussing the diagram Howard (2010) particularly emphasized:

The first is the broad distinction between the public and private spheres,
indicated by the solid line separating family and friendship networks, on
the one hand, from civil society and the other four arenas, on the other.
This distinction refers to the important difference between social activities
that are within close and trusted circles, and those that go beyond them to

involve interaction with other forms of social organization in society at
large. (pp. 186-7)

This conceptual view of the private sphere, consisting of family and friendship
networks, as entirely separate from civil, political and economic societies, fails to match
the Ukrainian context, where the boundaries between these spheres of society are highly
blurred, and all three are infused with family and friendship relations. This is not to
claim, of course, that these dynamics are necessarily positive, as they breed corruption
and clientelism in the government, foster nepotism and lower productivity in the business
sector, and create distortions in civil society (see Chapter 2). To alleviate the negative
ramifications of informality, eventually these dynamics should undergo gradual
transformations towards a healthier separation between the public and the private
spheres; currently, however, such blurred boundary is a vital aspect to our understanding
of Ukraine’s public sphere and civil society’s place in it. This lens of informality can
also be extended to other postcommunist contexts in Eastern Europe or elsewhere. It
expands the capacity of researchers to capture more accurately the often invisible ties and
networks shaping individual decisions and collective outcomes.

What do such blurred boundaries between public and private spheres mean for the
public deliberation, as well as citizens’ communicating ideas and demands to the decision
makers in the Ukrainian context? While, by default, they can lack transparency, the
continuously shifting informal networks of activists can also serve as viable avenues for

proposing and passing legislation in the context of Ukraine’s highly flawed political
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system. Several respondents conveyed working informally with representatives of
members of the Ukrainian parliament on various issues that eventually became (or were
on the path to becoming) law. While often begrudgingly, several activists conveyed that
“working the system” through informal means was a more effective way of influencing
public processes via grassroots participation. A respondent imparted on a successful
adoption of legislation by working through informal networks of activists, who had
several personal connections in the parliament as result of the 2013-14 Euromaidan; he
stated:

R46: We were from different organizations, given that our network was

very narrow, we created an initiative group, and proposed the law on

[redacted]... We found an MP who would register the proposed law,
choosing a very compromise-prone one.

The key in this process was to have a trusted circle of friends representing both formal
and informal organizations that advocated for their specific issue and also, within that
circle of friends, to find optimal personal connections to members of the parliament who
would formally effectuate the legislation.

By contrast, several activists also conveyed that going through formal procedural
means, especially on heated advocacy issues, was often met by governmental officials
with unresponsiveness, hostility, and even physical violence and covert intimidation.
Many activists, nevertheless, persisted in pressuring the government through formal
procedures, believing that this approach would eventually start breaking the toxic and
outdated systems. Such activists often become proverbial (if not literal) martyrs of the
system, however, and at least three of this study’s respondents have lost their formal jobs

in the process (two — suffered physical violence and detention), and eventually had to
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find alternative ways of making a living and survival in order to continue their advocacy
initiatives.

The prevalent informality creates a vicious cycle for Ukraine’s public sphere. In
the context where written laws are frequently ineffectual, the efficacy of public
deliberation for their formal adoption comes into serious question, thus lowering citizens’
incentive for participation in public processes. In practicality, it can be more sensible in
citizens’ view, to circumvent the unfavorable law informally than expend tremendous
amounts of energy towards adopting a formal alternative to it that, in all likelihood,
eventually will not be enforced. Potentially high personal price, as noted in the paragraph
above, for formal advocacy activity serves as a further disincentive for participation.
This further complicates our understanding of Ukraine’s public sphere; however, it also
helps explain the prevalent informal civil society dynamics, as well as the general apathy
and low citizen engagement in formal political processes. At the same time, several
advocacy success stories that emerged out of the informal public sphere, and that were
captured in the process of this research study, suggest the trends may be gradually
reversing, offering modest room for optimism.

In short, there is evidence of informal civil society’s active participation in the
public sphere through a variety of formal and informal means. While the relationship
with governmental institutions can be either non-existent or even overtly hostile, civil
society groups and initiatives find ingenious ways of remaining and engaging in the
public sphere by formally confronting the formal institutions, informally “working the
system,” creating alternative publics, and utilizing social media tools to their advantage.

The initiatives aimed at bringing the marginalized voices to the discussion of important
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public issues have varied degrees of efficacy and may not be as wide-spread as needed
for full-fledged democratic processes; nevertheless, they exist and persist in a variety of
settings, both metropolitan and rural. Activists generally lack formal mechanisms by
which to continue engaging in the public sphere beyond mass protests, as one of the
respondents in this study conveyed: [R55] “During the Orange Revolution, and then later
Euromaidan, people were given the opportunity to shout and protest, but not the space
and mechanisms to act towards sustained change afterwards.” Finally, the lack of
boundaries between the private and public spheres creates hurdles, as well as
opportunities, for the informal civil society to engage and participate in the public sphere.
Conclusions

This chapter has delved into the effects of informal voluntary action in Ukraine
through the three lenses of contemporary scholarly discourse of civil society. When
viewing informal civil society through the associational ecosystems lens (part of society),
the study reveals informal voluntary action’s complex role in building and upholding
democracy in Ukraine. While offering essential services which neither the governmental,
business, nor even the formal civil society organizations undertake, it is also
counterbalancing the negative effects of formal sector’s professionalization. At the same
time, informal activities can lack strategy and sustainability, focusing on narrow issues
rather than engaging in broader societal collaboration. These dynamics play a vital role
in fostering civic engagement by providing more relatable and culturally-congruent
associational institutions to society. Considering Ukraine’s turbulent contemporary
developments, informality is a central component of civil society. While levels of

informality can and should be reduced over time (addressing institutional and
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environmental hurdles to formalization), certain activities will and should remain
informal and ephemeral in the long term for the sake of maintaining an authentic and
vibrant associational ecosystem.

Viewing informal civil society’s role in fostering the ‘good society’ (as the kind
of society, fortified with positive norms, and able to reach common goals), reveals
tensions between the prevalent social norms in Ukraine’s society: while certain norms
stimulate the emergence of a rather active yet still not plentiful faction of activists and
service providers, other prevailing norms foment apathy, disengagement, and the
persistent Soviet-style dependence on the state. These tensions are especially triggered
by the informal civil society actors who have the vision of shifting the values towards the
“good society” by teaching the younger population, engaging other activists, and simply
leading by example. Many activists realize, however, that they can only partially
contribute to the creation of these positive norms, and it will require efforts from a wide
spectrum of actors from all sectors of society to promote more sweeping transformation.
The normative and the associational ecosystem lenses collectively pose the following
questions for civil society scholars and practitioners: Do current approaches to building
civil society in the region offer associational models that reflect the authentic, relatable,
and culturally-congruent institutions? If not, as this research seems to suggest, what
kinds of institutions would promote robust civil society that would be supported by wider
factions of society? Future research and social experiments can potentially answer these
questions.

The final issue leads us to the public sphere lens in this discussion. Does

Ukraine’s civil society and its informal faction contribute to an expanding public sphere
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as a pre-condition to sustained democratic dialogue about political and social changes,
reflecting true needs and values of its citizens? The short answer, at least for now, is “not
yet,” and informality appears to have ambivalent effects on fostering true public
deliberation in a liberal democratic sense. While helping transcend the formal hurdles of
bureaucracy, and opening alternative spaces for deliberation and collaboration, informal
voluntary action can also foster fractured polities, reducing citizens’ capacity, and will, to
effect sweeping social change through formal political action. This, along with the
highly blurred boundaries between the public and the private spheres in Ukraine’s
society, renders the public sphere lens the most challenging through which to analyze
Ukraine’s civil society and its informal effects. It is an important one, however, in
painting a more complete picture of Ukraine’s civil society.

The next question is then, as fittingly posed by Edwards (2014) at the end of his
discussion of the three lenses of civil society discourse: “So What’s to be Done?” (pp.
114-132). The following, concluding chapter of this dissertation attempts to provide at
least partial answers by outlining this study’s implications for theory and methodology,
as well as providing ideas for future research, and recommendations for policy and

practice.
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CHAPTER 6
No ‘Easy’ Button:
Implications and Recommendations

How do the study’s findings enhance our understanding of civil society, and how
can this knowledge be used for improving the sociopolitical conditions in Ukraine?
Attempting to tackle this question, this concluding chapter discusses the study’s key
theoretical and methodological implications, presents directions for future research, and
offers some recommendations for policy and practice.

Theoretical and Methodological Implications: Institutional Conundrums

The study’s implications have been discussed throughout Chapters 2-5. The
discussions generally revolved around two major topics: the formal-informal interactions
and their effects on the third sector in Ukraine, and the efficacy of institution-building
processes in non-Western contexts driven predominantly by Western theory and practice.
These topics, and their implications for theory and research, are discussed here in turn.
Formal-Informal Interactions

First, echoing the emerging discussions regarding the formal-informal interactions
within the economics, political science, management, and the post-Soviet literature
(Morris & Polese 2014; Alter Chen 2012; Grzymala-Busse 2010; Hussmanss 2004;
Helmke & Levitsky 2004), this study finds that Ukraine’s informal civil society is more
than a temporary, residual, or largely inconsequential phenomenon. Furthermore,
informal civil society will not be naturally replaced by formal institutions with time or,
otherwise, continue to undermine the “healthy” development of the third sector and its

institution-building processes (as has been maintained by various civil society scholars,
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e.g., Gatskova & Gatskov 2015; Pop-Eleches & Tucker 2013; Howard 2003). Informal
civil society is “here to stay,” fulfilling vital service and advocacy functions and, despite
its various drawbacks, potentially contributing to democracy building and even
counterbalancing the negative effects of Western-driven professionalization in the sector.
Furthermore, informality provides a relative autonomy from the antagonistic and
incongruous formal institutions in the external environment, as well as offers relatable,
culturally-congruent associational institutions. It can also serve as a method for attaining
and expanding civic agency for Ukraine’s citizens.

Nuanced relationship. Considering the contextual nuances of informal
practices’ upshots and limitations, informal and grassroots civil society needs to be
actively and systematically taken into account, within empirical and conceptual research,
as well as within the country’s social and political development. Informal civil society
actors can provide viable insights into the authentic nature of civic engagement, and the
indigenous civic practices and motivations. Thus, instead of dismissing informal
practices as inconsequential, or worse, seeing them as solely hindering the formal sector
development, a more nuanced approach to understanding the formal-informal
institutional interaction would consider the benefits as well as limitations of informality.
Drawing on insights offered by political scientists studying the interactions between
formal and informal institutions (Grzymala-Busse 2010; Helmke & Levitsky 2004), for
instance, new typologies of formal-informal interactions in the third sector can be
developed. These typologies would capture and examine the different kinds of

relationships between formal and informal institutions in the third sector, as well as
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investigate civil society’s formal and informal interactions with the Ukrainian state, and
the relative effectiveness of those interactions.

Boundaries. The lack of boundaries between formal and informal organizations
and their activities, as well as between the sectors of society revealed in this study,
challenges a binary formal-informal approach to studying Ukraine’s civil society.
Rather, a spectrum of informality should be considered, encompassing the activities,
outputs, and interactions of both formally registered organizations and the informal
groups and initiatives. The notion of the blurred boundaries between informal and formal
activities (as well as between sectors of society) helps address the following questions
regarding the role of informal institutions in the civil society dynamics. Would the
informal activities have taken place at all, had they been forced to formalize to exist?
Conversely, would the resources currently activated in the informal domain otherwise
have been directed at formal organizations? And, if so, would the latter strategy render
these activities more effective? The study’s findings answer these questions with “not
really.” However, if the goal is not necessarily to have a formal sector but to have an
effective sector (or as effective as possible in the given circumstances), then the notion of
the blurred boundaries implies the existing dynamics are not a zero-sum game. Formal
and informal activities all comprise the same sector and, in all practicality, it often does
not matter whether the resources have been formalized, so long as the shared goals are
achieved within the bounds of legitimate institutional boundaries (Webb et al. 2013).

How can a more effective sector be eventually developed? If the imported
institutions are often not ineffective, what kinds of institutions are appropriate in this

context?
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Institution Building

The second key topic that emerged in this research encompasses the efficacy of
civil society “reconstruction” in the post-totalitarian contexts utilizing predominantly
Western-conceptualized institution-building processes. While an institutionalized and
consolidated sector traditionally is the desired destination, in certain contexts, it may not
be attainable through imported institutions presented in a top-down fashion, especially if
it is done without a careful consideration and inculcation of local contextual nuances.
Institution-building processes, especially through the means of foreign aid distribution,
have backfired in many non-Western contexts (see, for instance, Chahim & Prakash
2014; Burger & Owens 2013; Choudry & Kapoor 2013; Lutsevych 2013; Mendelson &
Glenn 2002; Sogge 2002; Crawford 2001; Henderson 2000), calling for alternative, more
culturally-nuanced approaches to civil society development. Edwards’ (2014) second
lens of civil society discourse, the “good society,” can be especially helpful in addressing
these issues inherent in institution-building processes.

The incongruent formal institutions do not always resonate with the Ukrainian
society that is habitually informal and relational, as well as distrustful of bureaucracy,
garnering meager support from the general polity (especially outside the metropolitan
areas, where society in general is less accustomed to Western institutional models).
Furthermore, the formal third sector organizations generally are not perceived to embody
the positive norms and values of the “good society,” according to the grassroots activists
and service providers, but, rather, echo those of the largely distrusted formal institutions,

promoting disassociation and disengagement. Informal civil society potentially serves as
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a viable alternative to the ostensibly over-professionalized, impermeable, and perceptibly
resource-dependent part of the sector.

In order to have a more widespread engagement with the mainstream institutions
of civil society, they must reflect socially relevant values and norms that cultivate trust.
Thus, if the idealized civil society institutions are based in the values of mutuality,
familiarity, transparency, and independence, then how can these values be instilled into
the sustainable institutions that have the potential for societal consolidation society
without the negative side-effects of corporatization, impermeability and external resource
dependence that promote distrust? A nuanced approach, in which the positive values
(cultivating trust) would be amplified and capitalized upon, while the negative values
(promoting distrust) — reduced and replaced, could help conceptualize and build more
balanced and relevant civil society institutions.

Research Design and Methods

Based on these theoretical discussions, this research also has some
methodological implications, calling for alternative conceptualizations of civil society,
including its activities, boundaries, efficacy, and impact, in contexts like Ukraine. First,
the prevailing unit of analysis (membership in civil society organizations) needs to be
expanded to include informal activity. Second, there is a need for additional units of
analysis in civil society research that transcends organizational boundaries.

Widened scope. Extant methodological approaches based on World Values
Survey (WVS) and other national and international datasets do not fully capture informal
civic engagement. The Ukrainian translation of the WVS question, which serves as the

key dependent variable in comparative civil society research (generally diagnosing civic
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engagement deficit), includes such terms as “civic organization” and “membership” both
of which are closely associated with formal organization participation. Had the WVS
questions been asked in the way that would include all of voluntary association (formal
and informal), would our assessment of civic engagement change? If so, how different, if
at all, would it look?

Outside the box. When expanding our conceptualization of civil society beyond
the number of organizations and the extent of their formal memberships in the Ukrainian
context the central question is: What is being accomplished by civil society, and how?
Shifting the unit of analysis in the assessment of civil society from organizations and
their membership levels to collective outcomes, as well as levels of communication and
collaboration between individuals and groups within a given society would paint a more
accurate picture of civic engagement in contexts where informal practices prevail.
Additional approaches to civil society research would focus on outcomes (Borécz 2000a),
as well as on the efficacy of interactions between the members of society, and their
collective engagement in the polity (Ekiert & Kubik 2014).

How can we begin addressing these shortcomings in the empirical and conceptual
research? The following section offers some ideas for future research.

Future Research: In Search of Sustainable Institutions

The theoretical and methodological discussions noted above offer several ideas
for future research. Here, | focus on three specific research directions stemming from my
study’s findings. First, future research can expand upon the insights revealed by this
study by deepening our understanding of the dynamics, as well as casting a wider net to

generalize and scale up the findings. Furthermore, to augment our understanding of the
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interactions between formal and informal institutions, other stakeholders’ perspectives
should be examined, such as the Ukrainian state and the Western aid community.
Importantly, the interplay, as well as the tensions between these formal institutions and
the informal institutions of civil society should receive particular attention in future
research. Finally, historical legacies affecting civic engagement should also be
reexamined. While studying the effects of the Soviet totalitarian regime on the formation
of norms and values that drive informal behavior and civic disengagement, future
research should also examine the civic, philanthropic, and self-governance activities that
both predated and outlasted the regime.

Deeper Dive, Wider Net

Based on the study’s findings, there is a need for a systematic research
encompassing civil society’s informal activities in Ukraine. While deepening the existing
knowledge with greater nuance, research should also cast a wider net to generalize and
scale up the study findings.

Depth. Additional qualitative data can enrich the study’s findings by shedding
additional light on the different kinds of activities within the civil society sector,
including their differences and similarities. Thick description and process tracing of
activities within specific cases, for instance, can enrich our knowledge on the processes
and strategies employed by different groups, as well as examine their failures and
successes. Qualitative approaches can also help better understand both the kinds of
inputs and outputs of the informal civil society, as well as the multiple interactions within

the sector, and between various stakeholders in other sectors of society. Intimate
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knowledge of the communities, and their formal and informal leaders and participants,
will be crucial for obtaining earnest and nuanced qualitative data.

Breadth. To generalize this study’s findings, as well as to begin assessing the
scope of informal civil society activities, survey methods engaging national
representative samples of the Ukrainian population should be employed. Survey methods
can also help test the typologies of informal activities revealed by this study.
Furthermore, to begin scaling up the study’s findings, comparative qualitative and
quantitative studies can engage informal civil society dynamics in other developing
contexts, including those in the post-Soviet domain (e.g., Moldova, Georgia, Estonia,
etc.), the wider post-communist region of Eastern and Central Europe (e.g., Poland,
Hungary, Slovakia), as well as other developing and developed countries where
informality pervades (e.g., Argentina, Italy, India).

From Bottom-Up to Top-Down

While this study employed a bottom-up approach, being grounded in the
perspectives of civil society stakeholders, future research can also consider top-down
viewpoints of the prevalent informality by analyzing in what ways both formal laws and
institutional funding shape the behavior of civil society actors. Thus, additional angles in
research can focus on the actions of those actors whose decisions play a significant role
in shaping Ukraine’s civil society and its informal activities.

State-civil society. First, the relative power of the Ukrainian state and its
interactions with societal actors can be examined through an in-depth review of
legislative texts pertaining to civil society activities in Ukraine, with a special emphasis

on the provisions that may be driving informal practices. Interviews with legal experts
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working in Ukraine who can speak to the nuances of the laws’ provisions, including their
applicability, enforcement and implementation, can augment the insights derived from
the analysis of legislative texts. The findings can then be compared with this study’s data
on civil society actors’ experiences with and perceptions of the legislative environment.
Western aid-civil society. Second, to expand our understanding of the role and
significance of Western aid efforts on the development of authentic civic engagement and
the tension between formal and informal institutions, future research can involve an in-
depth analysis of the major Western aid strategies (e.g., EU, USAID., etc.), analyzing the
implications of their efforts for civil society actors on the ground. Interviews with
representatives of funding institutions, as well as civil society actors’ perceptions of those
efforts, can complement and expand the knowledge gained through the review of relevant
texts. My prior research suggested that, without the practical knowledge and
consideration of contextual preponderance of informality, Western assistance directed at
formal organizations is at least partially missing its target, and even potentially distorts
authentic civic engagement. The above can examine the extent to which this is
happening, as well as the nature and the underlying reasons for these developments.
Institutional interplay. While examining these two sets of external forces
driving informal civil society action (government regulation, and foreign aid), one of the
underlying foci in research should be on the interplay between formal and informal
institutions, and their mutual effects on civil society development, efficacy, and impact.
Factors inhibiting as well as fostering communication and cooperation between the

different institutions should be examined. Importantly, tensions between these formal
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institutions and the informal institutions of civil society revealed by this study should
receive particular attention.
‘Back to the Future,” or Onward through the Past?

Finally, in the quest for more culturally-appropriate models of civil society
organizing in Ukraine, future research should reconsider historical legacies driving the
undercurrent predispositions of Ukrainian citizens in their civic engagement. How far
back in history do the extant norms of informal civic behavior go? Are they the result of
the turbulent post-Soviet developments? Are they the symptoms of the debated
“communist legacies”? Or are they embedded in something even more deeply rooted,
predating and transcending the events of the previous century? In order to understand
what kinds of institutions can potentially work constructively to support Ukraine’s civil
society, research should explore the kinds of institutions that may have worked in the
past, and how they continue to manifest themselves at the present.

Recommendations for Policy and Practice

As this research has thus far inferred, there is no “easy” button which will “fix”
informality in Ukraine’s third sector. In fact, the institutionalization processes that have
been tacitly attempting to “fix” the institutionally-deficient consequences of the
totalitarian era, have largely backfired, resulting in citizens’ resistance to formalization,
on the one hand, and in formal CSO sector chronically lacking grassroots support — on
the other. Such pervading informality and even implicit antagonism between formal and
informal institutions will need to be eventually reduced to more constructive and
sustainable levels. However, in attempting to achieve this result, the development of new

strategies must depart from the point of the society’s current “location” and move
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towards the desired ends, instead of assuming the point of destination and hope for the
rest to catch up. That approach has not worked, and in all likelihood will continue to be
ineffective, if not altogether destructive. The process of building the appropriate
institutions will be gradual, painful, and not always successful, but it can happen
eventually with a concerted and painstaking effort within all sectors of society. Below
are some of the practical recommendations to begin improving the conditions for civil
society in Ukraine.

Policy Development

While the “easy” button for reducing informality often entails deregulation for
scholars (Thiel3en 2003), and stricter regulation — for the governments, the study’s
findings have revealed that incongruent formal regulatory environment constitutes only
one of the factors driving informality in Ukraine’s civil society. It is an important factor,
nevertheless, and reducing a regulatory burden (specifically, simplifying formal
procedures of registration and financial reporting) should reduce at least some of the
existing hurdles hindering formalization of civic activity; one of the examples of such
deregulation could be a provision reducing reporting requirements for organizations with
small budgets, similarly to those in the U.S.

More importantly, however, to reduce civil society’s avoidance and subversion of
formal institutions, Ukraine’s state needs to foster genuine communication and
collaboration with civil society, including CSOs, grassroots groups, and informal
community leaders. For that to occur meaningfully, formal policies are needed that
would reflect a general reconceptualization of the relationship between the society and

state (as discussed in Chapter 5), as well as open and genuine communication. The
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existing civic councils are a good step in that direction in theory; however, they need to
foster true collaboration and input from community which currently has significant
Issues.
External Funding

Study findings suggest that the Western aid community could strive for being
more accessible to groups, organizations, and initiatives that may not have the
professional capacity to apply for and be competitive within their extant institutional
grants programs. This may require revisiting the change logics for some of these
agencies with an explicit intent of engaging informal groups and initiatives in dialogue
and problem-solving. Specific strategies may entail simplification of application
processes, working with groups through fiscal agents in their community, and simply
taking a leap of faith with some of the groups that do not have strategic plans, permanent
staff, and the ability to produce professional reports. There are certainly risks associated
with such approaches, including the possibility that the resources will not be used as
intended, but there are always these risks, and, as this research suggests, the production of
a comprehensive report by a perceptibly institutionalized organization does not always
guarantee effective materialization of grant resources. These risks can be reduced by
building personal relationships with stakeholders in the community which, of course, will
require time and resources to develop overtime.

Closing Thoughts

This dissertation provides no “easy” button for fixing the theoretical and practical

conundrums presented by Ukraine’s informal civil society. On the contrary, the study

suggests that it will take a painstaking, long-term effort spanning all sectors of society to
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make a turn for more positive and widespread civic engagement in the country.
Furthermore, it will take a considerable amount of additional research to fully understand
the dynamics, motivations, as well as scope and impact, of informal civic activities, in
Ukraine and other contexts.

Will Ukraine’s society move painfully forward, towards stronger state, stronger
society, and a healthier relationship between the two through sweeping reforms and
social and political transformation? Will it fall apathetically backward, towards the
Soviet-style paternalistic and authoritarian relationship between the state and society by
disengaging even more as result of the many disappointments of the past failures to instill
change? Or will it continue to “muddle-through” (Riabchuk 2012; Dyczok 2000),
remaining stuck in the extant institutional gridlock, by lacking consolidation and
collective will to instill change? Time and future research will show. However,
Ukraine’s civil society’s persistence against often insurmountable odds documented in

this research offers some room for optimism and hope.
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Research Design and Methodology
The structure of inquiry chosen for this study highlights the importance of
individual “perspectives of those being studied” (Merriam 2009, p. 1) in answering the
three central research questions addressed in chapters 3, 4, and 5, respectively:

1. What are the expressions of informal civil society in Ukraine?
2. What explains informal civil society’s existence in the Ukrainian context? and
3. What is the significance of informal civil society activities in Ukraine?

In order to discover informal activities and understand their underlying reasons,
the study relied on selecting a sample of individuals who could speak with authority and
first-hand knowledge on behalf organizations, groups and initiatives of civil society that
were largely unregulated by the Ukrainian government. The study sample was
geographically dispersed, and reflected a broad range of service and advocacy-related
activities. The use of semi-structured interviews as the core method allowed for an in-
depth inquiry into activities and motives that cannot be meaningfully accomplished with
other means of data collection (Kvale & Brinkman 2012; Creswell 2009; Berg 2007;
Charmaz 2006).

Data Sources

The study is based primarily on data derived from 70 interviews with individuals
who had first-hand knowledge of Ukraine’s informal civil society and its activities.
Interviewees were solicited from diverse parts of Ukraine in order to engage as diverse
spectrum of perspectives on informal voluntary action as possible, across rural and urban
divides, as well as geographic locations with divergent historical legacies.

Study participants included predominantly leaders of civil society initiatives,

groups and organizations that were at least to some degree unregulated by the Ukrainian
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government. Several Ukrainian scholars were also interviewed for a broader
understanding of the informal third sector dynamics. An interview guide was used to
direct the semi-structured conversations with participants, encompassing both exploratory
and confirmatory inquiry approaches. Most of the interviewees discussed in their own
words the nature and scope of their civic activities, their reasons for operating informally,
as well as the nature of their interactions with other stakeholders in the polity. Social
media content, along with a variety of secondary data sources, was used to triangulate the
interview data.

Sampling Strategies

In view of the absence of comprehensive information on the informal civil society
groups and initiatives in Ukraine (Palyvoda, Vinnikov & Kupriy 2016, p. 23), the study
employed a purposive sampling strategy (Palys 2008) striving to identify as broad a range
of informal organizational strategies and settings as possible. Several strategies were
used to diversify study participants in order to observe as broad a spectrum of informal
activity as was possible within the purview of a single dissertation study.

First, individuals interviewed were located in diverse geographic regions of
Ukraine, including the following cities, towns and villages: Khmelnitsky, Perehinka
(Khmelnytska Oblast), Ternopil, Lviv, Chernivtzi, Dnipro, Zaporizhzhya, Nikopol, Kyiv,
Boyarka (Kyivska Oblast), Kharkiv, and Sumy. Additionally, three internally displaced
individuals from cities of Donetsk and Horlivka, who now reside in other locations of
Ukraine, were interviewed. These various locations are illustrated in Figure A.1. While
previous studies alluded to a possible variation in civil society dynamics between eastern

and western parts of Ukraine, chiefly because of the different regions’ varied historical
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legacies (Aasland & Lyska 2016; WILPF 2014) which prompted this sampling strategy,
interview data did not reveal significant regional variations in participants’ informal
approaches to civic engagement. Variations were more present in the types of activities

undertaken, rather than their geographic locations.
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Note: Research sites are denoted as follows: @3 In-person interview location; E3Phone/Skype
interview location; @ Internally displaced individuals interviewed in alternative locations.

Thus, retrospectively, it turned out more important to diversify the pool of
participants with regard to the kinds of organizations and initiatives included in the study.
Thematic diversity was introduced to the sample in terms of organizational missions and
goals: 27 participants represented organizations and initiatives primarily providing some
sort of service (either to a specific target population or the organization’s/group’s

informal members), 19 respondents represented advocacy organizations and initiatives,
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and the remaining 18 — engaged in both service and advocacy. Finally, because of the
ongoing war in the eastern parts of Ukraine, many organizations and initiatives,
regardless of their core missions, took part in supporting the war efforts at one point or
another or on a regular basis, while 11 respondents represented organizations and
initiatives that engaged in supporting the Ukrainian army as their main activity.

The primary focus in the study was on groups and initiatives that operated either
fully or predominantly on an informal/unofficial basis. Since the boundaries between
formal and informal action are often unclear, both registered and unregistered
organizations were included. Approximately one-third of the study participants (22
respondents) spoke on behalf of organizations that were registered with the Ukrainian
government, while the remainder two-thirds (42 respondents) — did not have any official
registration. While the focus remained on the activities carried out predominantly on an
informal basis, the strategy of including both registered and unregistered organizations
was pivotal for the subsequent analysis of the boundaries between formal and informal
activities. The study sample, including respondents’ organizations’ and initiatives’
various characteristics is summarized in Table A.1.

Table A1
Descriptive Statistics of the Study Sample

Organization/Group  Individual Intersectoral Total
Registered 22 0 0 22
No registration 28 11 3 42
Advocacy focus 12 6 1 19
Service focus 22 5 0 27
Advocacy & service 16 0 2 18
Temporary 11 2 0 13
Long-term 45 3 3 51

Note: Numerals denote the number of entities in the study sample exhibiting the various characteristics.
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Informal Approach to Participant Selection

Because of the sensitive nature of the research topic (participants essentially had
to reveal circumventing formal regulations through their activities), informal
relationships and endorsements were at the heart of the study’s sampling strategy,
eventually proving pivotal for obtaining earnest and forthright information from the
participants. The initial set of participants was selected based on my personal networks
of friends, colleagues and family members residing in Ukraine, and | had personal
knowledge about these individuals’ activities prior to inviting them to participate in the
study. To expand the pool of participants, | further employed a snowball sampling
approach, by which I asked my friends, acquaintances and colleagues to connect me with
individuals within their own personal and professional networks who, to their knowledge,
were engaged in informal civic activity. In view of the semantic ambiguities inherent in
the definitions of both “informal” and “civil society” in the Ukrainian language and
culture, and to cast as wide a net as possible, 1 used rather broad terms to define the
eligible activities to potential study participants. These included: “self-organization,”
“neighborhood groups,” “civic initiatives,” “working groups,” among others, qualifying
these by the terms “aimed at improving conditions, fostering culture, fighting injustice or
helping others.”

Particularly important in the process of securing and conducting interviews with
this wider pool of participants was a personal recommendation and endorsement by those
within my friendship networks. Before contacting most of the potential interviewees
outside of my immediate networks, our point of contact (my friend, acquaintance or

colleague) would notify me that the potential interviewee was assured that | could be
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trusted. Interviewees with this informal “seal of approval” were significantly more likely
to reveal honest information that was crucial for understanding the true manifestations,
functions and roots of informal civil society action in Ukraine. In the few cases where
obtaining such endorsement was not possible, conversations with participants were
perceptibly more strained and formal, requiring painstaking attempts on my part to
develop the degree of relational trust necessary for the participants to begin divulging
earnest information regarding their true understanding of events, instead of providing
their official versions. At the same time, these dynamics were also informative for the
research study, speaking to the notions of trust and distrust, and the resulting cooperation
potential, within and outside the immediate social networks.

Finally, because of the predominantly low public trust in formal institutions and
bureaucracy, | have petitioned the Institutional Review Board (IRB) to waive the written
consent requirement. The IRB has approved my conducting the interviews with verbal
consent from participants.

Interview Process

The selection process eventually resulted in 70 interviews with a total of 75
individuals. Three interviews included two, three and four participants, respectively,
each group talking on behalf of a single organization or initiative. Sixty four interviews
concerned civil society groups, initiatives or organizations that were at least in some way
unregulated by the government; the respondents were predominantly leaders in the
activities they described. Six of the 70 interviewees were Ukrainian scholars whose work
related at least in some way to the subject of civil society, and who provided the broader

context of the activities and dynamics described by the other interviewees.
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The interviews were conducted in an informal, conversational format at
respondents’ homes, offices, as well as in public spaces, such as community centers,
parks and restaurants. Several interviews took place at the organizations’ physical
locations or offices, which further provided context for these organizations’ activities.
All settings were chosen, or agreed to, by the participants to protect their confidentiality.
A verbal consent to participate in the study was requested and obtained from each
participant. All participants were assured anonymity.

Additionally, the interviews were conducted either in Ukrainian or Russian
language, as chosen by the participants, and ranged in duration from 20 to 150 minutes,
on average lasting roughly one hour. Sixty-three interviews were audio-recorded and
subsequently transcribed in their original language. Notes were taken for the seven
interviews that were not recorded. Several follow up emails and private Facebook
messages have been saved and included with the transcribed interviews for analysis. A
list of interviews, types of initiatives and organizations represented by respondents,
interviews’ and interviewees’ locations, and interview dates, is provided in the Appendix
C: Primary Data — Interviews.

Interview Guide

An extensive interview guide was developed based on the relevant theoretical
concepts distilled from literature across various academic disciplines, which are
discussed at length in chapter 2. This interview guide was piloted and tested during the
initial set of interviews, and is outlined in Table A.2.

Table A.2

Expanded Interview Guide
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Overarching Concept Guiding questions

STRUCTURES & FORMS

Institutional forms What are the organizational manifestations within the
(Castro, et al. 2014) formal-informal “multidimensional continuum”?

Management/governance How and by whom are the informal activities aCCOmp|iSh9d?
(Bruton, et al. 2015; Helmke ~ How are the informal activities and groups regulated

& Levitsky 2004) internally in the absence (or irrelevance) of formal rules?
Resources What are the nature and mechanisms of inputs into the
(Bérdcz 2000) informal civil society?

Mission/programs What are the nature and mechanisms of outputs of the
(Bérocz 2000a) informal civil society?

INFORMALITY DRIVERS

Exclusion vs. exit Is the informal civil society essentially unable to operate
(Perry et al. 2007) formally because of the overly burdensome regulatory
requirements?
Does the informal civil society choose to not formalize for
lack of benefit that formalization offers, given its cost
(Within that, is there a prevalent “culture of informality”)?

Legitimacy What provides the informal civil society legitimacy
(Bruton, Ireland & Ketchen enabling it to operate in the Ukrainian society?
2012; Suchman 1995) Is informal action inherently perceived as trustworthy? Are

there factors that enhance legitimacy?
Is it driven by the lack of the formal sector’s legitimacy
(e.g., low trust in formal institutions)?

Flexibility and freedom Is there a level of flexibility in the informal action that is not

(Mizctal 2000; Borocz 2000)  available in the formal sector?
Is flexibility and freedom/independence of action something

inherently engrained in the Ukrainian culture?

INTERACTIONS

Relationships with CSOs What is the nature of these interactions?
(Grzymala-Busse 2010; Complementary, substitutive, accommodating, competing.

Helmke & Levitsky 2004) Replacing, undermining, supporting, competing.

Relations with government  How are the informal groups affected by (respond to) the

(Alter Chen 2012; Grzymala- regulatory environment?
Busse 2010: Helmke & How, in turn, do they affect the regulatory environment?

Levitsky 2004) What is the nature of these interactions?
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This extensive interview guide was eventually condensed into a shorter set of
guiding themes and topics as result of the initial 8-10 interviews. The condensed

interview guide is outlined in Table A.3.

Table A.3

Condensed Interview Guide

Theme Topics

Background When, how, and why the activity started
How it is organized, and how it changed overtime
Stakeholders, relationships, extent of involvement
Inputs and outputs of activity
Reasons for informality ‘Exit” and/or ‘exclusion’ (formalization impossible/undesirable)
Flexibility, mobility, convenience
Trust, legitimacy
Interactions Interactions with other CSOs (formal and informal)
Interactions with the government
Interactions with other actors in the polity

While this condensed guide was used to provide general directions for
conversation in terms of the concepts to be explored, the flow and content of individual
interviews varied based on participants’ responses, as well as the context and activities
discussed.

Other Sources of Data

In an attempt to at least partially triangulate the interview data, | reviewed over
thirty personal and organizational (both public and private) Facebook profiles hosted
either by individuals or organizations involved in the activities that were discussed by
study participants during the interviews. Between summer 2016 and summer 2017, |
have monitored intermittently all of these pages, noting posts that related to the dynamics
discussed in the interviews. A list describing these Facebook profiles is provided in the

Appendix C: Primary Data — Facebook Profiles, where information that could
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potentially identify the owners of these pages has been removed to protect participants’
confidentiality.

Additionally, in the course of my field research between May and August of
2016, I visited several sites discussed in the interviews, including a military hospital, a
village church, a crisis center for the internally displaced individuals (IDPs), an army
assistance organization’s warehouse and office, among other sites. These visits helped
contextualize and confirm select interview data.

Finally, I reviewed a multitude of secondary data sources, including national and
international statistics pertaining to Ukraine’s various political, economic and societal
developments, as well as research studies published in peer-reviewed journal, online
governmental and practitioner publications, and books. The secondary literature used in
the course of this study is listed in the Appendix D: Bibliography.

Data Analysis

The data, including 63 transcribed interviews, as well as field notes and follow-up
electronic correspondence (a total of 82 documents), were analyzed in two phases. The
first reading of the data focused on identifying common themes and patterns, both guided
by the insights derived from the relevant literature, as well as looking for additional
themes emerging from the data. Notes were taken during this process resulting in the
development of additional codes for the subsequent coding process.

In the second phase of analysis, NVivo software was used to code the data to
determine how prevalent these themes were within the data, as well as to identify
relationships, stories, and overarching ideas. A final set of 57 different codes and sub-

codes was used in this process. For a complete list of themes, codes and sub-codes, see



208

Appendix B: Coding Scheme. Thus, both inductive and deductive approaches were used
in the analysis of interview data. While some concepts identified during literature review
(chapter 2) were tested in the process of interview coding (deductive approach), other
concepts have emerged from the data itself and were used for theory generation
(inductive approach).

Excel spreadsheets were used to create descriptive statistics of study respondents’
activities in various categories, such as advocacy and service missions, ongoing versus
short-term activities, registered versus non-registered organizations, group versus
individual initiatives, among other descriptive characteristics presented by study
respondents, as illustrated in Table A.1. These statistics were used primarily for
understanding the overall body of respondents and subsequently contextualizing and
presenting this descriptive analysis in chapters 2-4. Additionally, having the quantitative
sense of different types of initiatives, groups and organizations assisted in identifying the
prevalence of certain topics discussed (or not discussed) within these broad categories
represented by study respondents.

Additionally, analysis of narrative (Polkinghorne 1995) approach was used in the
construction of mini case studies providing contextual richness to the description of
informal civil society’s expressions. In addition to interview data, social media content,
as well as site visits to most of the locations described in these cases, were used to
construct the chronological stories with a focus on data most relevant for understanding
the informal manifestations of these entities’ activities.

Finally, the analysis used in chapter 5 included data that spanned beyond this

study’s empirical research. In addition to insights gained in the process of conducting
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this dissertation research, | drew on knowledge gained in the larger literature, as well as
in my extended exploration of the topic as a scholar and practitioner over the past several
years.

Limitations

Several factors potentially limit the external validity and generalizability of the
study’s findings. However, these limitations potentially are outweighed by the study’s
unique strengths.

First, while the study purposely diversified its sample in terms of the types of
civic initiatives, their geographic locations, and levels of institutionalization,
nevertheless, it is based primarily on the experiences, perceptions and opinions conveyed
by civil society stakeholders who led their initiatives predominantly on an informal basis.
Other stakeholders’ viewpoints (such as, formal CSO representatives and governmental
officials, for instance) are not represented in this analysis. However, the strength of this
approach, namely, the collection and analysis of original data heretofore largely untapped
by academic research, may potentially outweigh those limitations. Diversification of
respondents, as well as the collection and analysis of secondary data sources noted earlier
in this appendix, helped offset some of these limitations.

Secondly, because currently there are no comprehensive data available on the
informal groups, organizations and initiatives in Ukraine, obtaining a representative
sample was not possible in this research, limiting the generalizability of the study’s
findings. At the same time, generalizability may not be requisite for expanding our
qualitative understanding of a complex social phenomenon of informal civic engagement

in Ukraine. Future research can expand upon and generalize the findings and insights
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uncovered in this study by applying a multitude of other methodological approaches,
including quantitative and comparative studies.

Finally, while my positionality as a researcher — being a native Ukrainian, an
activist, and having intimate knowledge and understanding of informal societal dynamics
— was pivotal for obtaining and analyzing the kinds of nuanced and earnest data involved
in this study, being a relative insider to these dynamics certainly presented a potential for
bias in this investigation. I tried to offset these limitations by collecting additional data
sources, interviewing Ukrainian scholars who had an understanding of civil society
dynamics, as well as using secondary data and extant literature to at least partially

triangulate the results of the interviews.
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APPENDIX B

Coding Scheme
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The following codes were ultimately used in the analysis of data. The column on
the right denotes the origin of the code: either drawn from specific literature or emerged
from the data.

Themes/Codes/Subcodes Literature/Data
EXPRESSIONS

Boundaries: formal-informal, intersectoral De Castro, Khavul & Bruton 2014

Informal inputs and outputs

Borocz 2000

Advocacy Data
Informal accounting/reporting Data
Service Borocz 2000
Connecting donors and recipients Data
In-kind support Data
Targeted person-to-person transactions Data
Specialization Data

Official statistics: inaccurate, unreliable
Organization as platform for engagement

EXPLANATIONS
CIVIL SOCIETY DRIVEN
Collaboration, cooperation
Internet, social media as way to connect
Intrinsic reasons for engaging
Reasons to (or not) register with government

Bidenko 2015; Palyvoda 2016
Data

Data
Onuch 2014; Bohdanova 2014
Data

Cash grants Data

Culture of informality Perry et al. 2007
Dealing w/gov’t: influence/communication Data

Didn’t get to it/lack of time and resources Data
Efficiency, cost-effectiveness Krasynska 2015
Financial, to get funding Krasynska 2015
Flexibility, mobility Bérocz 2000
Independence, freedom of action Mizctal 2000
Lack of management experience Data
Resistance to hierarchy/bureaucracy Data

Risk aversion/weary of responsibility Data

See no point Data
Sustainability Data
Transparency Data

Trust and legitimacy

Bruton, Ireland & Ketchen 2012;
Wehbb et al. 2013; Krasynska &
Martin 2015

Distrust of NGOs Razumkov Center 2013
Distrust of government Zmerli 2012
Trust: friends, colleagues Bruton 2012
Trust: previous experience Data
Proximity to constituency Data



GOVERNMENT DRIVEN
Government abuses power
Government fails to provide service
Activity as informal tax/quasi-voluntary
Government incapable in times of crisis
Government requires but fails to provide
Government supports on local level
Governmental subversion of association

Reasons for (or not) registering officially
Activity is technically illegal/antigovernment
Bureaucracy is too costly — time and money
Legislation is impossible to adhere to
Reasons to register/formalize activity
Small amount of money, no need
Temporary activity, not worth the effort

IMPACT: THREE LENSES (Edwards 2014)
Edwards 1 — part of society

Edwards 2 — kind of society

Edwards 3 — public sphere
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Alter Chen 2012

Krasynska & Martin 2015
Kuzio 2012; Berenson 2010
Berenson 2010

D’Anieri 2016; Minakov 2015
Data

Stewart 2009

Krasynska & Martin 2015; OSCE
2015

Krasynska & Martin 2015
Perry et al. 2007

Perry et al. 2007
Palyvoda 2016

Data

Data

D’Anieri 2016; Edwards 2014;
Krasynska & Martin 2017;
Krasynska 2015; Skocpol 2003;
Howard 2003; Bordcz 2000;
Putnam 2000; Smith 1999; de
Tocqueville 1945

Gatskova & Gatskov 2015; Way
2015; Aliyev 2015; Edwards 2014;
Paniotto & Kharchenko 2013; Pop-
Eleches & Tucker 2016;
Stepanenko 2006

Edwards 2014; Eliasoph 2013;
Habermas 2006; Rosenblum 1998
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APPENDIX C

Primary Data, Interviews



Type of organization/group/initiative, title

Location of
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Date of

R1
R2(1-4)

R3
R4
R5
R6
R7

R8
R9
R10

R11
R12(1-2)

R13

R14
R15
R16
R17
R18
R19

R20
R21
R22
R23
R24
R25

R26
R27
R28
R29
R30

R31
R32
R33
R34
R35

Secondary school parent association, chair
Community project, 2 leaders & 2
volunteers

Community improvement project, leader
Secondary school parent association, chair
Army support, founder/leader

Army support, volunteer
Environmental/public spaces organization,
leader

Environmental/trash removal, leader
Youth organization, leader

Army support, leader

Army support, donor/volunteer

Army support, 2 different organizations’
leaders

Secondary school parent association,
chair/teacher

Homeowners association, member
Military hospital support, volunteer
Military hospital support, leader

Civic journalist

Activist, several initiatives

Army and refugees assistance, volunteer

Feminist movement, leader/volunteer

Civic journalist

Support for demobilized soldiers, leader
Army support, youth organization, leader
Civic activism; army support, leader

Youth initiatives, formal civic organization,
volunteer

Third sector researcher

Student organization, volunteer

Student organization, chair

Army support, leader/volunteer

Refugee assistance, medical supplies to war
zone, volunteer

Online education, volunteer

Third sector researcher (not recorded, notes)
Human rights/political prisoners, volunteer
Urban development, volunteer

Public education/civic engagement,
volunteer/leader

respondent
Khmelnytsky
Perehinka

Perehinka
Khmelnitsky
Khmelnitsky
Ternopil
Ternopil

Ternopil
Ternopil
Khmelnytsky

Khmelnytsky
Khmelnytsky

Khmelnytsky

Khmelnytsky
Dnipro
Dnipro
Dnipro
Dnipro
Donetsk,
Dnipro
Dnipro
Dnipro
Dnipro
Nikopol
Nikopol

Donetsk, Zapor

Zaporizhzhya
Zaporizhzhya
Zaporizhzhya
Zaporizhzhya
Horlivka,
Zaporizhzhya
Kyiv

Kyiv

Lviv

Lviv
Chernivtzi,
Lviv

interview
May 28, 2016
May 29, 2016

May 30, 2016
May 30, 2016
May 30, 2016
May 31, 2016
May 31, 2016

May 31, 2016
May 31, 2016
June 1, 2016

June 1, 2016
June 2, 2016

June 2, 2016

June 2, 2016
June 5, 2016
June 5, 2016
June 5, 2016
June 5, 2016
June 6, 2016

June 6, 2016
June 6, 2016
June 6, 2016
June 7, 2016
June 7, 2016
June 8, 2016

June 8, 2016
June 8, 2016
June 8, 2016
June 8, 2016
June 8, 2016

June 17, 2016
June 17, 2016
June 22, 2016
June 23, 2015
June 23, 2016



R36
R37

R38
R39(1-3)
R40

R41

R42
R43
R44
R45

R46

R47
R48
R49
R50
R51

R52
R53
R54

R55
R56
R57
R58

R59
R60

R61
R62
R63

R64
R65
R66
R67

R68

Youth advocacy/third sector expert,
volunteer/staff

Social research, professor (not recorded,
notes)

Urban development, volunteer

Feminist organization, volunteers
Advocacy/service for people with
disabilities, volunteer

Several orgs, informal/formal,
volunteer/leader

Sociologist, researcher

Scholar, activist (not recorded, notes)
Multiple civic initiatives, activist/leader
Multiple initiatives/amateur sports,
volunteer

Political activism, environmental advocacy,
leader

Civic council, member/volunteer
Amateur sports/leisure organization, leader
Nature conservancy, leader

eGovernment; community group, leader
Civil society development association,
leader

Environmental cleanup, leader
Advocacy/corruption monitoring, leader
Nature conservancy/urban development,
leader

Renewable energy/social enterprise, leader
Army support, scholar, volunteer

Animal rescue, leader

Environmental advocacy/urban
development, activist

Civic journalist

Self-defense initiative, army support,
volunteer

Homeowners association, leader
Corruption monitoring (via Skype), leader
Internally displaced persons assistance,
leader

Human rights investigation group, leader
Activist, scholar (via Skype)

Scholar (not recorded)

Corruption monitoring/civic activism,
leader

Multiple initiatives, activist (not recorded)

Lviv
Lviv

Lviv
Lviv
Lviv

Lviv

Lviv
Kyiv
Kyiv
Kyiv

Kyiv

Boyarka
Boyarka
Boyarka
Boyarka
Boyarka

Boyarka
Kyiv
Kyiv

Kyiv
Ternopil
Khmelnytsky
Kyiv

Kyiv
Kharkiv

Kharkiv
Dnipro
Kyiv

Kyiv

Sumy

Kyiv

Boyarka, Kyiv

Khmelnytsky
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June 23, 2016
June 23, 2016

June 24, 2016
June 24, 2016
June 25, 2016

June 25, 2016

June 26, 2016
July 12, 2016
July 12, 2016
July 13, 2016

July 13, 2016

July 14, 2016
July 14, 2016
July 14, 2016
July 14, 2016
July 14, 2016

July 14, 2016
July 15, 2016
July 15, 2016

July 18, 2016
July 27, 2016
July 30, 2016
August 2, 2015

August 2, 2016
August 3, 2016

August 3, 2016
August 5, 2016
August 8, 2016

August 9, 2016
August 9, 2016
August 9, 2016
August 9, 2016

June 1, 2016



R69 Self-organization in condo building (not
recorded)
R70 Active community member, context

interview (not recorded, detailed email)

Total interview time ~ 60 hours

Median interview time ~ 60 minutes

Khmelnytsky

Khmelnytsky

217

May 24, 2016

May-August,
2016



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

Primary Data, Facebook Profiles

Type of activity represented

Civic journalism
Environmental activism
Multiple initiatives
Research

Army support

Animal rescue

Army support

Urban development
Social enterprise

Civic organizing

Civic engagement
eGovernment development
Disabilities, civic
engagement

Civic journalist
Feminist movement
Public Broadcasting
Amateur sports

Scholar

Human rights

Environmental cleanup

Civic council

Facebook profile
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Organization’s page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Organization’s page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page

Organization’s page

Observation: summer 2016-

summer 2017
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent
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23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

Advocacy/corruption
Youth empowerment
IDPs support
Scholar

Nature conservancy
Nature conservancy
Historic society
Property rights
Corruption monitoring
Feminist movement
Urban development

Parent association

Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page

Personal page

Organization’s page

Organization’s page

Personal page
Personal page
Personal page
Personal page

Personal page

Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring
Initial review;
monitoring

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

intermittent

219



220

APPENDIX D

Abbreviations



CEE

CSO

EU

GDP

IDP

IMF

MP

NGO

OSCE

PTA

SBU

USAID

USSR

WVS

Central and Eastern Europe

Civil Society Organization

European Union

Gross Domestic Product

Internally Displaced Person

International Monetary Fund

Information Technology

Member of the Parliament

Nongovernmental Organization

Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
Parent-Teacher Association

Sluzhba Bezpeky Ukrainy (Security Service of Ukraine)
United States Agency for International Development
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

World Values Survey
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