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The resilience and determination of women in Ukraine have been extraordinary in the face of war and  
crisis. Women Civil Society Organizations (WCSOs) have played a crucial role in responding to the immense 
humanitarian and social challenges brought about by Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. These  
organizations have provided lifesaving services, advocated for gender equality, and worked tirelessly to 
uphold the rights of women and marginalized communities. However, the critical question remains:  
Where is the money for women’s rights in Ukraine?

The Ukrainian Women’s Fund and The Kvinna till Kvinna Foundation have joined forces to present this 
comprehensive report, offering unique data and analysis on the financial realities facing WCSOs in 
Ukraine. As Ukraine has received substantial Official Development Assistance (ODA) in response to the 
war, this report investigates whether these funds are effectively reaching women-led organizations and 
whether the financial support is sustainable in the long term.

The findings highlight a troubling trend: financial support to WCSOs in conflict-affected settings is often 
short-term and donor-driven, pushing these organizations into service delivery roles rather than  
strengthening their ability to advocate for systemic change. This shift risks undermining the independence 
of WCSOs and their capacity to drive gender-sensitive recovery and reconstruction efforts, which are 
fundamental to Ukraine’s future and its path toward European Union integration.

The findings of this report serve as a call to action. We urge key donors, international institutions, and 
policymakers to engage in meaningful dialogue and collaboration to ensure that WCSOs receive the  
sustainable funding they need. Supporting these organizations is not only a matter of solidarity but also  
a strategic investment in Ukraine’s democratic, inclusive, and gender-equal future.

We invite all stakeholders to join us in amplifying the voices of Ukrainian women and ensuring that the 
work of women’s rights organizations is not an afterthought; it is essential to Ukraine’s resilience,  
democracy, and reconstruction. Together, we can work towards a future where gender equality is not  
just a goal but a reality for Ukraine.

Beyond survival:  
financing women’s 
rights in Ukraine
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The funding landscape for Women’s Civil 
Society Organizations (WCSOs) in Ukraine has 
undergone profound shifts in recent years. The 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 exacer-
bated existing funding challenges, as donor 
priorities shifted toward humanitarian response, 
often at the expense of long-term advocacy, 
institutional development, and gender equality 
initiatives. While donor commitments to Ukraine 
increased significantly, only meagre percent of 
funding in the first two years of the war was 
directly allocated to local actors, with most 
financial support continuing to be channelled 
through international intermediaries.

This research examines the availability, accessibi-
lity, and conditions of funding for WCSOs, as well 
as the systemic barriers imposed by donor-driven 
funding conditions. It seeks to provide a detailed 

analysis of financial flows, funding mechanisms, 
and donor practices, highlighting how these impact 
WCSO sustainability, autonomy, and effectiveness. 
For the purposes of this research, WCSOs are 
defined as non-governmental organizations led 
by or primarily serving women and girls, focusing 
on gender equality, advocacy, and direct service 
provision. The term donors refers to institutional 
donors, international NGOs, philanthropic founda-
tions, UN agencies, and development partners that 
provide financial support to WCSOs, either directly 
or through intermediaries.

By analysing the current funding landscape, donor 
policies, and WCSO experiences, this report aims 
to inform policy recommendations and practical 
solutions to ensure that financial resources effecti-
vely support women’s rights, gender equality, and 
long-term systemic change in Ukraine.

Executive 
summary
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Key findings of  
the research are:

Funding for WCSOs has increased, but remains unsustainable and misaligned 
with needs. Since 2022, 68.9 percent of WCSOs reported an increase in funding. 
However, this funding remains heavily short-term, project-based, and humanitarian- 
focused, with only 16.7 percent of WCSOs receiving core support. The Ukrainian 
government contributes just 1.0 percent, while donors favour large international 
intermediaries over direct funding to local organizations.

Short-term humanitarian funding dominates, sidelining advocacy and  
long-term impact. Donors prioritize emergency relief over systemic change, with 
31.8 percent of WCSOs reported funding skewed toward emergency needs. Only 
6.7 percent of WCSOs receive funding dedicated to longer-term efforts such as 
advocacy and institutional development.

Severe disparities in funding access disadvantage grassroots WCSOs and rural  
organizations. Larger, well-connected WCSOs receive multi-year and core funding, 
 while smaller grassroots organizations struggle to access even short-term grants. 
Frontline areas attract donor interest, but rural WCSOs face significant barriers,  
including lack of donor engagement and administrative hurdles.

Donor conditions restrict WCSO autonomy. Only 9.6 percent of WCSOs have full 
control over how they allocate donor funding, while 41.4 percent report significant 
restrictions. Many organizations are forced to align their work with predefined  
donor indicators, rather than responding to real community needs.

Administrative burdens are excessive and unsustainable. Nearly 35 percent of  
WCSOs spend more than 30 percent of their working time on compliance tasks. 
Complex application procedures, rigid procurement rules, and burdensome reporting 
requirements create inefficiencies that disproportionately affect smaller WCSOs.

1

2

3

4
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Funding for marginalized groups is extremely limited. Although 52.9 percent 
of WCSOs work with vulnerable groups (LBTQI+ women, women with disabilities,  
ethnic minorities, female veterans), only 12.7 percent receive targeted funding.  
Donor reluctance to tailor funding mechanisms for intersectional issues  
perpetuates systemic exclusion.

Short-term funding models force WCSOs into survival mode. 76 percent of 
WCSOs report financial uncertainty beyond 20241, as project-based funding 
creates instability. Without multi-year commitments and core funding, WCSOs 
remain stuck in a cycle of constantly seeking new grants to sustain operations.

Foreign aid both empowers and constrains WCSOs. While international aid 
has expanded WCSOs’ reach, its focus on predefined, short-term deliverables 
undermines long-term gender equality advocacy. The lack of direct funding, 
inflexible grant conditions, and reliance on large INGOs limit the effectiveness of 
foreign aid in fostering sustainable local movements.

WCSOs require more than funding – they need systemic changes in donor 
practices. Capacity building, operational support, and leadership development 
remain severely underfunded, limiting WCSOs’ ability to retain staff, engage in 
policy advocacy, and drive long-term systemic change.

6
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The resulting key recommendations outline actions for donors, WCSOs, and the broader  
funding ecosystem to improve funding models, reduce administrative burdens, and strengthen 
accountability. They aim to ensure flexible, locally driven support for WCSOs, enabling them 
to sustain operations, advocate for gender equality, and contribute to Ukraine’s recovery and 
European integration.

1 The WCSOs completed the survey in early December 2024.
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Anna Sydorak at Ukrainian Foundation for Public Health (HealthRight). 
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These strategies recognize that many WCSOs 
operate under significant funding constraints, 
with limited access to flexible, multi-year  
support. While they offer a roadmap for  
strengthening organizational sustainability  
and influence, they also serve as advocacy tools 
for WCSOs to push for policy shifts and better 
funding practices from donors.

1. Strengthen financial sustainability 
and institutional capacity.
• Diversify funding beyond donor grants (corporate 
partnerships, endowments, social enterprises).

• Invest in long-term sustainability, digital tools, and 
financial management.

• Retain and support staff through leadership  
development and career growth initiatives.

2. Engage in advocacy and influence 
donor practices.
• Push for direct funding and accountability on donor 
commitments to WCSOs.

• Participate in funding design processes to ensure 
alignment with WCSO priorities.

• Leverage data and coalitions to advocate for  
increased gender-equality funding.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Expand partnerships and  
cross-sector engagement.
• Form WCSO-led consortia to access larger grants 
and reduce competition.

• Secure funding for gender expertise in economic 
recovery, energy, and security reform.

• Strengthen collaboration with development  
partners, government, and private sector.

4. Prioritize staff well-being and  
organizational resilience.
• Seek funding for mental health support, burnout 
prevention, and leadership training.

• Integrate self-care, security, and flexible work  
policies into operations.

• Ensure organizational policies support long-term 
team sustainability.

Strategies that  
the WCSOs may  

benefit from:

1. Increase core, multi-year,  
and flexible funding.
• Commit to the allocation of at least 15 percent of 
total gender equality funding to core, unrestricted, 
multi-year grants for WCSOs.

• Ensure equitable access, prioritizing grassroots, 
rural, and underfunded organizations.

2. Ensure direct and equitable  
funding to WCSOs.
• Commit to directly funding grassroots WCSOs in 
the amount of at least 20 percent of total funding  
for WCSOs.

• Reduce reliance on intermediaries and strengthen 
local regranting mechanisms.

• Dedicate at least 5–10 percent of donor budgets  
to WCSOs working with marginalized groups.

• Simplify applications and reporting for small  
WCSOs and provide pre-award support.
 
3. Rebalance funding priorities  
for both humanitarian aid and  
long-term impact.
• Ensure that funding for gender equality longer term 
priorities, including advocacy and movement-building,  
is not sidelined by short-term humanitarian priorities 
by allocating an amount equivalent to at least  
10 percent of humanitarian funding to these areas.

• Ensure gender mainstreaming projects include  
dedicated funding, rather than being limited to  
symbolic commitments or superficial integration 
without financial support.

• Fund WCSOs as gender advisors in recovery,  
economic development, and governance.

4. Reduce administrative burdens  
and strengthen accountability.
• Simplify reporting for small grants and introduce 
collaborative reporting platforms.

• Standardize procurement and compliance rules  
to ease financial burdens on WCSOs.

• Track and publicly report how much donor  
funding reaches local WCSOs.

5. Ensure WCSOs participation in 
funding decisions and localization 
efforts.
• Consult regional WCSOs before finalizing donor 
programs.

• Establish formal WCSO participation in donor  
coordination bodies.

• Fund WCSOs to provide gender expertise in  
economic recovery, energy, and governance.

Recommendations  
for donors and  
development  

partners:
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1.Increase transparency and accoun-
tability in gender-focused funding.
• Track and publicly report how much donor funding 
reaches WCSOs, with breakdowns by organization 
type, geography, and focus area.

• Ensure gender mainstreaming projects include 
dedicated funding, not just labels.

• Establish structured feedback mechanisms to allow 
WCSOs to assess donor-funded gender programs.

2. Improve donor coordination and 
equitable funding distribution.
• Ensure equitable geographic distribution of funds, 
particularly to rural and underfunded areas.

• Strengthen donor collaboration to avoid duplica-
tion and ensure comprehensive support.

• Align funding cycles, reporting requirements, and 
evaluation criteria to reduce inefficiencies.

3. Support innovative and  
sustainable funding models.
• Develop endowment funds, pooled funding, and 
social impact bonds to ensure long-term financial 
sustainability for WCSOs.

• Pilot community-driven funding models, allowing 
local actors to influence funding allocations.

• Support WCSOs in building alternative revenue 
streams beyond traditional grants.

4. Strengthen WCSO leadership in 
decision-making processes.
• Include WCSOs in donor coordination bodies to 
shape funding priorities.

• Ensure WCSOs are consulted before funding  
decisions are finalized, rather than after programs 
are designed.

• Fund WCSOs to provide gender expertise in 
recovery, governance, and economic development 
programs.

Recommendations  
for the broader  

funding ecosystem:  
(Including UN Agencies, donor coordination platforms)
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Olha Firtych from the organisation Slavic Heart. 
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The findings of this research are not only relevant 
to Ukraine but also contribute to the broader 
discourse on feminist funding. They provide 
actionable insights for donors and policyma-
kers on how to support WCSOs more effectively, 
emphasizing the importance of flexible, multi-year 
funding models that prioritize local ownership and 
sustainability. Additionally, the study highlights the 
need for WCSOs to advocate for feminist funding 
principles, leveraging their collective power to 
influence funding priorities and practices.

In doing so, this research addresses a critical gap: 
the lack of localized, context-specific analyses that 
center the voices and experiences of WCSOs. It 
seeks to bridge the divide between global funding 
frameworks and the realities faced by local actors 
on the ground, offering practical recommenda-
tions for creating a more equitable and impactful 
funding ecosystem. By amplifying the perspectives 
of WCSOs and situating their challenges within the 
broader funding landscape, this research aims to 
drive systemic change that empowers feminist mo-
vements and advances gender equality in Ukraine 
and beyond.

 

Women’s Civil Society  
Organizations (WCSOs):  
For the purposes of this study, WCSOs are defined 
as non-governmental organizations led by or pri-
marily serving women and girls. These organiza-
tions focus on advancing gender equality, addres-
sing systemic discrimination, and empowering 
women through advocacy, capacity building, and 
direct service delivery.

Donors 
In the context of this research, donors refer to 
entities that provide financial resources to WCSOs. 
This includes institutional donors (such as govern-
ments and multilateral organizations), philanthro-
pic foundations, international non-governmental 
organizations, and UN agencies. Notably, in this 
research, the term ‘donors’ include humanita-
rian and development partners even when the 
latter provide re-granting rather than their own 
resources to WCSOs. A key criteria is that WCSOs 
received funding from these entities. Donors play 
a pivotal role in shaping the funding landscape, 
influencing the priorities and operational capaci-
ties of WCSOs through their funding models and 
conditions.

Significance of the research:  
Bridging gaps in understanding  
and practice 
The relevance of this research is underscored by 
the unique challenges and opportunities facing 
WCSOs in Ukraine. While prior global initiatives, 
such as AWID’s Where is the Money for Feminist 
Organizing? campaign,9 have shed light on the 
systemic underfunding of feminist movements 
worldwide, the context in Ukraine presents distinct 
dynamics that necessitate focused examination. 
AWID’s research has been instrumental in high-

Definitions: Key  
terms in the study

lighting funding disparities, advocating for feminist 
funding principles, and pushing for greater accoun-
tability from donors to ensure sustained support 
for women’s rights organizations.

Ukraine’s geopolitical and humanitarian crisis has 
underscored the need for localized, sustainable 
funding mechanisms. Findings from the 2024 
Ukraine Localization Survey demonstrate that 
less than 1 percent of international humanitari-
an funding reaches local organizations directly, 
with WCSOs receiving an even smaller share. This 
underinvestment persists despite evidence of their 
effectiveness in addressing critical issues such as 
gender-based violence, economic inequality, and 
social exclusion. This research builds on such fin-
dings by providing a granular analysis of the fun-
ding landscape specific to WCSOs, exploring how 
systemic barriers in funding practices constrain 
their operations and potential. The recent report 
by Gender in Humanitarian Action (GiHA) Working 
Group further enriches this discourse, offering 
a critical lens on gender-sensitive humanitarian 
action. The report underscores how gender dyna-
mics intersect with funding inequities, particularly 
in emergency responses, where WCSOs often 
receive minimal direct support despite being front-
line responders.10 

 
Moreover, while global frameworks such as the 
Beijing Platform for Action and UNSCR 1325 emp-
hasize the importance of women’s leadership and 
participation, this research takes a grounded app-
roach, examining how these principles translate 
into practice within Ukraine’s unique context. The 
war has created both challenges and opportu-
nities: while WCSOs face resource scarcity and 
operational constraints, they have also demon-
strated resilience and adaptability, stepping into 
leadership roles in humanitarian response and 
advocacy for inclusive recovery.

9 See AWID. ”Where Is The Money for Feminist Organizing?” 2024 Survey. https://www.awid.org/witm2024 Declaration and Platform for 
Action (1995) in 2020-2024. https://unece.org/sites/default/files/2024-08/Ukraine-Report.pdf 
10 Gender in Humanitarian Action (GiHA) Working Group. Accessible Funding for Women’s Rights Organizations in Ukraine, 2024. https://
reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/accessible-funding-womens-rights-organizations-ukraine-enuk
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Background: A story of resilience, 
dependency, and opportunity in 
Ukraine’s Women’s Civil Society  
Organizations
The full-scale invasion of Ukraine by Russia in  
February 2022 represents a defining moment in the 
country’s modern history, reshaping every aspect 
of its geopolitical and humanitarian landscape. This 
conflict has not only brought unprecedented de-
struction and displacement but also exposed critical 
vulnerabilities in the systems designed to support 
Ukraine’s recovery. Among the most affected are 
Women’s Civil Society Organizations (WCSOs), which 
have long served as the backbone of gender equality 
and social justice efforts in Ukraine.

One of the most immediate and profound conse-
quences of the war has been the redirection of 

donor priorities. The focus of international funding 
has overwhelmingly shifted toward emergency 
humanitarian aid – a response to the urgent need for 
food, shelter, and medical care among the millions 
of displaced and war-affected individuals. While this 
aid is indispensable, it has come at a cost. Long-term 
investments in advocacy, systemic reform, and capa-
city building have been deprioritized, leaving critical 
gaps in the funding ecosystem that threaten the 
sustainability of organizations like WCSOs.

The numbers are stark. According to the 2024 
Ukraine Localization Survey by East SOS and Refu-
gees International, less than 1 percent of the nearly 
$10 billion in humanitarian funding tracked by the 
UN has been allocated directly to local and national 
non-governmental organizations,2 including WCSOs. 
More alarmingly, only 0.07 percent of funding in the 
first two years of the invasion reached local actors 

Introduction 

2 Refugees International, East SOS. Less Than 1% of Humanitarian Funding for Ukraine Goes Directly to Local Organizations, 2024. https://
www.refugeesinternational.org/statements-and-news/less-than-1-of-humanitarian-funding-for-ukraine-goes-directly-to-local-organizations/
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directly. This underinvestment persists despite evi-
dence that local intermediaries are significantly more 
cost-efficient, achieving a 15.5 percent greater effi-
ciency rate compared to international organizations. 
Redirecting even a fraction of these funds to local 
actors could yield millions in savings while amplifying 
grassroots impact.3 The lack of direct support for 
WCSOs is further compounded by generally limited  
international funding for gender equality. According 
to recent OECD data, while official development as-
sistance to Ukraine surged from $1.3 billion in 2021 
to $18.9 billion in 2022, 90 percent of this funding 
($17.1 billion) included no gender equality objecti-
ves. Only $44 million was allocated specifically to 
advancing gender equality as a principal objective,4 
highlighting the marginalization of gender-focused 
initiatives within Ukraine’s broader aid landscape.

The war’s impact on women and girls has been 
particularly devastating, amplifying existing 
inequalities and creating new vulnerabilities. 
Intimate partner violence and domestic violence 
have surged, with the National Police recording 
over 168,000 domestic violence complaints in 
the first ten months of 2024 alone. Many women 
face barriers to accessing services, citing a lack of 
faith in systemic change, financial dependence, 
and entrenched social attitudes as key obstacles. 
Concurrently, economic instability has dispropor-
tionately affected women, who now constitute 
75 percent of registered unemployed individuals. 
Female-headed households report poverty levels 
significantly higher than their male counterparts, 
with 35 percent living below subsistence levels.5 

In this crisis, WCSOs have stepped up as first res-
ponders, providing critical support to women and 
girls. From establishing shelters and hotlines for 
survivors of gender-based violence to delivering 
psychosocial assistance and advocating for gen-
der-sensitive recovery policies, these organizations 
have been pivotal in addressing immediate and 
long-term needs. Yet, they face severe constraints. 
Most WCSOs operate on project-based funding, 
with only small percentage receiving core funding6 
that allows for flexibility and strategic growth. This 
lack of stable funding poses significant challeng-

es for their ability to sustain operations and plan 
effectively for the future.

The prioritization of emergency aid has also 
highlighted the tension between immediate crisis 
response and the need for systemic reform. While 
emergency funding is vital for survival, it cannot 
substitute for the sustained investments needed 
to address root causes of inequality and build resi-
lient systems. Balancing these competing priorities 
is one of the most pressing challenges in Ukraine’s 
recovery landscape.

This report delves into these dynamics, exploring 
the impact of the war on funding priorities and 
the broader implications for WCSOs. It examines 
how the shift toward emergency aid has reshaped 
the funding ecosystem, the challenges it poses for 
local actors, and the urgent need to recalibrate donor 
strategies to ensure that immediate relief efforts do 
not eclipse long-term advocacy and systemic reform. 
By focusing on these critical issues, the report seeks to 
illuminate pathways toward a more balanced and sus-
tainable approach to supporting Ukraine’s recovery.

Importance of WCSOs and feminist 
movements: Catalysts for gender 
equality and social change
WCSOs and wider women’s/feminist movement in 
Ukraine are not merely service providers; they are 
transformative agents driving progress toward gen-
der equality. Their contributions, spanning decades, 
have had profound social impacts. From advocating 
for the ratification of the major international instru-
ments to leading grassroots initiatives that support 
vulnerable groups, these organizations have proven 
their effectiveness in addressing systemic gender 
disparities and advancing human rights.

Evidence of the impact of WCSOs is both quanti-
tative and qualitative, including significant strides 
in combating gender-based violence, increasing wo-
men’s political participation, and integrating gender 
considerations into national policies.7 For instance, 
thanks to persistent advocacy by feminist move-
ments, Ukraine ratified the Istanbul Convention 

3 Refugees International. Passing the Buck: The Economics of Localizing Aid in Ukraine, 2024. https://reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/pas-
sing-buck-economics-localizing-aid-ukraine-enuk 
4 United Nations. Alliance for Gender-Responsive and Inclusive Recovery in Ukraine Launched with strong support of governments, UN 
agencies, private sector and civil society, 2024. https://shorturl.at/Kdmn2 
5 United Nations in Ukraine. Ukraine Fourth Rapid Damage and Needs Assessment (RDNA4), 2025. Not published yet.
6 Core funding refers to financial support that covers an organization’s essential operational costs, such as staff salaries, office expenses, 
infrastructure, and strategic development, rather than being restricted to specific projects or activities. Unlike project-based funding, which 
is tied to predefined deliverables, core funding provides flexibility, enabling organizations to sustain operations, respond to emerging 
needs, and invest in long-term institutional growth.

in 2022, marking a critical milestone in the fight 
against gender-based violence.

Another notable contribution is the expansion of 
economic opportunities for women. WCSOs have 
implemented training programs, advocacy cam-
paigns, and grant initiatives that enable women 
to enter traditionally male-dominated sectors and 
support female entrepreneurs. These efforts have 
contributed to reducing the gender pay gap and 
fostering women’s economic independence, even 
amidst the ongoing crisis.

WCSOs have been instrumental in advocating for in-
clusive recovery strategies during the war, ensuring 

that gender considerations are at least acknowled-
ged in national recovery planning. Their persistent 
efforts have pushed for the integration of women’s 
voices in decision-making, economic empowerment 
measures, and gender-sensitive approaches across 
various recovery areas. However, despite extensive 
advocacy, concrete policy shifts remain limited. A 
key outcome has been the gender mainstreaming 
of the Human Capital section in the Ukraine Facility 
Plan, which recognizes the disproportionate impact 
of war on women and girls and outlines initial mea-
sures to address it.8  This progress, while important, 
highlights the gap between policy commitments 
and actual implementation, reinforcing the need for 
continued advocacy by WCSOs. 

7 UNECE. Ukraine. National Report on the results of a comprehensive review at the national level on the implementation of the Beijing 
Declaration and Platform for Action (1995) in 2020-2024. https://unece.org/sites/default/files/2024-08/Ukraine-Report.pdf 
8 See, for example, Ministry of Economy of Ukraine. Ukraine Facility Plan 2024-2027. https://www.ukrainefacility.me.gov.ua/en/ 
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The long-term social impact of WCSOs is perhaps 
most evident in their ability to shift cultural and 
institutional norms. Over the years, feminist mo-
vements in Ukraine have challenged entrenched 
gender stereotypes, promoted equal representa-
tion, and fostered a culture of accountability within 
government institutions. These achievements 
underscore the critical role of WCSOs as both 
catalysts for immediate change and architects of 
sustainable progress.

Despite these successes, WCSOs operate under 
significant constraints. Systemic barriers such as 
limited access to decision-making spaces and ina-
dequate recognition of their contributions hinder 
their potential. Nevertheless, the resilience and 
adaptability of WCSOs continue to drive progress, 
demonstrating their indispensable role in Ukraine’s 
journey toward gender equality.

This report seeks to build on these insights, explo-
ring how WCSOs can be better supported to sus-
tain and amplify their impact. By examining their 
achievements and identifying areas for growth, the 
report underscores the necessity of investing in 
WCSOs – not just as implementers of donor agen-
das but as leaders of transformative social change.

Overview of actors financing  
WCSOs: Roles and dynamics
The funding landscape for WCSOs in Ukraine is cha-
racterized by a diverse range of actors, each playing 
distinct roles in shaping the financial and operatio-
nal capacities of these organizations. Institutional 
donors, United Nations mechanisms, humanitarian 
actors, and international non-governmental orga-
nizations all contribute to the funding ecosystem, 
albeit with varying priorities and strategies.

Institutional donors: Governments and multilateral 
institutions such as the European Union, Canada, 
Sweden, the United States, UK, the Netherlands 
and others play a pivotal role in financing WCSOs. 
These donors often prioritize thematic areas such 
as gender-based violence prevention, women’s 
economic empowerment, and women’s participa-
tion in peace and security. For example, Canada’s 
Feminist International Assistance Policy under-
scores the importance of supporting feminist 
movements, providing multi-year, flexible funding 
to bolster WCSOs’ institutional capacities. Similarly, 
the EU’s Gender Action Plan III integrates gender 
considerations into its broader aid portfolio, emp-
hasizing support for local women’s organizations 
to ensure sustainable outcomes.

UN Mechanisms: UN agencies such as UN Women, 
UNFPA, and UNDP have been instrumental in ad-
vancing gender equality in Ukraine. These agencies 
often act as intermediaries, channelling funding 
from institutional donors to local WCSOs while pro-
viding technical assistance, capacity building, and 
advocacy support. For instance, UNFPA has played 
a significant role in addressing gender-based 
violence through funding shelters, hotlines, and 
psychosocial services for survivors. UN Women, on 
the other hand, has focused on integrating gender 
perspectives into national recovery strategies, 
ensuring that WCSOs are included as key stakehol-
ders in policy dialogues.

Humanitarian actors and INGOs: The humanita-
rian response to the war in Ukraine has brought 
a surge of INGOs into the funding ecosystem. 
Organizations such as CARE, Save the Children, 
and ActionAid have contributed to emergency 
relief efforts, often collaborating with local WCSOs 
to deliver aid. However, this influx of international 
actors has also highlighted tensions in resource 
allocation. While INGOs bring critical expertise and 
resources, their dominance in the funding landsca-
pe often sidelines local organizations, which have 
deeper community ties and a nuanced understan-
ding of local needs. The reliance on international 
intermediaries has also led to inefficiencies, with 
local actors receiving only a fraction of the resour-
ces intended for their communities.

Ukrainian financial organizations and funds: They 
contribute the largest share of funding to WCSOs, 
mentioned as a source of funding by 76.9 percent 
of surveyed organisations. The Ukrainian Women’s 
Fund (UWF) is the primary national donor, sup-
porting over 100 WCSOs through project-based 
and core funding, capacity-building grants, and 

emergency assistance on a annual basis. Unlike 
international donors, UWF operates with a strong 
local focus, ensuring that funding aligns with grass-
roots needs. At the same time, it is critically impor-
tant to factor that Ukrainian financial organizations 
and funds rely on international donor funding.

Despite the diversity of actors involved, the fun-
ding landscape remains fraught with challenges. 
The reliance on project-based funding restricts 
WCSOs’ ability to address systemic issues or invest 
in long-term growth. Donor-driven priorities often 
clash with the missions of WCSOs, forcing them to 
adapt their programs to meet external expecta-
tions rather than local needs. Additionally, the 
limited allocation of direct funding to local organi-
zations perpetuates dependency on international 
intermediaries, undermining efforts to build local 
capacity and resilience.

This report examines the interplay between these 
actors and the implications for WCSOs, offering 
insights into how funding strategies can be res-
tructured to better support local organizations. By 
highlighting the roles and dynamics of key stake-
holders, it aims to foster a more equitable and 
effective funding ecosystem for WCSOs in Ukraine.

Objectives of the study: Understan-
ding and transforming the funding 
landscape for WCSOs
The primary objectives of this research are rooted 
in the urgent need to address the challenges faced 
by WCSOs in Ukraine’s evolving funding ecosystem. 
These objectives aim to provide a comprehensive 
understanding of the financial landscape, the sys-
temic barriers imposed by donor-driven funding 
conditions, and the opportunities for creating 
more sustainable and equitable support mecha-
nisms for these organizations.

1. Analyzing the financial landscape: This research 
seeks to map the financial ecosystem for WCSOs in 
Ukraine, with a specific focus on the availability, ac-
cessibility, and conditions of funding. By examining 
funding flows, sources, and mechanisms, the study 
aims to identify trends and disparities that shape 
the operational capacities of WCSOs.

2. Examining the impact of funding mechanisms: 
The study delves into how current funding practi-
ces affect WCSOs’ autonomy and ability to address 
priority issues related to gender equality and wo-
men’s rights. This includes exploring the constra-
ints imposed by short-term, project-based funding 

and the ways in which donor-imposed priorities 
may limit the alignment of funding with organi-
zational missions.

3. Providing actionable recommendations: The 
research aims to offer targeted recommenda-
tions to both donors and WCSOs. For donors, 
the study emphasizes the need for flexible, 
long-term funding models that empower local 
organizations to lead transformative change. 
For WCSOs, the research provides strategies 
for advocating for feminist funding principles 
and building stronger partnerships with funding 
entities.

Photo: Roksolana Potsiurko 

Halyna Fedkovych, from the organisation Women’s Perspectives. 
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Methodology
DATA COLLECTION METHODS
1.Desk review  
The desk review involved analyzing a broad range 
of documents, including reports from major donors, 
surveys, and relevant global and regional studies. 
Key sources included:

• Gender in Humanitarian Action (GiHA) Working 
Group: Accessible Funding for Women’s Rights 
Organizations in Ukraine, 2024. 

• Disasters Emergency Committee (DEC): Real-Time 
Response Review of Ukraine Humanitarian Appeal, 
2023. 

• Ukrainian Women’s Fund: Read between the 
Lines: Ukraine Women’s Rights Organizations’ 
Response to the Full-Scale War, 2023.

• AWID: 2021 Brief: Where Is The Money for Femi-
nist Organizing?

• EU Neighbours East: Ukraine Country Gender 
Profile, 2023. 

• OECD: Bridging the funding gap for women’s 
rights organisations, 2024.

• Refugees International and East SOS: Less Than 
1% of Humanitarian Funding for Ukraine Goes 
Directly to Local Organizations, 2024.

• CARE Deutschland: Making International Funding 
Work for Women’s Organisations, 2023.

• ODI Policy Brief: Where next for feminist foreign 
policy on funding feminist movements? 2024. 

These sources were used to get insights and 
cross-reference findings of the key informant  
interviews (KIIs) and the survey.

This study employed a mixed-methods approach, 
combining both quantitative and qualitative 
methods to capture the complexity of the  
funding landscape for WCSOs in Ukraine. The 
research design emphasized minimizing the 
burden on WCSOs during data collection,  
ensuring participation was accessible and  
meaningful while respecting the constraints 
these organizations face. This integration of  
diverse methodologies allowed for a com-
prehensive and balanced analysis of funding 
trends, challenges, and opportunities.

2. Survey  
The survey, conducted in early December 2024, 
garnered 104 responses from WCSOs. These  
organizations varied in geographic coverage and 
focus areas:

• Geographic distribution: 32.7 percent of WCSOs 
operate nationwide, 34.6 percent are concentrated 
in western Ukraine, and 29.8 percent are active in 
central Ukraine.

• Focus areas: Key sectors of work included Wo-
men, Peace, and Security (78.8 percent); women’s 
economic empowerment (64.4 percent); gender- 
based violence (56.7 percent); political participa-
tion (43.3 percent); and humanitarian response 
(42.7 percent). Additional areas cited included 
anti-trafficking, leadership development, energy 
sector participation, and psychosocial support for 
women and children. 

• Years of experience: 66.35 percent of WCSOs 
reported more than five years of experience, 16.35 
percent had been active for 1–3 years, 14.42 per-
cent for 3–5 years, and 2.88 percent for less than 
one year.

3. Key informant interviews   
In December 2024, 31 KIIs were conducted, with 
participants representing a range of stakeholders:

• WCSO leaders: 19 interviews with leaders of 
well-established and younger organizations across 
Kyiv, large cities, smaller towns, and rural areas, 
spanning advocacy, humanitarian aid, and econo-
mic empowerment.

• Donor representatives: 10 interviews with indivi-
duals from UN agencies, international government 
donors, multilateral organizations, international 
NGOs, and Ukrainian funding organizations.

• Government officials: 2 interviews with officials 
responsible for coordinating women’s rights and 
gender equality programs.

• Gender composition: 30 female and 1 male  
interlocutors participated in the interviews.

22
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DATA ANALYSIS METHODS
Quantitative analysis
Survey data was analyzed using statistical tools to 
identify trends and patterns related to donor-driven 
conditions, funding accessibility, and administrative 
burdens. This approach provided a clear picture 
of disparities in funding distribution, geographic 
coverage, and organizational focus areas.

Qualitative analysis 
A thematic analysis was conducted on data from 
KIIs and desk reviews, with a focus on AWID’s femi-
nist participatory research approach. This method 
prioritized the perspectives of Ukrainian WCSOs 
and provided an in-depth exploration of systemic 
challenges, donor-WCSO dynamics, and lived  
experiences within the funding ecosystem.

This mixed-methods approach ensured a nuanced 
understanding of the WCSO funding environment, 
integrating quantitative breadth with qualitative 
depth to generate actionable insights.

STUDY LIMITATIONS
While this study provides a comprehensive analy-
sis of the funding landscape for WCSOs in Ukraine, 
several limitations should be noted:

1. Survey sample representation: Although the sur-
vey included 104 WCSOs, the sample may not fully 
represent the diversity of organizations across all 
regions and sectors. Smaller or less visible organi-
zations, particularly those in rural or underserved 
areas, might be underrepresented.

2. Time constraints: Data collection occurred within 
a limited timeframe in December 2024, potentially 
restricting the depth of engagement with partici-
pants and the ability to explore emerging trends or 
long-term dynamics.

3. Reliance on secondary data: The desk review 
relied on existing reports and studies, which, while 
comprehensive, may contain inherent biases 
or limitations based on their original scope and 
methodology.

4. Limited data for analysis of intersectionality: The 
study sought to examine how intersecting factors 
such as ethnicity, disability, sexual orientation, and 
socio-economic status impact access to funding. 
However, the analysis was limited by the small 
number of WCSOs receiving funding for interse-
ctional programs. While gender considerations 
remain central, future research with broader parti-
cipation from these organizations would provide a 
deeper understanding of funding disparities.

5. Focus on Ukrainian context: The study’s findings 
are specific to the Ukrainian context and may not 
be directly applicable to other countries or regions. 
The unique geopolitical, social, and economic 
factors influencing WCSOs in Ukraine shape the 
results in ways that might differ elsewhere.

6. Dynamic funding environment: The rapidly 
evolving nature of the funding landscape, influen-
ced by geopolitical changes and donor priorities, 
means that some findings might become outdated 
quickly. Ongoing monitoring will be essential to 
maintain relevance.

These limitations highlight areas for cautious 
interpretation of the findings and underscore the 
importance of continued research to address gaps 
and build on this study’s insights.
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Olha Karasova, Ukrainian Foundation for Public Health (HealthRight)
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Findings  
& analysis 

1. IMPACT OF THE WAR  
ON FUNDING
How has the ongoing war influenced 
the availability of funds for WCSOs?   
The ongoing war in Ukraine has dramatically res-
haped the funding landscape for WCSOs, increasing 
the availability of funds while altering their distribu-
tion and priorities. According to survey data, 68.9 
percent of WCSOs reported a rise in funding since 
the full-scale invasion in 2022. However, this influx 
of resources has been accompanied by a dramatic 
shift in donor priorities toward addressing imme-
diate humanitarian needs, often at the expense of 
long-term advocacy and structural reforms.

The war has prompted an influx of funding directed 
primarily at emergency responses. Based on the 

survey data, 80.8 percent of WCSOs reported 
gaining access to new sources of funding since 
Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022. This shift un-
derscores the growing attention from international 
actors toward supporting women’s rights and gen-
der equality in Ukraine amidst the ongoing crisis. 

Key sources of funding include international NGOs 
(70.2 percent)11 and Ukrainian financial organiza-
tions or funds (76.9 percent) , which have emerged 
as the primary financial contributors. Multilateral 
organizations like UN agencies (39.40 percent) and 
international government donor agencies (35.0 
percent) also play significant roles, albeit to a lesser 
extent. However, contributions from the Ukrainian 
government (1.0 percent) and local governments 
(6.7 percent) remain minimal, reflecting limited 
domestic institutional support.12 

11 It is important to realize that of the ‘Ukrainian financial organizations or funds,’ the only fund mentioned during the interviews was the 
Ukrainian Women’s Fund. The questionnaire was disseminated between the UWF partners WCSOs. However, since the UWF is cooperating 
with all WCSOs that are visible in Ukraine, this is not considered as a study limitation.
12 Multiple answers to this question were possible, therefore the sum of percentage of answers exceeds 100%.
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GRAPH 1. How much money did your  
organisation receive in 2024? N=104

$10,000–$50,000

$100,001–$200,000

$200,001–$500,000

$50,001–$100,000

Less than $10,000
Over $500,000

44,2%

14,4%

5,8%

18,3%

12,5%

4,8%

GRAPH 2. How did the amount of funding 
your organization receives change since 
the start of the fullscale invasion? N=104

Increased by over 100%

Increased by 1–50%

Increased by 51–100%

Decreased by over 100%

Decreased by 1–50%
Decreased by 51–100%
Other

23,1%

28,8%16,3%

1,9%
4,8%

1,9% 14,0%
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While this diversification of funding sources indica-
tes increased donor interest, the analysis reveals 
critical gaps in local and long-term investment. Only 
11.5 percent of WCSOs receive funding from private 
foundations, and reliance on membership fees or 
individual donations remains limited (35.6 percent). 
These funding sources, while smaller in scale, 
typically offer greater flexibility compared to insti-
tutional donor funding, allowing WCSOs to allocate 
resources based on their own strategic priorities 
rather than rigid donor-imposed conditions. The 
scarcity of such flexible funding further reinforces 
WCSOs’ dependence on external donors and raises 
concerns about their sustainability should interna-
tional priorities shift away from Ukraine.

The data highlights that in 2024, nearly half (44.2 
percent) of WCSOs in Ukraine received annual  
funding between $10,000 and $50,000, reflecting  
a relatively modest scale of financial support for 
most organizations. The second most common 
funding bracket (18.3 percent) was $50,000 to 
$100,000. Meanwhile, 14.4 percent of WCSOs 
received between $100,000 and $200,000, and 12.5 
percent received less than $10,000. As few as 5.7 
percent secured funding ranging from $200,000 to 
$500,000, and only a small percentage (4.8 percent) 
obtained substantial funding exceeding $500,000.

This distribution indicates that while many WCSOs 
benefit from smaller grants, few are able to access 
the larger financial resources necessary for scaling 
impactful, long-term initiatives. Such reliance on 
smaller funding streams limits the potential for 
strategic planning and institutional growth, leaving 
WCSOs vulnerable to short-term financial uncerta-
inties and limiting their ability to address systemic 
gender inequalities effectively. It also leads to the 
exhaustion of WCO leaders and teams, which  
negatively affects long-term sustainability.

Regarding changes in funding volumes since the 
full-scale invasion, 68.9 percent of surveyed  
WCSOs reported an increase, demonstrating 
heightened donor interest and investment in  
supporting women’s rights amidst the crisis. 
However, 8.7 percent experienced a decrease, and 
9.7 percent reported no significant change, revea-
ling disparities in the funding landscape. Notably, 
over 28 percent of organizations saw their funding 
grow by 1–50%, and 23 percent reported increases 
exceeding 100% since the full-scale invasion. 

While this influx of resources is a positive deve-
lopment, it has also created significant challenges, 
particularly for smaller organizations that struggle 
to rapidly scale up operations – expanding staff, 
office space, and administrative capacity – only 
to face instability when short-term funding (often 
lasting just 3–6 or 6–12 months) ends. This cycle 
of sudden expansion and contraction undermines 
sustainability and long-term strategic planning. The 
uneven distribution of funding further exacerbates 
these issues, highlighting the challenge of ensuring 
equitable access to resources across all WCSOs. 
Those experiencing decreases or stagnation are 
likely to face significant operational hurdles, reinfor-
cing the need for more inclusive and strategic donor 
practices to ensure that financial support reaches 
a broader range of organizations, including smaller 
and less visible WCSOs.

What proportion of funding is  
directed to humanitarian needs vs. 
longer-term priorities?   
Donor funding for WCSOs during 2022-2024 has 
primarily focused on addressing immediate huma-
nitarian needs, often at the expense of longer-term 
advocacy and capacity building. This trend high-
lights critical imbalances in funding strategies, with 
significant implications for the sustainability and 
effectiveness of WCSOs in Ukraine.

The survey data illustrates a clear prioritization in 
donor funding during 2022–2024, with the majority 
of support aimed at addressing immediate huma-
nitarian needs, while fewer resources were direc-
ted towards building long-term efforts. Notably, a 
majority (46.2 percent) of surveyed organizations 
reported receiving funding that allowed them to 
balance immediate humanitarian needs with long-
term projects, signalling some level of strategic 
investment by donors. 

GRAPH 3. Between 2022–2024, did donor 
funding primarily support your organization’s 
ability to address urgent humanitarian 
needs or implement long-term projects 
for capacity building, development, and 
gender advocacy? N=104

It was fully focused on addressing emergency 
humanitarian needs
It was mostly focused on addressing emergency 
humanitarian needs
It allowed for a balanced approach, supporting 
both urgent needs and long-term projects
It was mostly focused on supporting long-term 
projects

It was fully focused on supporting long-term 
projects

26,0%

15,4%

6,7%

46,2%

5,8%

However, a notable proportion (26 percent) in-
dicated that funding was rather skewed towards 
addressing urgent humanitarian needs, and 5.8 
percent said that they received funding solely for 
this purpose. At the same time, 15.4 percent emp-
hasized that the focus was rather on longer-term 
priorities (capacity building, advocacy and deve-
lopment), and only 6.7 percent of WCSOs reported 
that they received funding dedicated specifically to 
longer-term priorities. This imbalance underscores 
the challenge of aligning donor priorities with the 
dual objectives of immediate crisis response and 
sustainable gender equality advocacy.

While this increase in funding volume has enabled 
WCSOs to address urgent needs, it has also skewed 
the general landscape. Desk review data, notably 
from the 2024 GiHA Report, highlights how donors 
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have prioritized funding for humanitarian assistan-
ce, such as food distribution, shelter, and medical 
aid, particularly in frontline and high-risk areas. 
This heavy reliance on emergency funding restricts 
the ability of WCSOs to develop strategic plans, in-
vest in organizational resilience, or scale successful 
initiatives. 

The dominance of humanitarian-focused funding 
reflects not only donor priorities but also the broa-
der security context. The desk review illustrates how 
donor decision-making is influenced by visibility 
and immediacy, favouring regions and topics that 
produce quick, tangible outcomes.13 As a result, 
frontline areas or high-risk zones receive a dispro-
portionate share of attention and resources. While 
this focus is necessary to address acute crises, it 
often leaves organizations working in less visible 
regions or fields struggling to secure funding for 
equally important, albeit less dramatic, work. 

Moreover, advocacy initiatives, which are essen-
tial for integrating gender equality into national 
recovery and development plans, face structural 
barriers in attracting donor support. Interviews 
revealed a common frustration among WCSO le-
aders: interventions such as policy advice, advoca-
cy, gender mainstreaming in recovery are viewed 
as a ‘luxury’ rather than a necessity during crisis 
periods. As one WCSO representative remarked, 

The current funding landscape reflects a significant 
misalignment between donor priorities and the 
comprehensive needs of WCSOs. While emergency 
aid is indispensable, its predominance in the fun-
ding ecosystem risks sidelining the transformative 
potential of advocacy and long-term programming. 
Desk review findings suggest that this imbalance 

Donors focus on outputs they 
can quantify – advocacy doesn’t 
fit neatly into that framework.

perpetuates a cycle where WCSOs are seen prima-
rily as implementers of humanitarian aid (some 
of interview respondents even highlighted feeling 
themselves as ‘sub-contractors’) rather than as stra-
tegic actors capable of driving systemic change. This 
narrow perception undermines the sustainability of 
gender equality initiatives and limits the impact of 
WCSOs in shaping Ukraine’s recovery. 

The emphasis on humanitarian aid also raises 
questions about the sustainability of donor commit-
ments. Since donor attention may wane as global 
priorities shift to other crises around the globe, 
leaving WCSOs vulnerable to reduced funding at a 
time of recovery when their strategic work is most 
needed is a major risk jeopardizing the impact of 
donor funding.14 It underscores the importance 
of rebalancing funding strategies to ensure that 
both immediate relief and long-term advocacy are 
adequately supported. 

Donors that prioritize funding for 
WCSOs and feminist movements: 
What drives their support and  
funding decisions?   
Donors that prioritize funding to WCSOs and 
feminist movements in Ukraine share a common 
recognition of the pivotal role these organizations 
play in advancing gender equality, addressing 
structural inequalities, and fostering inclusive 
recovery and peacebuilding. Their motivation to 
support WCSOs and feminist movements often 
stems from a combination of policy, strategic, and 
practical considerations, as well as lessons learned 
from prior global and regional experiences.

1. Commitment to gender equality and human 
rights. Many donors articulate their support for 
WCSOs as part of their broader commitment to gen-
der equality and human rights. For example, a do-
nor representative interviewed in a KII emphasized 
that funding WCSOs aligns with their institutional 
mandate to “uphold women’s rights as fundamental 
human rights.” Certain donors have women’s em-
powerment of feminist policies integrated in inter-
national assistance.  This perspective is further sup-
ported by data from the AWID 2021 Brief,16  which 

13 Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC). Donor Conditions and their Implications for Humanitarian Response, 2016. https://interagency-
standingcommittee.org/sites/default/files/migrated/2016-05/20160416_donor_conditions_study_final_0.pdf; R. Worden and P. Saez. How 
Do Humanitarian Donors Make Decisions, and What Is the Scope for Change. Centre for Global Development, 2021. https://www.cgdev.org/
publication/how-do-humanitarian-donors-make-decisions-and-what-scope-change; Real-Time Response Review of Ukraine Humanitarian 
Appeal 2022 for Disasters Emergency Committee (DEC) – Ukraine Country Report, 2023. https://reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/real-time-respon-
se-review-ukraine-humanitarian-appeal-2022-disasters-emergency-committee-dec-ukraine-country-report-submitted-07-february-2023 
14 See, for example, Ukrainian Women’s Fund. Read between the Lines: Ukraine Women’s Rights Organisations’ Response to the Full-Scale 
War, Approaches and Threats, 2023. 
16 See, for example, Ukrainian Women’s Fund. Read between the Lines: Ukraine Women’s Rights Organisations’ Response to the Full-Scale 
War, Approaches and Threats, 2023.

highlights the increasing recognition that feminist 
movements are critical agents of change capable of 
addressing deeply entrenched inequalities. 

2. Recognition of effectiveness. Evidence from KIIs 
suggests that donors value the proven effectiveness 
of WCSOs in driving impactful change, particularly 
in areas such as advocacy, community mobili-
zation, and gender-sensitive programming. One 
donor noted in an interview that WCSOs often 
achieve “transformational outcomes even with 
limited resources,” underscoring their efficiency and 
grassroots connections.

3. Alignment with broader agendas. Donors also 
support WCSOs as part of broader global agendas, 
such as the Sustainable Development Goals and 
the Women, Peace, and Security framework. Desk 
review data indicates that donors view invest-
ments in WCSOs as essential to achieving SDG 5 
(Gender Equality) and other interlinked goals.17 
By supporting feminist movements, donors aim 
to ensure women’s voices are integral to recovery 
and peacebuilding processes.

4. Local expertise and reach. WCSOs’ deep under-
standing of local contexts is a key factor driving 
donor support. Donors interviewed during the 
KIIs highlighted the ability of WCSOs to navigate 
complex local dynamics, tailor interventions to 
specific community needs, and access vulnerable 
populations. As one donor stated, 

5. Filling gaps in humanitarian and development 
aid. Certain donors increasingly recognize that 
WCSOs play a complementary role to larger hu-
manitarian and development actors by addres-
sing gaps in service delivery and advocating for 

gender-sensitive responses. For instance, the GiHA 
2024 Report emphasizes how WCSOs address 
specific needs, such as protection for survivors 
of gender-based violence (GBV) and advocacy for 
women’s leadership,18  which are sometimes over-
looked by mainstream aid efforts.

Donors articulate their motivation to support  
WCSOs through several mechanisms. Certain do-
nors explicitly emphasize flexibility in their funding 
mechanisms to align with the priorities of WCSOs. 
As highlighted in the GiHA 2024 Report, these do-
nors frame their support as a partnership, rather 
than a transactional relationship.19 One donor 
interviewee stated, 

Donors motivated by the localization agenda ad-
vocate for channelling resources directly to WCSOs 
as a way to strengthen local ownership and sustai-
nability. This perspective was echoed in interviews, 
where donors emphasized the importance of 
reducing intermediaries and empowering WCSOs 
to lead on the ground.

Also, donors use evidence from prior funding 
cycles to justify their support for WCSOs. The AWID 
2021 Brief demonstrates that feminist move-
ments are among the most effective drivers of 
social change. By referencing such data, donors 
strengthen their case for prioritizing funding to 
WCSOs, ensuring that their investments are seen 
as both impactful and strategic.20 

Despite these motivations, challenges persist. Whi-
le many donors express strong commitments to 
supporting WCSOs and feminist movements, these 
intentions often become distorted in program plan-
ning and technical implementation. Interviews with 

17 EU Neighbours East. Ukraine Country Gender Profile, 2023. https://euneighbourseast.eu/news/publications/country-gender-profi-
le-cgp-ukraine/; OECD. Bridging the funding gap for women’s rights organisations: Canada’s support through the Equality Fund. A case study, 
2024. https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/development-co-operation-tips-tools-insights-practices_be69e0cf-en/bridging-the-funding-gap-
for-women-s-rights-organisations-canada-s-support-through-the-equality-fund_6aa9a5d1-en.html 
18 Gender in Humanitarian Action (GiHA) Working Group. Accessible Funding for Women’s Rights Organizations in Ukraine, 2024. https://
reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/accessible-funding-womens-rights-organizations-ukraine-enuk
19 Ibid. 
20 AWID. 2021 Brief: Where Is The Money for Feminist Organizing? https://www.awid.org/news-and-analysis/2021-brief-where-money-femi-
nist-organizing

WCSOs are often the first to  
respond and the last to leave, 
and they have the trust of the 
communities they serve.

We trust WCSOs to know what  
is best for their communities, 
and our role is to empower  
them to act.
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both donors and WCSO representatives revealed 
a gap between stated commitments and actual 
funding practices. Although donors emphasize 
flexibility and trust, WCSOs frequently encounter 
rigid reporting requirements, short-term funding 
cycles, and administrative burdens that undermine 
these principles. One WCSO leader remarked, 

This misalignment often stems not from a lack of 
willingness but from structural constraints, risk 
aversion, and standardized donor procedures that 
prioritize control and accountability over long-term 
sustainability for WCSOs.

Donors that prioritize funding for WCSOs and femi-
nist movements are motivated by a combination of 
their internal policies, practical considerations, and 
lessons from prior experience. Their support re-
flects a growing recognition of the transformative 
role WCSOs play in advancing gender equality and 
driving social change. However, to maximize the 
impact of their investments, donors must address 
the structural barriers that limit WCSOs’ access to 
resources, including rigid funding frameworks and 
inequitable distribution practices.

Gender mainstreaming in donor  
funding: Declarations vs. real  
allocation of money for WCSOs?   
The difference of this question from the previous is 
that the previous focused on donor support to WCS-
Os in implementing women’s rights programming, 
and this question deals with mainstreaming gender 
– including in terms of fund allocation – to other 
(non-gender) programmes. Gender mainstreaming 
has become a cornerstone of donor commitments, 
with many institutional and multilateral donors 
emphasizing the importance of integrating gender 
perspectives into their funding strategies. However, 
despite these declarations, significant gaps exist 
in how resources are allocated to WCSOs. The 
practical implementation of gender mainstreaming 
often falls short, with a disconnect between policy 
commitments and tangible support for WCSOs.

Declarations of gender mainstreaming. Donor 
declarations on gender mainstreaming frequently 
emphasize the importance of ensuring that women 
and gender considerations are central to recovery, 
development, and humanitarian efforts. The desk re-
view highlights how donors often classify projects as 
gender-sensitive or gender-transformative using gen-
der markers – tools that assess the extent to which 
gender considerations are integrated into a project. 
However, in practice, gender mainstreaming remains 
weak in many sectors, particularly in large-scale infra-
structure projects, which are set to receive significant 
funding. In these areas, gender components are 
often superficial, tokenistic, or entirely absent, posing 
a risk of sidelining gender equality efforts.

In interviews, only a few donor representatives 
reaffirmed strong commitments to gender main-
streaming, often describing it as a ‘cross-cutting is-
sue’ within broader funding priorities. One notable 
exception is CARE, which has both a gender ma-
instreaming specialist and a women’s leadership 
specialist. The former trains staff and partners on 
gender and integrates gender analysis into project 
planning, while the latter leads the Women Lead 
in Emergencies program. Importantly, CARE backs 
these efforts with dedicated funding, both for the 
gender-focused programming and for personnel 
who ensure implementation. This investment sets 
it apart from donors who include gender consi-
derations in rhetoric but fail to allocate financial 
resources to ensure meaningful integration. 
However, interviews with other donor represen-
tatives, as well as the actual allocation of funding, 
show a different picture, revealing a persistent gap 
between commitments and practice.

A very common story reported by both donors 
and WCSOs is the donor preference for larger 
implementers/intermediaries. Funding classified 
as gender mainstreamed is frequently channelled 
through large international organizations rather 
than directly to WCSOs. This preference results in 
limited access for smaller, grassroots WCSOs that 
are deeply embedded in local communities. A do-
nor representative admitted during an interview, 

We trust larger organizations to  
manage large-scale projects, but 
this often means smaller WCSOs 
are left out of the funding equation. 

Donors speak about empowering 
WCSOs, but the ways they  
provide support, including  
funding, rarely reflect that trust.

Also, it was noted by multiple interview respon-
dents that gender mainstreaming is often reduced 
to a procedural requirement, with minimal sub-
stantive engagement. For instance, projects may 
reference women’s participation or gender equality 
without embedding these considerations into their 
design or funding structures. This practice was 
criticized by a WCSO leader: 

Challenges in translating commitments into 
practice. Several structural barriers contribute 
to the disparity between gender mainstreaming 
declarations and real allocations:

• Lack of accountability mechanisms: Gender mar-
kers, while useful for tracking donor intentions, 
lack enforceable mechanisms to ensure mea-
ningful gender integration. The interview findings 
indicate that while gender mainstreaming aims to 
incorporate a gender lens into broader program-
ming, it does not necessarily translate into direct 
support for WCSOs. This gap highlights the need 
for targeted funding and recognition of WCSOs 
as key drivers of change, rather than relying on 

The so-called gender mainstrea-
ming has become […] a buzzword, 
but the WCSOs continue to stay on 
the sidelines, including financially.

gender-blind programming with superficial gender 
markers as a substitute for transformative action.

• Short-term funding models: The dominance of 
short-term funding cycles limits opportunities for 
WCSOs to engage in meaningful advocacy or ca-
pacity-building work. While gender mainstreaming 
declarations emphasize inclusivity, the realities of 
short-term funding modalities undermine these 
goals by deprioritizing transformative initiatives. 
This is particularly problematic for gender equality 
projects, which often focus on shifting entren-
ched gender stereotypes, changing social roles, 
or strengthening support services. These efforts 
require time and trust-building with communities, 
which cannot be meaningfully achieved within a 
typical six-month funding cycle.

• Overemphasis on outputs over outcomes: 
Donors often prioritize measurable outputs, such 
as numbers of women reached, over structural 
outcomes like policy reform or systemic change. As 
a WCSO leader put in in an interview, 

A good photo from a coordination 
meeting in a fancy place is  
somehow preferrable over 
 systemic work to address gender 
inequalities. 
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This approach disadvantages those WCSOs that 
prioritize long-term transformation rather than 
immediate service delivery.

The gap between donor declarations on gender 
mainstreaming and actual resource allocation 
reflects a deeper issue in how gender equality is 
operationalized. While donors frequently articulate 
the importance of supporting WCSOs, the lack of 
dedicated budgets, overreliance on large interme-
diaries, and focus on short-term goals limit the 
transformative potential of gender mainstreaming. 

Are there disparities in funding  
access based on the geographic  
location of WCSOs? How location  
(urban vs. rural, frontline areas)  
influences access to funding?   
Geographic location significantly impacts the ability 
of WCSOs to access funding in Ukraine. Disparities 
exist between urban, rural, and frontline areas, 
shaped by donor priorities and perceptions of 
urgency, visibility, and capacity. These differences 
create unequal opportunities for WCSOs to secure 
resources and fulfil their roles in advancing gender 
equality.

Frontline areas: priority but limited scope. 
Frontline WCSOs receive the most attention from 
donors due to the visibility of urgent humanitarian 
needs. The GiHA 2024 Report highlights how these 
regions are prioritized for funding focused on 
emergency responses, such as food, shelter, and 
medical aid.21  One donor explained, 

According to the survey data, perceptions about 
funding accessibility for organizations working with 
women in different regions of Ukraine vary signifi-
cantly. The largest proportion of respondents (43.3 
percent) believe that organizations operating in 
frontline regions have easier access to funding. In 
contrast, 22.1 percent think organizations in regi-
ons distant from the frontline are favoured. Nota-
bly, 32.7 percent of respondents were uncertain, 

indicating a high level of ambiguity in perceptions 
about funding priorities. Only 1.9 percent saw no 
significant difference in funding accessibility based 
on regional focus. However, funding for frontline 
WCSOs overwhelmingly supports short-term 
humanitarian projects, leaving little room for reco-
very or advocacy. As one WCSO leader noted, 

Rural areas: vulnerable and overlooked. Rural 
WCSOs face the most significant barriers in 
accessing funding. They are often excluded from 
donor priorities. A WCSO leader from a small town 
expressed frustration, stating, 

Limited infrastructure, weaker networks, and redu-
ced engagement opportunities further exacerbate 
their marginalization.

In summary, geographic disparities in funding ac-
cess are evident across Ukraine. Frontline WCSOs 
are prioritized for immediate humanitarian needs 
but lack funding for recovery or advocacy-related 
interventions. Urban WCSOs dominate funding op-
portunities due to proximity and capacity, though 
smaller organizations struggle to compete. Rural 
WCSOs remain severely underfunded and vulne-
rable, highlighting the need for donors to adopt 
more inclusive approaches that address these 
disparities and support WCSOs equitably across all 
regions. 

21 Gender in Humanitarian Action (GiHA) Working Group. Accessible Funding for Women’s Rights Organizations in Ukraine, 2024. https://
reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/accessible-funding-womens-rights-organizations-ukraine-enuk

Frontline areas are our priority  
because the needs are so visible. 

It’s all about emergency aid.  
There’s close to no funding for  
rebuilding or long-term needs.

Our work is invisible to donors 
because we are not in high-profile 
areas.

How do different donor’s commit-
ments and allocations look for the 
future? What types of funding do 
they have available now and have 
planned for the future (2025–2027)? 
(e.g., which sectors, types, amounts, 
timeframes, gender mainstreaming, 
and/or gender equality-specific  
programming).   
Donor commitments and allocations for WCSOs in 
Ukraine for 2025–2027 indicate a mix of continuity 
and gradual shifts towards longer-term goals, 
although immediate humanitarian needs are ex-
pected to remain a dominant focus. Insights from 
key informants and desk reviews highlight both 
progress and challenges in donor planning and 
resource allocation.

Current and future funding approaches encompass 
various types and timeframes, reflecting both short-
term and long-term priorities, notably:

Short-term humanitarian focus. The majority of 
funding continues to be tied to short-term grants, 
typically lasting 6–12 months. A donor represen-
tative noted that while there is recognition of the 
need for longer-term commitments, the immediate 
pressures of humanitarian crises dominate pri-
orities, making multi-year funding the exception 
rather than the rule. 

Localization and capacity building. Many donors 
are increasingly acknowledging the importance of 

directing funding to local organizations, including 
WCSOs. However, according to the 2024 Annual 
Ukraine Localization Survey, only a small percentage 
of funding currently reaches local organizations di-
rectly, with most resources being funnelled through 
international intermediaries. Research from The 
Share Trust and Refugees International further cor-
roborates this, highlighting that only 0.07 percent of 
funding in the two years following Russia’s full-scale 
invasion reached local actors directly. This underin-
vestment persists despite evidence that local inter-
mediaries are 15.5 percent more cost-efficient than 
international ones. A shift to redeploying 25 percent 
of funding to local intermediaries could result in 
an estimated cost efficiency gain of $256 million 
over two years—resources critical for addressing 
ongoing humanitarian needs.22 

Sectoral priorities and gender-specific program-
ming: Gender equality initiatives remain a stated 
priority, with an emphasis on areas such as gen-
der-based violence prevention, women’s leadership, 
and economic empowerment. However, these 
programs are often embedded within broader hu-
manitarian efforts, which limits the direct allocation 
of resources to WCSOs. A donor representative 
highlighted the effectiveness of integrating gender 
mainstreaming tools, such as gender markers and 
dedicated specialists, into programming. Yet, these 
practices remain inconsistent across the sector.

Planned funding for 2025–2027: Several donors 
have announced multi-year funding plans to 
support Ukraine’s recovery, emphasizing resilien-
ce-building and systemic reforms. However, the 
absence of robust transparency and accountability 
mechanisms raises concerns about whether these 
commitments will translate into tangible benefits 
for WCSOs, especially at the grassroots level. More-
over, it remains unclear to what extent these funds 
will integrate a gender equality perspective, as past 
funding trends have shown that gender considera-
tions are often sidelined in broader recovery effort.
Additionally, interviewed donor representatives 
reported encountering notable difficulties in their 
interactions with WCSOs. These challenges stem 
from systemic barriers that hinder effective collabo-
ration and equitable resource distribution:

1. Administrative and bureaucratic barriers. Re-
porting and application processes remain overly 
complex and burdensome, particularly for smaller 

22 Refugees International. Passing the Buck: The Economics of Localizing Aid in Ukraine, 2024. https://reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/pas-
sing-buck-economics-localizing-aid-ukraine-enuk 
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WCSOs. Many of these requirements are tailored 
for large international organizations and create 
significant entry barriers for grassroots actors. A 
donor representative noted that the administrati-
ve workload often prevents smaller WCSOs from 
accessing funding effectively.

2. Capacity and resource constraints: Many WCSOs 
lack the staff and financial resources needed to 
meet donor compliance requirements. Skilled 
personnel often leave for higher-paying positions 
in international organizations, leaving WCSOs 
understaffed and struggling to manage projects 
effectively. These constraints hinder smaller orga-
nizations from scaling their impact or sustaining 
operations beyond short-term funding cycles.

3. Lack of flexibility in funding structures: Donors 
often maintain rigid funding structures, which limit 
WCSOs’ ability to adapt to changing local contexts. 
While some efforts have been made to streamline 
processes, inflexibility continues to undermine 
local ownership and innovation.

The funding landscape for WCSOs in Ukraine 
reflects an inherent tension between immediate 
humanitarian demands and the long-term goals 
of systemic change and gender equality. Despite 
donor recognition of the importance of localization 
and capacity building, progress remains slow and 
uneven. The persistent reliance on international 
intermediaries not only marginalizes local actors 
but also results in missed opportunities for cost ef-
ficiencies and sustainable development. Research 
demonstrates that increased investment in local 
intermediaries could yield significant financial and 
operational benefits, yet this potential remains 
largely untapped.

The future of donor funding for WCSOs will be 
shaped by the extent to which donors can address 
these systemic barriers while fostering equitable 
partnerships with local actors. Without a deliberate 
shift toward empowering WCSOs through direct 
funding and flexible support, the transformative 
potential of these organizations risks being overs-
hadowed by the inefficiencies of the current aid 
model.

 
 
 
 

2. DONOR-DRIVEN VS. 
SELF-IDENTIFIED PRIORITIES. 
FLEXIBILITY OF FUNDING

To what extent do WCSOs feel that 
funding aligns with their priorities? 
Whether donor conditions restrict 
the autonomy of WCSOs?   
Donor-imposed conditions significantly influence 
how WCSOs allocate funding and shape their 
agendas, often creating challenges in balancing 
immediate needs with long-term priorities. Survey 
and interview findings highlight systemic constraints 
that limit WCSOs’ autonomy and effectiveness.

The majority of WCSOs experience varying degrees 
of restriction in how they use donor funding. Only 
9.6 percent reported being ‘fully free’ in determi-
ning how to allocate resources, while 25 percent 
described themselves as ‘somewhat free.’ In 
contrast, 33.7 percent stated they were ‘somewhat 
restricted,’ and 7.7 percent reported ‘having no 
freedom at all’. A significant proportion – 24.0 
percent – remained uncertain about their level of 
autonomy in fund usage. This distribution under-
scores the pervasive influence of donor-imposed 
conditions on WCSOs’ operational decisions.

The findings reveal that while some WCSOs retain 
partial autonomy in their agendas and resource 
allocation, a substantial portion faces significant 
constraints imposed by donor conditions. This 
limited independence, combined with uncertainty 
and restrictions in fund usage, highlights a syste-
mic imbalance in the donor-WCSO relationship 
that undermines the ability of WCSOs to align their 
work with their strategic priorities and local needs.

The survey findings are corroborated by KII re-
sponses, which reveal that donor-imposed priori-
ties frequently compel WCSOs to adjust their focus 
areas, often at the expense of their core missions. 
For example, during the early stages of the war, 
one WCSO shifted its focus entirely to humanitari-
an aid in response to donor demands, despite its 
longstanding emphasis on gender programming. 
As a leader from this organization noted, 

Another WCSO representative explained that ef-
forts to balance donor expectations with commu-
nity needs often result in ‘patchwork programming,’ 
which hinders the organization from achieving its 
long-term objectives.

These interviews also highlight significant dispa-
rities in how donors understand and respond to 
WCSO needs. While some donors were praised 
for their flexibility, allowing WCSOs to realloca-
te resources to address emerging challenges, 
such practices are not the norm. A WCSO leader 
observed that many donors focus excessively on 
their own reporting requirements and indicators, 
forcing organizations to dedicate significant re-
sources to compliance rather than addressing their 
communities’ actual needs. For instance, some 
donors require detailed progress reports for every 
minor expenditure, which adds to the administrati-
ve burden and detracts from programmatic work.

Furthermore, the lack of funding for operational 
flexibility and long-term sustainability presents 
another significant challenge. Several WCSO 
leaders noted that donor funding is often tied to 

While addressing immediate  
needs is essential, […] it pulled us 
away from our strategic work on 
systemic gender reforms. 

specific projects, leaving little room for pursuing 
strategic goals. One interviewee remarked, 

To navigate donor-driven constraints, some 
WCSOs have adopted a collaborative approach by 
forming consortia to strengthen their grant appli-
cations. This model allows multiple organizations 
to pool resources, improve administrative capacity, 
and enhance their chances of securing funding. As 
a positive side effect, consortia-building reduces 
competition among WCSOs, fostering cooperation 
rather than rivalry over limited financial resources. 

What degree of flexibility to WCSOs 
enjoy in determining the ways to 
use donor funding?   
Lack of flexibility in utilizing donor funding remains 
a significant challenge for many WCSOs in Ukraine, 
as donor conditions often dictate strict parameters 
for resource allocation. This rigidity limits WCSOs’ 
ability to adapt funding to their operational needs 
and evolving local contexts.

Survey data shows that 48.1 percent of WCSOs 
report moderate independence in determining 
and executing their agendas, while 38.5 percent 
experience limited independence, and only 11.5 
percent describe their autonomy as full. These fin-
dings suggest that while some organizations retain 
partial decision-making power, many face conside-
rable constraints in utilizing funds to address their 
priorities effectively.

Key informant interviews further highlight how 
donor requirements often restrict flexibility. One 
WCSO leader noted that donors frequently impo-
se detailed line-item budgets, leaving no room 
for adjustments during implementation, even 
when community needs shift. Another respondent 
shared that strict donor monitoring and reporting 
processes create additional layers of oversight, 
reducing their ability to respond quickly to emerging 
priorities. For instance, reallocating unspent funds 
for urgent needs often requires extensive donor 

We have to accept funding that 
doesn’t fully align with our mission 
because without it, we can’t  
sustain basic operations. 



Key informant interviews reveal that many WCSOs 
had to temporarily shift their focus to meet imme-
diate humanitarian needs, particularly in the initial 
stages of the war. For instance, one WCSO leader 
explained, 

Another representative noted that 

However, as highlighted in the interviews, in 
2023 and especially 2024, more established and 
experienced WCSOs were able to gradually return 
to addressing their longer-term priorities and 
securing funding for these initiatives. In contrast, 
younger or less experienced WCSOs and organi-
sations working on vulnerable groups remained 
more dependent on donor-imposed priorities, 
which predominantly focused on emergency fun-
ding. As a result, these organizations often had to 
adapt their activities to align with donor preferen-
ces, limiting their ability to pursue strategic, mis-
sion-driven goals and contribute to feminist move-
ment. This dynamic underscores the critical need 
for capacity-building support and more flexible 
funding structures to empower younger WCSOs to 
maintain autonomy and effectively contribute to 
systemic change, even during times of crisis.

The desk review supports these findings, noting 
that while donors emphasize flexibility during cri-
ses, this rarely translates into meaningful support 
for systemic initiatives like advocacy. Reports such 
as a recent publication by Refugees International 
also highlight the tension between short-term 
emergency funding and the long-term developme-
nt goals of local actors.24

The influx of humanitarian funding has had a dual 
impact on the autonomy of WCSOs. On one hand, 
it has enabled organizations to address critical 
needs, sustaining their operations during a crisis. 
On the other hand, the emphasis on donor-driven 
priorities and immediate outcomes has constrai-
ned their ability to fully pursue long-term strategic 
goals. While most WCSOs demonstrate resilience 
in aligning funding with their missions, the press-
ure to adapt has often resulted in compromises, 
particularly for advocacy and systemic reforms.

3. ACCESS TO CORE VS.  
PROJECT-BASED FUNDING

How many WCSOs are receiving  
core, including multi-year, funding  
vs. project-based funding? Funding 
trends, with particular emphasis  
on the availability of operational 
support.   
The funding landscape for WCSOs in Ukraine is 
overwhelmingly dominated by short-term pro-
ject-based funding, with minimal access to core 
or multi-year funding. This imbalance poses signi-
ficant challenges for the long-term sustainability 
and strategic development of WCSOs, particularly 
in the context of the ongoing war and its multiface-
ted impacts.

Survey data indicates that the majority of funding 
agreements between WCSOs and donors during 
2022–2024 were short-term. Specifically, 44.2 per-
cent of funding agreements lasted 6–12 months, 
and 43.3 percent were limited to 3–6 months. 
Agreements exceeding one year were rare, with 
only 2.9 percent lasting 1–2 years and a mere 1.9 
percent extending beyond two years. Additionally, 
7.7 percent of agreements were less than three 
months in duration. 
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approvals, which delays critical interventions. Such 
inflexibility was described as ”not practical in crisis 
settings” where rapid decision-making is essential.

Desk review findings corroborate these observa-
tions, emphasizing that short-term project-based 
funding models exacerbate the issue. The lack of 
multi-year grants and operational support further 
constrains WCSOs, forcing them to adapt their 
activities to meet donor specifications rather than 
addressing systemic or long-term needs.23 

The limited flexibility in donor funding undermines 
WCSOs’ ability to operate effectively and sustaina-
bly. While some organizations manage to navigate 
these restrictions, the overall lack of adaptive 
funding models hampers their responsiveness to 
dynamic contexts and evolving community needs. 
Addressing these barriers through streamlined 
funding processes and increased flexibility would 
enhance the operational efficiency and impact of 
WCSOs in Ukraine.

How has the influx of humanitarian 
funding affected the autonomy of 
WCSOs? Whether WCSOs have been 
able to maintain their core missions 
or had to adapt to donor agendas.  
The influx of humanitarian funding in Ukraine has 
significantly reshaped the operational landsca-
pe for WCSOs. While this funding has provided 
critical resources for immediate needs, it has also 
introduced challenges regarding the preservation 
of autonomy and alignment with core missions. 
Survey data and qualitative insights highlight 
how WCSOs have navigated the balance between 
adapting to donor priorities and maintaining their 
strategic goals.

Survey findings show that 76 percent of WCSOs re-
ported their core missions and long-term goals re-
mained mostly unchanged, indicating a degree of 
resilience in maintaining their organizational focus. 
However, one in four organisations have had to 
abandon some or all long-term goals due to donor 
priorities – notably, 20.2 percent noted they had 
to abandon some long-term goals, and 5.8 percent 
admitted they had to adapt entirely to donor prio-
rities, effectively relinquishing their core missions. 
The remaining 3.8 percent of respondents empha-
sised that their adjustments were more influenced 
by the war rather than donor conditions.

23 Ukrainian Women’s Fund. Read between the Lines: Ukraine Women’s Rights Organisations’ Response to the Full-Scale War, Approaches and 
Threats, 2023.

24 Refugees International. Passing the Buck: The Economics of Localizing Aid in Ukraine, 2024. https://reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/passing- 
buck-economics-localizing-aid-ukraine-enuk

When asked to assess the impact of current 
funding conditions on their ability to fulfil their 
missions, 41.3 percent of WCSOs perceive donor 
funding conditions as having a “very positive” 
impact, while 44.2 percent describe the impact as 
“somewhat positive.” However, 12.5 percent rated 
the impact as “neutral,” and a small minority of 2 
percent expressed negative experiences. These 
findings suggest that while humanitarian funding 
has been broadly beneficial, the degree of its align-
ment with WCSO priorities varies significantly.

GRAPH 5. How have donor conditions  
affected your organization’s ability to 
maintain its core mission and long-term 
goals? N=104
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We had to adapt to donor priorities and  
abandon our mission and all long-term goals.
We had to abandon some of our long-term goals.

Our core mission and long-term goals remain 
mostly unchanged.
Other

During the initial phase of the 
[full-scale] war, we had to pivot  
to humanitarian aid to secure  
essential funding, which  
temporarily diverted us from  
our advocacy work.

the emphasis on immediate relief 
efforts by donors often means 
less attention and resources are 
available for our long-term gender 
equality initiatives.
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This data underscores the predominance of short-
term funding models that limit strategic planning 
and sustainability. As one WCSO leader described, 

A key informant from the donor community 
acknowledged that these requirements are a 
reflection of broader accountability frameworks 
but admitted they often place undue pressure on 
smaller, grassroots organizations. This dynamic 
exacerbates existing inequities, as larger, better-re-
sourced WCSOs are more likely to have dedicated 
staff and manage these processes successfully.

Further data reveals the distribution of funding 
types received by WCSOs. A striking 85.6 percent 
of organizations reported receiving funding for 
specific programs or projects, while 52.5 percent 
received humanitarian funding. However, only 16.7 
percent25 of respondents received funding explicit-
ly aimed at supporting their organizational mission 
and goals outside the framework of specific pro-
jects. This distribution highlights the critical gap in 
flexible and core funding, as most funding remains 
restricted to predefined activities.

The interviews with WCSOs highlights that the 
majority of core funding is provided by the UWF a 
small group of progressive international donors, 
such as Sweden, Canada, and some UN agencies. 
These donors view core funding as essential for 
strengthening WCSOs’ institutional capacities and 
ensuring sustainability.

Project-based type of funding is typically tied to 
narrowly defined outcomes, such as humanitarian 
aid, GBV response, or specific advocacy campaigns. 
While it provides critical resources for implemen-
ting projects, it offers limited flexibility for orga-
nizations to address their broader strategic or 
operational needs. KIIs with WCSO representatives 
reveal widespread frustration with the constra-
ints of project-based funding. One WCSO leader 
remarked, 

Operational support, which includes funding for 
salaries, administrative costs, and infrastructure, 
remains one of the most underfunded areas. The 
desk review underscores the implications of this 
gap, noting that without operational support, 
many WCSOs are forced to divert resources from 
programmatic activities to sustain their day-to-day 
functions.26 KIIs echoed this concern, with one 
WCSO leader stating, 

WCSOs are increasingly advocating for multi-year 
funding as a way to improve planning, sustainabi-
lity, and impact. While a few donors have piloted 
multi-year agreements, these are still exceptions. 
As one donor noted during an interview, 

The combined findings reveal a systemic imbalan-
ce in the funding ecosystem, where project-based 
and humanitarian funding dominate at the expen-
se of flexible and core funding. While project-spe-
cific grants enable WCSOs to address immediate 
needs, the lack of core funding restricts their ability 
to invest in long-term goals, organizational deve-
lopment, and sustainability. The reliance on short-
term agreements compounds these challenges, 
creating an environment where WCSOs must 
constantly seek new funding to remain operational.

What are the challenges in securing 
sustainable funding? Barriers to 
financial stability and long-term 
growth for WCSOs.  
Securing core funding is a pivotal challenge for 
WCSOs in Ukraine, as it directly impacts their abili-
ty to maintain operational stability, pursue long-
term strategic goals, and ensure the sustainability 
of their missions. Despite the critical role WCSOs 
play in humanitarian and advocacy efforts, acces-
sing flexible and unrestricted funding remains a 
significant barrier.

Survey data reveals that a substantial majority 
of WCSOs find it difficult to obtain funding from 
donors. Specifically, 40.4 percent of organiza-

tions reported that it is “rather difficult” to secure 
funding, while an additional 8.7 percent described 
the process as “very difficult.” Furthermore, 34.6 
percent of respondents were unsure about the ease 
of obtaining funding, indicating a lack of clarity or 
inconsistent experiences among WCSOs. Only 16.4 
percent of WCSOs felt that securing funding was 
“rather easy,” and no respondent reported it being 
“very easy,” highlighting the pervasive challenges 
faced across the sector. These figures illustrate that 
over 80 percent of WCSOs encounter significant 
obstacles in accessing donor funding, underscoring 
the widespread difficulty in obtaining the financial 
support necessary for their operations and growth.

GRAPH 7. How easy or difficult is it for  
your organization to obtain funding from 
donors? N=104
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The survey also illustrates the significant challeng-
es faced by WCSOs in securing funding, highligh-
ting systemic barriers that limit their access to 
financial resources. The most frequently reported 
challenge, cited by 54.8 percent of respondents, is 
the restricted availability of funding for smaller or-
ganizations. This underscores the disproportionate 
disadvantage faced by grassroots WCSOs, which 
often lack the administrative capacity or networks 
to compete with larger organizations for limited 
funding opportunities. Additionally, 45.2 percent 

40 41

Short-term grants mean we’re 
constantly scrambling to keep 
things afloat. There’s no space for 
strategic planning.

25 Multiple answers to this question were possible, therefore the sum of percentage of answers exceeds 100%. 
26 Multiple answers to this question were possible, therefore the sum of percentage of answers exceeds 100%.

Project funding keeps us afloat, 
but it doesn’t allow us to invest 
in our organization. Everything is 
tied to donor objectives, with no 
room for building our capacity or 
planning for the future.

We spend so much time trying 
to piece together funding for our 
operations that it takes away 
from our ability to focus on our 
mission.

Multi-year funding requires trust, 
and we’re not there yet […] with 
many organizations.



of respondents identified complex application and 
proposal processes as a major obstacle, reflecting 
the burdensome requirements that smaller orga-
nizations struggle to navigate. High administrative 
demands and reporting requirements were noted 
by 44.2 percent of respondents, further exacerba-
ting the strain on limited organizational resources.

Language barriers, including the need to submit 
proposals and conduct negotiations in foreign 

languages, were a significant issue for 34 percent 
of WCSOs, highlighting a gap in donor accessibi-
lity and inclusivity. Lastly, 29.8 percent reported 
challenges in maintaining effective communica-
tion with donors, pointing to a broader issue of 
limited donor engagement and transparency in 
the funding process.27 These barriers collectively 
reinforce the systemic challenges that hinder the 
sustainability and impact of WCSOs, particularly 
those operating at smaller scales.

42 43
27 Multiple answers to this question were possible, therefore the sum of percentage of answers exceeds 100%.

28 CARE Deutschland. Making International Funding Work for Women’s Organisations, 2023. https://www.care.de/media/websitedateien/
care-allgemeines/publikationen/advocacy/care-deutschland-briefing-ukraine-conflict-making-funding-work-for-womens-organisations.pdf; 
AWID. 2021 Brief: Where Is The Money for Feminist Organizing? https://www.awid.org/news-and-analysis/2021-brief-where-money-femi-
nist-organizing
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In addition, the survey respondents identified other 
key challenges in securing core funding, emphasizing 
the disproportionate effort required relative to the 
outcomes achieved. One WCSO highlighted, 

This sentiment was echoed by another organiza-
tion, which noted: 

Other challenges include a crisis in staffing, where 
small teams are stretched thin “We have a small team, 
so only a few people can write grants,” one respondent 
explained. Additionally, the inconsiderate timelines 
imposed by donors were a significant hurdle: 

The number of hours spent on 
each grant application is 
disproportionate to the results, 
considering the average success 
rate of 1 out of 10 grants. […] 
Additionally, fundraising and 
administrative staff cannot be 
paid from project grants, forcing 
us to expend considerable effort 
for minimal returns.

There is intense competition for 
limited funds, and little to no 
support for our advocacy work 
or programs tailored to women 
from military families, including 
widows,

After submitting a proposal,  
very few donors provide feedback 
on rejection reasons, hindering 
our ability to improve future  
applications.

Donors often require quick 
turnarounds for applications, 
making it difficult to produce 
high-quality proposals. 

Moreover, the competitive nature of funding and 
the absence of funding for essential organizational 
activities exacerbate these issues: 

another respondent added. This lack of targeted 
funding restricts WCSOs from addressing specific 
and critical needs within their communities.

The interviews and desk review corroborate these 
survey findings, revealing systemic barriers that 
hinder WCSOs from accessing core funding. Recent 
reports highlight that the lack of core funding 
not only affects operational capacities but also 
limits the ability of WCSOs to engage in systemic 
change.28 It is emphasized that without stable fun-
ding, WCSOs cannot invest in essential areas such 
as organizational development, capacity building, 
and sustainable programming, which are crucial 
for long-term impact and resilience.

The convergence of survey data and qualitative 
insights underscores a critical funding gap for 
WCSOs in Ukraine. The predominance of short-term, 
project-based funding creates a precarious financial 
environment where WCSOs must continuously seek 

Short project durations and  
varying donor requirements 
make it extremely hard to  
sustain our operations and  
retain qualified staff.

The lack of transparency in selection processes 
further complicates efforts, as one WCSO stated, 



In addition to compliance, WCSOs were asked 
a separate question – what percentage of their 
working time they spend on fundraising activities. 
According to survey findings, the most common 
answer (39.4 percent) is that the organisations de-
dicate over 20% of their working time to securing 
funding. Also, 27.9 percent allocate 11–20% of their 
time to these efforts. 29.8 percent report spending 
5–10% of their working time, and only 2.9% spend 
less than 5% of their working time for fundraising. 
The overlap between time spent on compliance 
and fundraising activities illustrates how admi-
nistrative tasks compound the operational strain 
on organizations, leaving less room for impactful 
advocacy or program delivery, since short-term 
projects almost never cover costs for such tasks at 
all.

GRAPH 10. What portion of your  
organisation’s working time is spent on 
fundraising? N=104
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5–10 percent

Less than 5 percent

Over 20 percent

27,9%
39,4%

29,8%

2,9%

The survey respondents also provided detailed 
accounts of the challenges they face in meeting  
donor administrative requirements, painting a 
vivid picture of the operational impact. Their  
responses are summarised below: 

1. High reporting and bureaucratic requirements. 
One respondent summarized the burden succin-
ctly: “We submitted 7 kilograms (sic!) of financial and 
narrative reports.” Another noted,

3. Lack of flexibility and delayed funding. Delayed 
disbursements were highlighted as a critical issue: 
“Delays in donor payments forced us to achieve pro-
ject outcomes with significant strain on our team and 
organization.” One WCSO leader noted, 

4. Specific operational challenges. Safety concerns 
and contextual barriers: 

Rigid procurement policies: “Finding suppliers that 
meet the strict donor criteria was particularly challen-
ging in rural areas.”

2. Inflexible and resource-intensive processes. 
The demand for compliance often requires or-
ganizations to adapt their internal procedures 
to donor-specific requirements. For example, 
one respondent explained, “Adapting internal 
organizational policies to meet international 
donor standards is a major strain.” Another 
pointed out, 
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new grants to sustain their operations. This cycle not 
only diverts resources away from strategic initiatives 
and capacity building but also increases the adminis-
trative burden on already limited staff. The absence 
of core funding impedes WCSOs’ ability to maintain 
a stable workforce, invest in necessary infrastructu-
re, and develop long-term programs that address 
systemic gender inequalities.

Furthermore, the lack of transparency and feedback 
from donors hampers WCSOs’ ability to refine their 
grant-writing processes and align their proposals 
more closely with funding opportunities. This ineffi-
ciency leads to frustration and burnout among staff, 
further threatening the sustainability of these orga-
nizations. The desk review’s emphasis on the need 
for flexible and multi-year funding aligns with the res-
pondents’ calls for a shift in donor funding strategies 
to support the enduring missions of WCSOs.

4. ADMINISTRATIVE  
BURDENS AND REPORTING  
REQUIREMENTS

How much time and resources do 
WCSOs spend on complying with 
donor requirements? Quantification 
of administrative burdens and their 
operational impact. What barriers 
do WCSOs face in meeting adminis-
trative demands?    
Administrative burdens associated with donor 
requirements significantly impact the operations 
of WCSOs in Ukraine. Survey data, desk review 
and KIIs highlight that excessive reporting and 
compliance demands consume a disproportio-
nate amount of WCSOs’ time and resources. This 
not only hampers their ability to deliver impactful 
programs but also exacerbates inequities between 
smaller and larger organisations.

Survey data indicates that administrative tasks 
related to donor requirements consume a signifi-
cant portion of WCSOs’ time. For 34.6 percent of 
respondents, such tasks take up 21-30% of their 
working time, while for 27.9 percent, they consume 
over 30%. A smaller group, 29.8 percent, reports 
spending 10–20% of their time on administrative 
responsibilities, with only 7.7 percent stating less 
than 10% of their time. This distribution highlights 
the pervasive nature of administrative burdens, 
which divert critical time and resources from pro-
grammatic work.

GRAPH 9. What portion of your organisation’s 
working time is spent on administrative 
tasks related to donor requirements? 
N=104
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For a project of €7,000 over four 
months, we spent more time on 
reporting, translations, and  
approvals than on actual project 
activities. Each receipt had to  
be translated into English, and  
we attended multiple donor  
meetings with minimal  
compensation for staff.

Donors require tendering for  
nearly every budget line item,  
detailed budgets for projects 
scheduled years ahead, and  
additional mentoring programs 
that instead of strengthening us, 
create more administrative burden.

When donors delayed funding, we 
had to cover expenses from per-
sonal or organizational reserves, 
sometimes for significant amounts.

Donors demanded personal data 
from women leaders, including 
their home addresses, during  
wartime, which posed significant  
security risks.



5. Overwhelming volume of requirements: “Someti-
mes the reporting demands and compliance meetings 
took so much time that the actual project activities 
felt secondary,” one respondent stated.

The KIIs corroborate these survey findings, empha-
sizing how administrative burdens disproportiona-
tely affect smaller organizations with limited staff 
capacity. One KII respondent highlighted, 

Operational impact of administrative burdens. 
The high volume of reporting requirements diverts 
resources away from program implementation. 
Survey responses revealed that WCSOs frequently 
have to reallocate staff time from projects to meet 
donor demands. This dynamic weakens their 
ability to maintain quality in program delivery and 
advocacy. As one WCSO leader shared during a KII, 

Many WCSOs receive funding from multiple do-
nors, each with its own reporting framework. This 
lack of standardization adds complexity and incre-
ases the workload. A survey respondent described 
this as

This complexity disproportionately affects smaller 
organizations that lack specialized administrative 
staff.

Smaller WCSOs, which often operate with mini-
mal staff and budgets, face significant barriers 
in meeting donor requirements. KIIs and desk 
review findings, such as those from the GiHA 2024 
Report,29 note that these organizations are frequ-
ently excluded from funding opportunities due to 
their inability to meet the extensive compliance 
demands.

The reviewed secondary sources describe how 
inflexible donor requirements exacerbate these 
challenges. WCSOs allocate a substantial portion 
of their limited resources to comply with donor 
requirements. These include detailed financial 
reporting, compliance audits, and adhering to do-
nor-specific guidelines. A 2024 study by the OECD 
noted that smaller organizations, in particular, face 
significant challenges due to limited administrative 
capacities, which divert time and effort away from 
direct program implementation.30  

Quantifying the administrative burden reveals a 
significant impact on WCSOs. According to a recent 
report by Humentum, approximately two-thirds of 
grant agreements with civil society organizations fail 
to cover the full costs associated with administra-
tive requirements.31 This results in organizations 
either reallocating funds from other areas or risking 
non-compliance. Beyond financial strain, this 
burden takes a toll on activists’ well-being, leading 
to high levels of stress and burnout among WCSO 
personnel. When donors fail to cover these essenti-
al costs, activists end up paying with their health. 

The evidence paints a clear picture of the over-
whelming administrative burden placed on WCSOs 

by donor requirements. These demands, combined 
with delayed payments and inflexible policies, create 
significant operational challenges. The strain on re-
sources often results in reduced capacity for program 
delivery and advocacy, limiting the long-term impact 
of these organizations. Moreover, the inefficiencies 
created by such rigorous systems disproportionately 
affect smaller WCSOs, which lack the administrative 
infrastructure to manage these demands effectively.

5. FUNDING FOR  
VULNERABLE GROUPS

Are there specific challenges in  
accessing funding for WCSOs  
working with vulnerable groups? 
Analysis of how funding mechanisms 
impact WCSOs representing  
vulnerable communities (e.g.,  
LBTQI+ women, women with  
disabilities, ethnic minorities).    
This analysis examines the challenges faced by 
WCSOs in securing funding to support vulnerable  
groups such as LBTQI+ women, women with disa- 
bilities, women veterans, ethnic minorities and others.

Approximately 52.9 percent of surveyed WCSOs 
reported actively working with vulnerable groups 
such as LBTQI+ women, women with disabilities, 
and ethnic minorities. However, a significant 47.1 
percent of organizations indicated that they do not 
engage directly with these groups. This division 
highlights the uneven distribution of capacity and 
focus areas among WCSOs, potentially influenced 
by factors such as organizational priorities, geo-
graphic location, or access to relevant funding. 

Out of the 58 organizations working with  
vulnerable groups:

• 60.3 percent identified a key barrier as donors’ 
reluctance to adapt to local needs, often imposing 
their own priorities.

• 51.7 percent cited the absence of funding  
mechanisms tailored to vulnerable groups.

• 39.7 percent reported a lack of flexibility in funding.

• 24.1 percent noted limited donor interest in these 
projects.

• 22.4 percent faced overly complex funding  
requirements.32

These challenges exacerbate the resource gap for 
vulnerable groups, hindering long-term, meaning-
ful support. Specific comments emphasized donor 
disinterest in regions outside their priority areas 
and monopolization of funding by larger organiza-
tions.

Intersectionality is not just about representation – 
it determines whether funding reaches those with 
the greatest barriers to access. Many vulnerable 
groups, particularly LBTQI+ women, ethnic minori-
ty women, and women with disabilities, face mul-
tiple, overlapping layers of discrimination, which 
create distinct barriers to economic security, legal 
protection, and access to services. However, donor 
structures often do not account for these com-
pounded vulnerabilities, as funding frameworks 
tend to classify projects by single-issue categories 
rather than addressing multiple intersecting risks. 
As one WCSO leader put it: 
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The sheer volume of reporting and 
compliance activities often requi-
res hiring additional staff, but this 
expense […] isn’t covered by project 
funding.

When reporting becomes the  
priority, the actual programs suffer. 
We’re constantly juggling deadlines 
instead of focusing on making an 
impact.

a constant cycle of adapting to 
different formats and expectations, 
with no clear way to streamline the 
process. 

29 Gender in Humanitarian Action (GiHA) Working Group. Accessible Funding for Women’s Rights Organizations in Ukraine, 2024. https://
reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/accessible-funding-womens-rights-organizations-ukraine-enuk 
30 Euan Ritchie. What the OECD’s latest data tells us about global aid in 2022, 2024. https://www.bond.org.uk/news/2024/01/what-the-oecds-
latest-data-tells-us-about-global-aid-in-2022/ 
31 Samantha Musoke, Christine Sow. New harmonized financial reporting will truly shift power, 2024. https://humentum.org/blog-media/
new-harmonized-financial-reporting-will-truly-shift-power/ 

The problem is that most funding 
is designed for ‘women’s rights’ or 
‘disability rights’ separately. But 
where does that leave a woman 
who is both disabled and from a 
marginalized ethnic group? There’s 
no funding that acknowledges  
these overlapping challenges.

32 Multiple answers to this question were possible, therefore the sum of percentage of answers exceeds 100%.



Only 12.7 percent of organizations reported 
receiving specialized funding to promote diversity 
and inclusion, while 73.0 percent explicitly stated 
they lacked such financial support. An additional 
14.3 percent were uncertain about their funding 
status. This indicates a significant gap in targeted 
resources, making it difficult for WCSOs to sustain 
or expand efforts in addressing the unique needs 
of vulnerable groups. Without designated funding, 
these organizations face challenges in integrating 
inclusivity into their broader programming, limiting 
their capacity to foster systemic change for under-
represented populations.

These findings resonate with what WCSO repre-
sentatives and donors reported in the KIIs. The 
interviews highlighted significant challenges in 
funding mechanisms aimed at supporting vulne-
rable groups such as LBTQI+ women, women with 
disabilities, and ethnic minorities. A recurring issue 
raised by WCSOs was the limited donor interest 
in these groups’ specific needs. One WCSO leader 
emphasized, 

Donors acknowledged these challenges but high-
lighted systemic constraints. One donor represen-
tative noted, 

While some donors incorporate inclusivity prin-
ciples, such as “leaving no one behind,” this often 
remains a secondary consideration during the 
selection process. One donor representative said 
that their organisation has no earmarked funding 
for the priorities of vulnerable groups, but “this 
may be a good idea for the future.” Another donor 
shared that while funding proposals often include 
components for diversity, there is no dedicated 
funding stream specifically for these populations, 
leaving gaps in resource allocation and tailored 
program development. 

Additionally, WCSOs criticized unflexible donor 
requirements as a barrier to effectively supporting 
vulnerable groups. Many WCSOs expressed frus-
tration over inflexible frameworks, with one leader 
stating, 

This lack of adaptability hampers WCSOs’ ability to 
design impactful programs that address the real 
challenges faced by vulnerable groups. Combi-
ned with limited long-term funding opportunities, 

these constraints leave WCSOs without the stability 
needed to create sustainable solutions.

The desk review highlighted several key fin-
dings regarding funding for WCSOs supporting 
vulnerable groups. These sources consistently 
emphasized that while inclusivity principles are 
increasingly recognized, specific funding streams 
for vulnerable groups, such as LBTQI+ women, 
women with disabilities, and ethnic minorities, 
remain limited. The GiHA 2024 Report highlights 
how funding frameworks typically adopt a one-si-
ze-fits-all approach, overlooking the specific needs 
of women in vulnerable communities.33 Similarly, 
CARE Deutschland report observed that despite 
the integration of gender markers in some donor 
frameworks, these are often symbolic and do not 
guarantee financial backing for gender-inclusive 
initiatives.34 

Grassroots organizations, which frequently work 
closest with vulnerable groups, struggle to access 
donor funding due to stringent application and 
reporting requirements. As highlighted in the AWID 
2021 Brief, this creates a funding dynamic where 
larger organizations dominate, leaving smaller 
WCSOs with fewer resources to address the needs 
of vulnerable populations.35 This results in a reli-
ance on short-term, scarce funding that inhibits 
long-term program sustainability.

The findings underscore systemic issues in how 
funding is structured and allocated for supporting 
vulnerable groups. In practical terms, the limited 
engagement of WCSOs with vulnerable groups 
reflects significant capacity and resource gaps that 
leave critical needs unmet. This is not just a mat-
ter of priorities but a consequence of structural 
barriers such as donor-imposed frameworks and 
stringent requirements that disproportionately 
favour larger organizations. These dynamics margi-
nalize smaller, grassroots WCSOs, which are often 
better positioned to address local needs but lack 
the financial stability or administrative capacity to 
compete for funding effectively.

 

6. CAPACITY BUILDING  
AND SUPPORT NEEDS

What types of support do WCSOs 
need beyond financial aid?     
While financial resources are critical for the survival 
and operations of WCSOs, non-financial support is 
equally essential for their sustainability, effective-
ness, and growth. Survey data, desk reviews, and 
KIIs highlight that WCSOs in Ukraine need capacity- 
building, technical support, and advocacy training to 
strengthen their impact and resilience.

The survey data highlights the pressing needs of 
WCSOs, offering a clear picture of their capacity- 
building priorities. The most critical need identi-
fied was for long-term funding for sustainability 
support/endowment-type funding, with 86.5 
percent of respondents selecting this option. 
This overwhelming figure demonstrates the vital 
importance of building resilience and reducing 
dependency on short-term, project-based funding. 
Many WCSOs expressed a desire for more stable 
operational frameworks, including endowment 
funds or other mechanisms to ensure continued 
functionality. Additionally, 63.5 percent36 of WCSOs 
indicated a need for funding operational expenses, 
such as staff salaries, utilities, and infrastructure 
maintenance. This reflects a common challenge 
where financial aid is often project-specific, lea-
ving organizations struggling to cover essential 
administrative costs. Furthermore, 56.7 percent 
prioritized program-specific support, underscoring 
the demand for resources to develop and expand 
impactful initiatives.

Capacity building and training were specifically men-
tioned by 38.5 percent of respondents. Technical 
assistance is specifically welcomed in areas such 
as monitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL), grant 
writing, and reporting. Interviews with donor repre-
sentatives acknowledged that smaller WCSOs often 
lack the expertise required to meet donor complian-
ce standards. Finally, 24.0 percent of organizations 
pointed to challenges in advocacy and network-buil-
ding, signalling the importance of fostering stronger 
coalitions and enabling organizations to collaborate 
more effectively on shared goals.
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GRAPH 11. Does your organization have 
dedicated funding to promote diversity and 
inclusion in working with your target groups? 
N=58
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We work with women with disabi-
lities, but very few donors see this 
area as necessary for development.

We require projects to align with 
broader funding objectives, […] 
which may unintentionally limit 
support for specific vulnerable 
groups.

Donors often impose their own per-
spectives, rather than listening to 
the needs of local communities.

33 Gender in Humanitarian Action (GiHA) Working Group. Accessible Funding for Women’s Rights Organizations in Ukraine, 2024. https://
reliefweb.int/report/ukraine/accessible-funding-womens-rights-organizations-ukraine-enuk
34 CARE Deutschland. Making International Funding Work for Women’s Organisations, 2023. https://www.care.de/media/websitedateien/ca-
re-allgemeines/publikationen/advocacy/care-deutschland-briefing-ukraine-conflict-making-funding-work-for-womens-organisations.pdf
35 AWID. 2021 Brief: Where Is The Money for Feminist Organizing? https://www.awid.org/news-and-analysis/2021-brief-where-money-femi-
nist-organizing
36 Multiple answers to this question were possible, therefore the sum of percentage of answers exceeds 100%.



GRAPH 12. What are the most pressing needs your 
organization faces right now (select up to three)? N=104
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Other types of support needs mentioned in the in-
terviews with WCSO leaders include digital and tech-
nological tools, as well as support for mental health 
and burnout prevention. The increasing reliance on 
digital platforms has created a need for training in 
digital security, social media advocacy, and data ma-
nagement. The high-pressure environment in which 
many WCSOs operate has increased the need for 
mental health support. KIIs with WCSO representa-
tives highlighted concerns about burnout and staff 
well-being, with one leader stating, 

These findings suggest that while financial aid 
remains crucial, non-financial support such as 
capacity-building initiatives, technical training, 
and advocacy tools are equally vital for enabling 
WCSOs to achieve sustainable growth and drive 
systemic change. This multifaceted approach is 
essential for ensuring their effectiveness and resi-
lience in addressing gender equality.

How do WCSOs rate donor-provided 
capacity-building initiatives?      
This issue often does not receive much attention 
during higher-level analyses. Therefore, it was 
important to prioritize it in the research. 

KIIs with WCSOs reveal mixed feedback regarding 
donor-provided capacity-building initiatives. While 

many organizations acknowledged the value of 
donor-supported training and technical assistan-
ce, significant gaps and inefficiencies were also 
identified. One recurring theme was the mismatch 
between training content and practical needs. 
Several WCSO representatives noted that donors 
often design capacity-building programs with 
limited input from beneficiaries, leading to a lack of 
alignment with local contexts. One leader stated, 

Almost all donors have the practice of collecting 
feedback after the capacity building events – 
however, the interviewed WCSOs mention that 
the donors seem to not systemically consider the 
feedback that the latter provide:

Despite these challenges, there were positive 
examples. The Ukrainian Women’s Fund, Kvinna till 
Kvinna and International Renaissance Foundation 
were praised for their tailored capacity-building 
programs, which included advocacy training, 
leadership development, and mentoring. These 
initiatives were viewed as effective because they 
considered the realities faced by grassroots 
organizations, including limited staffing and local 
knowledge gaps. However, even these successful 
programs were constrained by funding cycles and 
lacked long-term support mechanisms.

The KIIs also highlighted logistical and accessibility 
issues. Smaller, grassroots organizations often find 
it challenging to participate in capacity-building 
initiatives due to geographical barriers or resource 
limitations. This dynamic disproportionately 
favors larger organizations, further widening the 
capacity gap within the women’s rights movement. 
Moreover, while some donors provide high-quality 
training, the lack of follow-up support was repea-
tedly mentioned. Without ongoing mentorship or 
practical applications, the impact of these capaci-
ty-building efforts often remains short-lived.

In conclusion, while donor-funded capacity-buil-
ding initiatives can be effective when tailored and 
sustained, their overall impact is limited by structu-

ral inefficiencies, one-size-fits-all approaches, and 
insufficient follow-up mechanisms. Addressing the-
se gaps would significantly enhance the long-term 
effectiveness of these programs for WCSOs.
 
Are donors investing in capacity of 
WCSOs for long-term planning, inclu-
ding multi-year financial planning? 
Trends, successes, challenges.      
Investment in the long-term capacity of WCSOs in 
Ukraine remains inconsistent and underdevelo-
ped. While some progressive donors have initiated 
efforts to integrate multi-year planning into their 
frameworks, the majority of funding continues to 
be project-based and short-term. This limits WCS-
Os’ ability to plan strategically and achieve sustai-
nable growth, particularly in addressing systemic 
gender equality issues and empowering vulnerable 
communities.

The survey data reveals that flexible, long-term 
funding is overwhelmingly seen as the most im-
pactful type of support for increasing the influence 
of organizations, with 97.1 percent of respondents 
selecting this option. This indicates a strong de-
mand for funding models that allow organizations 
to plan strategically and address both immediate 
and long-term needs. 
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We’re so focused on helping others 
that we sometimes neglect our  
own mental health. Support in this 
area would make a big difference.

We’ve attended countless webinars 
and training sessions, but many  
failed to address the core  
challenges we face, such as  
organizational sustainability  
and strategic planning.

When [the donor] is get used to  
deliver its trainings in a certain  
way, it continues doing it this way, 
regardless of how happy or unhap-
py we as the target audience are.
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Tanya Herasymova from the organisation Fight for Right



GRAPH 13. Which type of support would help your organization  
the most to increase its impact (select up to three)? N=104
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48,1%

29,8%
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Capacity building, such as training and technical 
support, was also highly prioritized, chosen by 48.1 
percent of respondents, highlighting the critical 
role of skills development in organizational growth. 
Other forms of support, such as reducing admi-
nistrative burdens (29.8 percent) and establishing 
direct donor relationships (23.1 percent), were also 
noted, reflecting ongoing challenges with bureau-
cratic processes and accessibility. Minor respon-
ses, including mentoring or infrastructure support, 
collectively made up less than 5 percent. The data 
underscores the urgent need for donors to focus 
on flexible funding and capacity-building initiatives 
to empower organizations effectively.

KIIs with WCSO representatives further illuminate 
the challenges in donor investment for long-term 
capacity building. Many organizations expressed 
frustration over the short-term nature of donor 
funding, which limits their ability to engage in 
comprehensive multi-year financial planning. One 
WCSO leader remarked, 

This sentiment reflects a broader issue where 
capacity-building initiatives, while beneficial, lack 
the sustained support necessary for meaningful 
organizational development.

From the donors’ perspective, KIIs revealed an 
acknowledgment of the importance of long-term 
capacity building but also highlighted systemic 
constraints that impede their ability to provide 
sustained support. A donor representative noted, 

This constraint often results in funding cycles that 
prioritize short-term, project-specific outcomes 
over the development of long-term, strategic capa-
bilities within WCSOs. Consequently, organizations 
are compelled to focus on immediate deliverables 
to secure funding, rather than investing in mul-
ti-year planning and sustainable growth.

Certain progressive donors have begun integrating 
multi-year capacity-building components into 
their funding frameworks. These initiatives aim 
to strengthen WCSOs’ financial management and 
strategic planning capabilities, enabling them to 
diversify funding streams and achieve greater 
resilience. However, such efforts remain limited, 
with most donors struggling to reconcile long-
term capacity-building needs with their existing 
short-term funding priorities. Donors also tend to 
prioritize short-term measurable outputs over the 
development of sustainable organizational prac-
tices. This fragmented and short-sighted funding 
model perpetuates a cycle of dependency and 
prevents WCSOs from achieving the financial and 
operational stability required for systemic impact.

The desk review corroborates these findings, emp-
hasizing that donor strategies predominantly favor 
short-term, project-based funding rather than 
facilitating long-term organizational sustainability. 
Reports from the Ukrainian Women’s Fund and 
CARE Deutschland have highlighted that while the-
re is a growing recognition of the need for capacity 
building, the actual implementation of multi-year 
financial planning support remains limited.37 This 
discrepancy creates a funding dynamic where 
larger organizations with more resources and 
administrative capacity are better positioned to 
secure and manage donor funds, leaving smaller, 
grassroots WCSOs struggling to access the neces-
sary support for long-term planning.

In practical terms, the insufficient investment in 
long-term capacity building by donors forces WCS-
Os to operate in a state of financial uncertainty, 
limiting their ability to engage in strategic planning 
and implement sustained initiatives. This instability 
not only hampers organizational growth but also 
diminishes the overall impact of WCSOs in promo-
ting gender equality and supporting vulnerable 
groups. Without adequate long-term support, 
WCSOs remain constrained to reactive measures, 
unable to fully realize their mission of fostering 
systemic change and addressing the deep-seated 
challenges faced by vulnerable communities.

How are smaller, grassroots  
WCSOs compared to larger organi-
zations in terms of funding access? 
Comparison of challenges faced by 
grassroots WCSOs and established 
organizations.      
The disparities in funding access between smaller, 
grassroots WCSOs and larger, well-established 
organizations have been thoroughly examined 
in the preceding sections of this report. Various 
aspects, such as administrative capacity, donor 
preferences, funding models, and operational 
challenges, have been analyzed to highlight how 
these dynamics impact the ability of grassroots 
organizations to secure and sustain funding. 
The following is a synthesized summary of these 
findings, emphasizing the critical differences in 
challenges and opportunities faced by grassroots 
and larger WCSOs.

• Administrative capacity and access to funding: Larger 
WCSOs often have dedicated administrative teams 
and established systems to navigate donor requi-
rements, giving them an edge in securing funding. 
In contrast, grassroots organizations typically lack 
the staff and resources needed to manage complex 
application and reporting processes, leaving them at a 
disadvantage when competing for limited resources.

• Preference for established organizations: Donors 
often favour larger, well-established WCSOs due to 
their perceived ability to handle complex projects 
and meet compliance standards. This creates a 
funding landscape where grassroots organizations 
struggle to access significant financial support, despi-
te being deeply embedded in local communities and 
often having a better understanding of local needs.

• Short-term funding models: Grassroots WCSOs 
are disproportionately affected by the dominance 
of short-term, project-based funding. Such models 
offer little flexibility and force smaller organizations 
to focus on immediate deliverables rather than 
long-term planning and systemic change.

• Limited visibility and networking: Larger WCSOs 
benefit from strong networks and greater visibility 
among donors, further consolidating their domi-
nance in the funding ecosystem. Grassroots orga-
nizations, especially those in rural or underserved 
regions, are often overlooked, despite their critical 
role in addressing localized needs.

• Operational support gap: The lack of operational and 
core funding disproportionately impacts grassroots or-
ganizations. Many of them struggle to cover basic ad-
ministrative costs, such as salaries and infrastructure, 
which are often excluded from project-based grants.

• Competitive disadvantage: Grassroots organiza-
tions frequently compete with larger WCSOs for 
the same limited pool of resources. This dynamic 
exacerbates tensions within the sector and limits 
opportunities for smaller organizations to grow 
and sustain their operations.

• Challenges in capacity building: Grassroots WCSOs 
often face greater challenges in ac accessing do-
nor-funded capacity-building initiatives. They encoun-
ter barriers such as language requirements, logistical 
issues, and training programs that are not tailored to 
their specific needs, further widening the capacity gap.

Grassroots WCSOs, despite their deep connections 
to local communities and critical role in addressing 
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Donors provide initial training  
sessions, but there is little follow- 
up support to ensure that the skills 
are effectively integrated into our  
long-term strategies.

We require projects to align with 
broader funding objectives, which 
may unintentionally limit support 
for specific topics or areas of focus. 

37 Ukrainian Women’s Fund. Read between the Lines: Ukraine Women’s Rights Organisations’ Response to the Full-Scale War, Approaches and 
Threats, 2023; CARE Deutschland. Making International Funding Work for Women’s Organisations, 2023. https://www.care.de/media/website-
dateien/care-allgemeines/publikationen/advocacy/care-deutschland-briefing-ukraine-conflict-making-funding-work-for-womens- 
organisations.pdf



Among WCSOs that have secured funding for 
2025, a half have guaranteed agreements, while 
40.0 percent have conditional arrangements tied 
to specific milestones. Only 10.0 percent have 
reserved funds, and 3.3 percent rely on alterna-
tive resources such as personal contributions. 
These statistics underscore a fragmented funding 
landscape, where the heavy reliance on short-term 
agreements exacerbates financial vulnerability and 
forces organizations to prioritize immediate delive-
rables over systemic advocacy.

KIIs with donors and WCSOs corroborate these 
findings, emphasizing the structural barriers within 
the current funding ecosystem. Donors acknowled-
ged the limitations of short-term project funding, 
which often prevents WCSOs from engaging in 
multi-year strategic planning. A donor representa-
tive highlighted this issue, explaining, 

immediate needs, are disproportionately excluded 
from significant funding opportunities due to structu-
ral barriers such as limited administrative capacity, 
short-term funding models, and a lack of operational 
support. These challenges not only perpetuate ine-
qualities within the WSCO landscape but also under-
mine the overall effectiveness of donor investments.

7. IMPACT OF FOREIGN AID ON 
LOCAL ADVOCACY

To what extent do foreign-funded 
projects contribute to long-term 
gender equality initiatives?  
Sustainability and long-term  
impact of donor-funded programs.     
It is widely recognized that the donor-funded pro-
jects have been instrumental in supporting WCSOs 
in Ukraine. However, their contribution to long-
term gender equality initiatives and organizational 
sustainability remains limited. While donors have 
increased their focus on women’s rights in respon-
se to the ongoing crisis, funding practices often 
prioritize short-term humanitarian needs over 
systemic advocacy and capacity-building efforts.

Survey data highlights the precarious financial 
situation faced by WCSOs. Only 24.0 percent of 
WCSOs have secured funding for 2025 that equals 
at least 50 percent of their 2024 budgets, leaving 
the majority (76.0 percent) with significant financial 
uncertainty. This instability disrupts long-term 
planning and undermines the capacity of WCSOs to 
retain staff, maintain infrastructure, and sustain ad-
vocacy initiatives. KIIs with WCSO leaders revealed 
widespread anxiety about their ability to fulfill these 
essential functions without consistent funding. 

GRAPH 14. Has your organisation funding  
secured for 2025 in the amount of at least 
50% of your 2024 budget? N=104

No Yes

76,0%

24,0%

The survey data also reveals that WCSOs in Ukrai-
ne strongly advocate for changes in donor practi-
ces to improve funding mechanisms and ensure 
sustainability. The most frequently recommended 
change, supported by 86.5 percent of respondents, 
is the provision of long-term funding for project 
implementation. Additionally, 57.7 percent38 of 
respondents emphasized the importance of core 
funding, which is essential for covering operatio-
nal costs and ensuring organizational resilience. 
Simplified donor requirements were highlighted 
by 32.7 percent of WCSOs as a critical improve-
ment, addressing the administrative burdens that 
disproportionately affect smaller organizations 
with limited capacity. Quick approval for realloca-
tion of funds was another key recommendation, 
supported by 43.3 percent of respondents, high-
lighting the need for greater flexibility in adapting 
to emerging priorities and unforeseen challenges. 
Lastly, 55.8 percent advocated for more flexible 
project funding agreements to allow organizations 
to adjust activities based on evolving needs and 
reduce unnecessary bureaucratic constraints.

These recommendations align with qualitative fin-
dings from key informant interviews, where WCSO 
leaders consistently expressed the need for donor 
practices that are more flexible, accessible, and 
supportive of long-term organizational developme-
nt. Certain donors have begun piloting core and 
multi-year funding initiatives, but such practices 
remain the exception rather than the norm.

If the conditions and focus of the 
funding looked differently, what 
could WCSOs and feminist move-
ments do differently from today? 
(Presenting an alternative vision).    

The current funding landscape for WCSOs in Ukrai-
ne, characterized by short-term grants, donor-dri-
ven priorities, and administrative rigidity, constra-
ins their ability to achieve long-term systemic 
change. An alternative funding vision – focused on 
flexibility, core funding, and alignment with WCS-
Os’ self-identified priorities – could dramatically 
enhance their advocacy, sustainability, and impact. 
This reimagined funding approach would address 
the structural barriers highlighted in survey data, 
KIIs, and desk review, paving the way for transfor-
mative progress in gender equality.

Enhanced advocacy and systemic impact. If 
funding mechanisms allowed for more flexibility 
and long-term commitments, WCSOs could shift 
from addressing immediate, donor-imposed 
deliverables to focusing on strategic advocacy and 
systemic reforms. With stable, multi-year funding, 
WCSOs could prioritize activities such as lobbying 
for gender-sensitive legislation, integrating gender 
considerations into national recovery plans, and 
addressing systemic inequalities. As one WCSO 
leader explained in a KII, 

Moreover, organizations could invest in eviden-
ce-based advocacy by conducting research, produ-
cing policy recommendations, and engaging with 
policymakers at national and international levels. 

GRAPH 15. What changes would you recommend to donors to improve the  
funding environment for WCSOs in Ukraine (select up to three)? N=104

Fund long-term projects (longer than one year)

Support for core funding, allowing organizations to decide  
how to allocate resources

More flexible project funding agreements

Support quick reallocation of funds

Reduce/simplify reporting requirements

86,5%

57,7%

55,8%

43,3%

32,7%
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We’ve seen that short-term  
funding limits the ability of  
organizations to focus on  
transformational goals. […] It’s  
not enough to support services  
– we need to invest in their  
resilience. 38 Multiple answers to this question were possible, therefore the sum of percentage of answers exceeds 100%.

With consistent funding, we  
could finally focus on advancing 
policies rather than just firefighting 
emergencies. 



This shift would position WCSOs as strategic actors 
driving systemic change rather than temporary 
service providers.

Sustainability and organizational resilience. Core 
funding, which currently reaches only 16.7 percent 
of WCSOs, is essential for fostering organizational 
stability. Without resources to cover operational 
costs, retain skilled staff, or invest in infrastructure, 
many organizations operate in a state of financial 
precarity. KIIs with WCSO leaders consistently 
emphasized the challenges of sustaining a skilled 
workforce when salaries depend on short-term 
project grants. One respondent remarked,

Some donors have adopted more flexible and 
inclusive funding models that directly support 
WCSOs’ resilience and sustainability. For example, 
multi-tiered funding approaches that combine 
project-based grants, core funding, and direct 
support for grassroots organizations have proven 
effective in strengthening local women’s rights mo-
vements. Key informants emphasized that donors 
who provide not only financial resources but also 
institutional support – such as funding for opera-
tional costs, leadership development, and security 
measures – enable WCSOs to sustain their work 
beyond individual projects. One donor representa-
tive noted, 

Expanding such funding models could help WCSOs 
build long-term capacity and navigate the shifting 
donor landscape more effectively. An alternative 
funding model that includes operational support 
would enable WCSOs to build institutional resilien-

ce, allowing them to weather financial uncerta-
inties and focus on their missions. For example, 
organizations could use core funding to develop 
long-term strategies, establish robust governance 
frameworks, and diversify their funding sources. 
This would not only enhance their ability to sustain 
operations but also increase their credibility and 
effectiveness in engaging with donors and stake-
holders.

Fostering collaboration and innovation. Rigid, 
donor-driven funding structures often limit 
collaboration and discourage innovation. Survey 
data and KIIs reveal that many WCSOs are forced 
to work in silos, competing for the same limited 
resources. Most interviewed donor representatives 
recognize this issue. Flexible funding would en-
courage partnerships and collective action among 
WCSOs, reducing competition and fostering a uni-
fied approach to advocacy and service delivery. For 
instance, WCSOs could form coalitions to address 
cross-cutting issues such as gender-based violen-
ce, women’s leadership, and economic empower-
ment. Such collaboration would amplify their 
collective impact and provide opportunities for 
smaller, grassroots organizations to benefit from 
the expertise and networks of larger partners. 

Innovation, often stifled by rigid donor require-
ments, could also flourish under a more flexible 
funding model. WCSOs would have the freedom 
to pilot new approaches, such as digital advocacy 
campaigns or community-led initiatives, without 
the pressure of meeting narrowly defined project 
outcomes. This would enable organizations to adapt 
quickly to emerging challenges and explore creative 
solutions to entrenched gender inequalities.

Strengthening representation of vulnerable 
groups. Dedicated funding for vulnerable groups, 
including women with disabilities, LBTQI+ women, 
and ethnic minorities, is critical for achieving inclu-
sive gender equality. Desk review findings reveal 
that only 12.7 percent of WCSOs reported receiving 
specialized funding for promoting diversity and 
inclusion, leaving significant gaps in support for 
these communities. KIIs further highlighted that 
many donors fail to prioritize the specific needs of 
vulnerable groups, resulting in programs that are 
often generic and disconnected from local realities.
With targeted funding, WCSOs could design and 
implement programs tailored to the unique 
challenges faced by vulnerable populations. This 
would include initiatives to improve access to servi-
ces, amplify vulnerable voices in decision-making, 

and advocate for policies that address intersec-
tional inequalities. Moreover, direct funding to 
grassroots organizations working with vulnerable 
groups would ensure that resources are allocated 
where they are most needed, fostering equity and 
inclusion.

Integrated self-care and safety measures. 
Burnout and safety risks are pressing concerns 
for WCSOs, particularly in the context of Ukraine’s 
ongoing crisis. KIIs highlighted the toll of managing 
high workloads, limited resources, and the emotio-
nal strain of working with vulnerable populations. 
However, most current funding models fail to 
account for these challenges, leaving WCSOs 
without the means to prioritize staff well-being. 
A reimagined funding approach would allocate 
resources specifically for self-care and organiza-
tional security. For instance, grants could include 
provisions for psychosocial support, team retreats, 
and safety training. One WCSO leader noted, 

Such measures would enhance the resilience of 
WCSOs, ensuring they can continue to serve their 
communities effectively.

An alternative funding model that prioritizes flexibili-
ty, core funding, and inclusivity would enable WCSOs 
to move beyond survival mode and focus on their 
long-term missions. By aligning funding conditions 
with the needs of WCSOs, donors could empower 
these organizations to achieve transformative 
change in gender equality, build sustainable futures, 
and amplify their collective impact. This vision not 
only addresses the immediate challenges faced by 
WCSOs but also strengthens the foundation for a re-
silient and inclusive women’s movement in Ukraine.
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We lose talented […] staff to  
international organizations  
because we can’t guarantee  
stable income.

It’s not just about funding services; 
it’s about investing in the organiza-
tions themselves, so they remain 
strong and impactful over time. 

Having funds to address burnout  
would allow us to support our 
teams better and sustain our work 
in the long run. 

Photo: Christina Pashkina

Sofiia Yenina, Stanislava Petlytsia, Anastasia Anhelova from the organisation Sphere
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Conclusions 
The dual impact of the war on WCSO funding:  
opportunity and dependency. 
The war in Ukraine has brought unprecedented attention and resources to WCSOs. 
While 68.9 percent of organizations reported an increase in funding since 2022, this 
influx has created a dependency on external donors, with minimal contributions 
from local governments. Additionally, the dominance of short-term, project-based 
funding prevents WCSOs from making long-term strategic investments, reinforcing 
financial instability. As donor priorities shift, this dependency threatens the sustai-
nability of WCSOs, leaving them vulnerable to sudden funding cuts. Moreover, hu-
manitarian funding has taken priority over structural reforms and movement-buil-
ding, limiting the ability of WCSOs to implement systemic gender equality initiatives.

Misalignment between donor priorities and  
WCSO missions. 
Donor-driven funding conditions often compel WCSOs to prioritize immediate humani-
tarian needs over their core missions of advocacy and systemic reform. Survey data in-
dicates that 31.7 percent of organizations experienced funding skewed entirely toward 
urgent needs, while only 22.1 percent emphasized longer-term goals. Additionally, 
donor-defined project indicators often fail to reflect local priorities, forcing WCSOs to 
adjust their strategies to meet predefined benchmarks rather than addressing the most 
pressing needs in their communities. The dependence on foreign aid further reinfor-
ces this misalignment, as WCSOs must conform to external funding priorities rather 
than driving locally-led solutions.

1
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Unequal access to funding and its systemic implications. 
The findings reveal systemic inequities in funding distribution, with larger organi-
zations having better chances of securing long-term and core funding compared to 
small and young WCSOs. Geographic location further exacerbates disparities, with 
frontline areas prioritized for humanitarian aid, while rural and underrepresented 
regions struggle to secure resources. These inequities hinder smaller organiza-
tions’ growth and their ability to engage in sustained advocacy. Moreover, many 
grassroots WCSOs report exclusion from direct donor funding opportunities, as 
international intermediaries often dominate the distribution of resources.

Administrative burdens limit WCSO capacity  
and localization efforts. 
Excessive administrative and reporting requirements consume significant time and 
resources, particularly for smaller WCSOs. Nearly 35 percent of organizations spend 
over 30 percent of their working time on compliance tasks, diverting focus from 
programmatic work. These burdens disproportionately affect grassroots organiza-
tions with limited administrative capacity. Additionally, despite donor commitments 
to localization, only a small fraction of funds reaches local organizations directly. 
Stringent donor requirements and the reliance on international intermediaries cre-
ate further barriers, preventing grassroots WCSOs from accessing critical funding. 
To make localization a reality, donors must streamline application processes and 
reduce bureaucratic hurdles that disadvantage smaller organizations.

Challenges in supporting vulnerable groups. 
Funding mechanisms often fail to address the specific needs of vulnerable groups 
such as LBTQI+ women, women with disabilities, women veterans, and ethnic mi-
norities. While 52.9 percent of WCSOs reported working with vulnerable communi-
ties, only 12.7 percent received targeted funding for diversity and inclusion. Donor 
reluctance to adapt funding frameworks to local realities perpetuates systemic ex-
clusion and limits the ability of WCSOs to foster equitable and inclusive programs. 
Additionally, as highlighted in broader funding disparities, smaller WCSOs – especi-
ally those working with marginalized populations – often lack direct access to donor 
funding, as larger, well-established actors receive the majority of resources.

The need for capacity building beyond financial aid. 
WCSOs emphasized non-financial support, particularly in capacity building, ad-
vocacy training, and technical assistance, as essential for achieving sustainability. 
However, donor-provided training often fails to align with the practical needs of 
organizations, with many programs lacking follow-up support. Capacity-building 
initiatives that do not address organizational realities risk becoming short-term 
interventions rather than drivers of sustainable development. In particular, WCSOs 
highlighted the need for leadership development, digital transformation, and strate-
gic planning as priority areas for capacity-building investments.
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Localization requires more than rhetorical  
commitments. 
Despite donor commitments to localization, only a small fraction of funds reaches 
local organizations directly. Grassroots WCSOs often lack access to resources due 
to stringent donor requirements and reliance on intermediaries. This discon-
nect undermines the principles of local ownership and raises concerns about the 
long-term viability of localized efforts. The persistent reliance on intermediaries 
diminishes the potential for grassroots-led solutions, which are often more attuned 
to local contexts and needs. While some donors have attempted to increase direct 
funding for WCSOs, many organizations continue to report barriers in accessing 
these opportunities, particularly due to complex eligibility criteria and administrati-
ve demands.

Short-term funding models perpetuate a reactive cycle. 
The overwhelming reliance on short-term, project-based funding forces WCSOs to 
continuously seek new grants just to sustain operations. Survey data indicates that 
76 percent of organizations face significant uncertainty about funding beyond 2024. 
This instability hinders the development of comprehensive strategies and long-term 
programming, reducing the ability of WCSOs to build sustainable, impactful move-
ments. Additionally, frequent shifts in donor priorities force WCSOs to adapt their 
focus areas rather than invest in systemic change.

Donor aid: balancing empowerment and constraints. 
While foreign aid has enhanced the capacity of WCSOs to address immediate needs 
and engage in policy advocacy, its focus on short-term outcomes often compromi-
ses long-term goals. The effectiveness of foreign aid in supporting systemic change 
depends on its alignment with the strategic goals of WCSOs, as well as donors’ 
willingness to invest in movement-building rather than short-term service delivery. 
Strengthening accountability mechanisms and ensuring that foreign aid prioritizes 
long-term sustainability is key to balancing immediate crisis response with mea-
ningful systemic change.

Interconnected challenges and opportunities  
in the funding landscape. 
The findings reveal interconnected challenges across the funding ecosystem for 
WCSOs. The prevalence of donor-driven priorities, inequitable resource distribution, 
and administrative burdens creates systemic barriers that limit the effectiveness 
of WCSOs. At the same time, the increased visibility of WCSOs in Ukraine’s crisis 
response has opened opportunities for greater engagement with donors and poli-
cymakers. Strengthening collaboration between WCSOs, donors, and government 
actors is critical to ensuring that funding mechanisms support sustainable, locally 
driven solutions rather than reinforcing dependency on external aid.
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Recommendations 

The recommendations presented in this section 
are tailored to address the diverse needs of 
WCSOs and the broader funding ecosystem. 
They are categorized into three key areas:

1. For donors and  
development partners: 
Focused on direct actions to improve funding 
models, reduce administrative burdens, promote 
localization, and strengthen accountability.

2. For WCSOs: 
Designed to enhance their institutional capacities, 
advocacy efforts, well-being, and resilience.

3. For the broader funding ecosystem:
Highlighting systemic strategies to foster collabo-
ration, advance gender-sensitive approaches, and 
address structural barriers.

The suggested recommendations are focused on 
direct actions to improve funding models, reduce 
administrative burdens, promote localization, and 
strengthen accountability, ensuring that WCSOs 
can meaningfully contribute to Ukraine’s recovery 
and long-term resilience. By employing more 
sustainable and locally driven funding models, 
donors and development partners can enhan-
ce the effectiveness of Ukraine’s civil society in 
addressing both immediate humanitarian needs 
and systemic reforms. These recommendations 
directly align with Ukraine’s broader development 
goals – supporting gender equality, inclusive post-
war recovery, economic growth, and community 
resilience – all of which are crucial for the country’s 
reconstruction and European integration efforts. 
These recommendations are complementary and 
interlinked, ensuring a comprehensive approach to 
supporting WCSOs and promoting equitable and 
sustainable funding practices. 
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1. FOR DONORS AND  
DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS

Improve funding models

Expand access to core funding:
• Commit to allocating at least 20–30 percent of 
donor budgets annually to core funding for WCSOs, 
prioritizing smaller and grassroots organizations 
with limited operational funding capacity.

• Pilot core funding programs offering unrestricted 
grants for up to three years, with mid-term reviews 
to ensure alignment with evolving needs.

• Establish transparent eligibility criteria for core 
funding to ensure equitable access for diverse WCS-
Os, including newer and rural-based organizations.

• Support the development of legal frameworks that 
allow WCSOs to establish endowment funds, ensuring 
long-term financial sustainability. Donors should faci-
litate technical assistance for WCSOs to navigate legal 
and regulatory requirements for endowments.

Increase multi-year,  
flexible funding:
• Design 2–3 year funding cycles with provisions for 
mid-term reallocations to address dynamic local 
contexts such as conflict escalation or recovery needs.

• Introduce a flexible funding component within 
multi-year grants, enabling rapid response to 
urgent needs without reapplication.

• Develop contingency grant schemes allowing 
WCSOs to access emergency funds swiftly for  
operational crises or community emergencies.

Develop dedicated funding streams 
for marginalized groups:
• Allocate at least 5–10 percent of donor budgets 
to support WCSOs working with marginalized 
communities, such as LBTQI+ women, women with 
disabilities, rural women, female veterans, widows 
of deceased servicemen, women from ethnic mi-
norities and other groups.

• Simplify the application and reporting processes 
for grassroots organizations serving marginalized 
populations, providing mentorship during the 
application phase.

• Create thematic funding opportunities to address 
intersectional issues, such as access to justice for 
marginalized women or targeted education initia-
tives.

• Include support for mental health, safety, and 
accessibility measures in grants targeting these 
groups.

Reduce administrative  
burdens

Simplify reporting requirements:
• Implement proportional reporting guidelines for 
smaller grants (e.g., grants under $50,000 requiring 
simplified, annual narrative updates).

• Standardize donor reporting templates across 
agencies to ease compliance efforts for WCSOs 
managing multiple grants.

• Introduce collaborative reporting platforms 
enabling WCSOs to submit one report that satisfies 
multiple donor requirements.

Streamline procurement rules:
• Permit single-source procurement for expenses 
below certain (low) threshold, subject to simple 
and short justification.

• Adapt procurement policies to accommodate the 
realities of conflict zones, such as limited supplier 
availability and fluctuating prices.

• Offer procurement training to WCSOs to navigate 
donor requirements effectively while maintaining 
compliance.

Provide pre-award support:
• Provide tailored pre-award support for WCSOs, 
including capacity assessments, financial planning 

assistance, and access to consultants for proposal 
development (in the form of core funding, targeted 
capacity-building grants, or direct technical sup-
port).

• Organize donor-led workshops on grant writing, 
budgeting, and compliance tailored to small and 
emerging WCSOs.

• Share examples of successful applications to gui-
de WCSOs through the application process.

Foster collaboration and  
local ownership

Engage WCSOs in program design:
• Form inclusive advisory councils comprising 
diverse WCSOs to co-create funding priorities and 
strategies. Rotate memberships annually to ensure 
representation.

• Integrate gender-sensitive budgeting in program 
designs, including funding for childcare, safety 
equipment, and mental health resources.

• Pilot participatory budgeting initiatives that allow 
WCSOs to influence the allocation of funds in 
real-time.

Prioritize direct funding to  
grassroots WCSOs:
• Commit to allocating at least 25 percent of total 
donor funds directly to grassroots WCSOs, bypas-
sing intermediaries where possible.

• Collaborate with local networks to identify eligible 
grassroots organizations, ensuring equitable distri-
bution of funding.

• Establish mentorship partnerships between  
established WCSOs and grassroots groups to  
strengthen capacity and funding readiness.

• Fund local regranting organisations that have  
direct access to grass-roots/frontline organisations, 
when funding to grass-roots/frontline organisa-
tions is not feasible.

Invest in leadership development:
• Fund leadership programs focused on advocacy, 
crisis management, and strategic planning, with 
follow-up mentoring to reinforce learning.

• Offer travel grants for WCSO leaders to attend 
international conferences, increasing visibility and 
facilitating cross-border knowledge exchange.

• Create regional leadership hubs to mentor young 
and emerging women leaders and foster collabo-
ration across diverse contexts.

Support frontline safety and  
resilience:
• Include specific funding provisions for the pro-
curement of safety equipment, such as protective 
vests, first aid kits, and GPS trackers for WCSOs 
operating in high-risk areas.

• Establish emergency funds to enable immediate 
relocation or crisis response for WCSOs working in 
frontline zones.

• Provide comprehensive training on navigating 
high-risk environments, including conflict-sensitive 
approaches and personal safety protocols.

Promote cross-sector  
partnerships through dedicated  
funding streams:
• Incentivize partnerships between WCSOs and 
organizations in other sectors (e.g., economic 
development, environmental sustainability, digital 
transformation) through co-funding models that 
ensure gender mainstreaming across all fields.

• Introduce funding mechanisms that require or 
reward multi-sector collaborations, ensuring that 
WCSOs play a leading role in integrating gender 
perspectives into broader development initiatives.

• Support joint grant applications where WCSOs 
collaborate with sectoral organizations, ensuring 
that gender considerations are embedded across 
humanitarian, economic, and reconstruction efforts.

• Ensure dedicated funding for WCSOs to provide 
gender mainstreaming expertise and capacity-buil-
ding support to other civil society organizations, 
development partners, donors, and government 
structures at all levels in emerging sectors, such as 
agriculture, energy, and recovery. 

Enhance capacity building

Tailor capacity building programs:
• Conduct biennial needs assessments to ensure 
training programs align with WCSOs’ evolving prio-
rities and skills gaps.

• Employ cascading models where larger, establis-
hed WCSOs deliver workshops to smaller organiza-
tions within their regions.
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• Develop e-learning platforms for cost-effective, 
accessible capacity building tailored to WCSOs’ 
operational challenges.

Support well-being initiatives:
• Fund off-site retreats focused on psychological 
well-being and resilience, excluding mandatory 
training components, and considering family/child-
care roles of the WCSO staff.

• Provide grants for long-term psychological coun-
seling programs offering at least 8–10 sessions per 
individual annually.

• Include budget provisions for wellness activities 
such as art therapy, recreational outings, and staff 
care packages..

Strengthen data analysis and  
knowledge sharing:
• Establish data grants enabling WCSOs to do-
cument, analyze, and share insights from their 
activities, enhancing their credibility.

• Create donor-supported platforms for WCSOs to 
publish research, share success stories, and access 
sector-wide best practices.

• Fund partnerships between WCSOs and acade-
mic institutions to produce high-quality, actionable 
research on gender equality initiatives.

Address mental health and  
resilience gaps:
• Allocate flexible funding for psychosocial support 
programs, ensuring long-term access to mental 
health resources for WCSO teams.

• Provide specialized training for WCSO leaders on 
managing team well-being and addressing burnout.

• Support the integration of mental health provi-
sions into grant applications as standard practice.

Promote accountability  
and transparency

Mandate reporting on localization:
• Disclose the proportion of funds directly allocated 
to local WCSOs, segmented by region, organiza-
tional type, and focus area (e.g., advocacy, service 
delivery).

• Publish annual reviews of localization progress, 

showcasing success stories, best practices, and 
areas needing improvement. Include specific 
metrics, such as the percentage increase in funds 
reaching grassroots WCSOs.

• Use publicly accessible dashboards to provide 
real-time data on fund disbursement, ensuring 
transparency for stakeholders.

Establish feedback mechanisms:
• Develop structured, regular feedback forums 
where WCSOs can openly discuss their challenges, 
successes, and recommendations with donors. 
Ensure these forums are scheduled semi-annually.

• Introduce anonymous online feedback systems 
to allow WCSOs to voice concerns without fear of 
repercussions. Incorporate this input into periodic 
donor strategy reviews.

• Publish summary reports of feedback received 
and actions taken, ensuring accountability to  
WCSOs.

• Improve access to information about funding 
opportunities by ensuring broad dissemination 
among partners. Identify and remove barriers that 
hinder access to funding information, communi-
cation, and other donor services, particularly for 
organizations led by people with disabilities.

Encourage mutual accountability:
• Create joint accountability frameworks that 
require donors and WCSOs to collaborate on 
setting realistic objectives, timelines, and expected 
outcomes.

• Implement bi-directional (mutual) evaluations 
within funding agreements, enabling WCSOs to 
assess donor responsiveness, communication, and 
support practices.

• Establish partnership review committees, 
including representatives from both donors and 
WCSOs, to regularly evaluate and improve collabo-
ration practices.

• Provide capacity-building sessions for donors on 
localization, equity, and effective collaboration, 
ensuring mutual understanding and alignment 
with WCSO needs.

2. FOR WOMEN’S CIVIL  
SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS

These recommendations are written with an 
awareness that many WCSOs may face structural 
constraints – particularly limited and short-term 
funding – that make it difficult to fully implement 
them. As highlighted in this report, the lack of 
flexible, multi-year funding often restricts WCSOs’ 
ability to invest in long-term institutional develop-
ment, capacity building, and strategic planning. 
Therefore, these recommendations should not 
only serve as a guide for strengthening WCSOs 
but also as a framework for dialogue with donors. 
WCSOs can use these points in their fundraising 
efforts and advocacy with donors to secure the 
necessary resources and policy shifts that enable 
them to implement these actions effectively.

Strengthen institutional  
capacities and knowledge

Prioritize organizational  
development:
• Conduct organizational audits to identify gaps in 
governance, financial management, and operations, 
and use findings to create targeted action plans.

• Develop a comprehensive roadmap for capacity 
building that includes staff training, policy develop-
ment, and leadership succession planning.

• Establish internal monitoring systems to evaluate 
progress toward strategic goals and operational 
efficiency.

• Given the increasing migration of young pro-
fessionals from Ukraine, prioritize the retention and 

support of experienced WCSO staff. Seek donor 
support for retention strategies, including long-term 
employment support, professional development, and 
career growth initiatives for existing WCSO personnel.

Focus on resource diversification:
• Identify and cultivate relationships with a variety 
of donors, including private sector sponsors, foun-
dations, and local government grants.

• Launch an internal fundraising committee to 
coordinate grant applications, cultivate donor rela-
tionships, and explore alternative revenue streams 
such as social enterprise models.

• Regularly update and share success stories and 
impact reports to attract funders and demonstrate 
organizational effectiveness.

Invest in digital transformation:
• Develop a digital strategy that includes investing 
in essential hardware, adopting modern financial 
and project management software, and enhancing 
cybersecurity protocols.

• Conduct periodic staff training to improve profi-
ciency in using digital tools for data management, 
reporting, and advocacy campaigns.

• Create a secure digital archive to store organiza-
tional documents and beneficiary data, ensuring 
compliance with privacy and data protection 
regulations.

Build expertise in key sectors:
• Identify priority sectors such as gender in reco-
very, agriculture, energy, and armed forces, and 
conduct targeted research to deepen understan-
ding and build organizational expertise.

• Develop tailored training programs for staff and 
stakeholders focused on these sectors, ensuring 
the organization has the skills and knowledge to 
engage effectively.

• Create a portfolio of case studies, policy briefs, 
and success stories showcasing expertise and 
impact in these sectors.

• Establish partnerships with development and/
or donor projects working in these areas, offering 
consulting services to integrate gender perspecti-
ves and elevate to decision-making the voices of 
women represented in these sectors. 

• Use sector-specific expertise to apply for thematic 
grants and advocate for funding priorities that align 
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with organizational strengths, leveraging networks 
and beneficiary/constituents voices to strengthen 
proposals.

Build networks and  
partnerships

Foster collaboration within  
the movement:
• Create formal networks at the regional and na-
tional levels to streamline advocacy, resource sha-
ring, and capacity building by developing shared 
objectives and aligning program priorities.

• Organize thematic retreats or annual conferen-
ces to foster collaboration and the sharing of best 
practices across diverse organizations.

• Establish shared service agreements, such as 
co-locating office spaces, pooling resources for 
grant applications, or sharing administrative and IT 
support to reduce operational costs and improve 
efficiency.

Engage with international networks:
• Establish affiliations with global feminist coalitions 
to access international platforms, training, and re-
sources. Focus on aligning local initiatives with glo-
bal gender equality agendas for increased visibility.

• Actively publish articles, blogs, and reports in 
international outlets to raise awareness of WCSO 
achievements and challenges, connecting with 
audiences worldwide.

• Host virtual exchanges or study tours with global 
counterparts to learn from successful models and re-
plicate effective strategies tailored to local contexts.

Enhance community engagement:
• Conduct regular focus groups, community dia-
logues, and surveys to align programming with 
the needs of beneficiaries, with a special focus on 
marginalized and vulnerable groups.

• Train local advocates from underserved com-
munities to represent the organization’s work and 
ensure inclusive participation in decision-making.

• Develop tailored outreach programs to address 
the specific needs of vulnerable groups, including 
displaced women, women with disabilities, rural 
women, widows of the deceased servicemen, 
female veterans and others.

Address well-being 
and resilience

Implement self-care policies:
• Create flexible work policies, such as adjustable 
hours or remote working options, to accommodate 
staff needs and personal circumstances.

• Establish a wellness fund to provide resources for 
activities like yoga sessions, art therapy, or recrea-
tional trips, ensuring these activities are accessible 
and valued by staff.

• Hold regular staff check-ins to assess stress levels 
and identify areas requiring additional support, 
fostering open communication.

Prioritize mental health support:
• Partner with licensed mental health professionals 
to provide ongoing individual and group counsel-
ling tailored to WCSO staff needs.

• Offer mental health first aid training to leaders, 
equipping them to address early signs of burnout 
among team members.

• Incorporate mental health days into organiza-
tional policies, encouraging staff to take leave for 
emotional recovery without stigma.

Establish and promote  
safety protocols:
• Develop comprehensive safety policies that 
include clear procedures for risk assessments, 
emergency evacuation plans, and regular security 
training, ensuring these measures feel practical 
and supportive rather than burdensome.

• Procure essential safety equipment such as 
protective vests, first aid kits, and GPS trackers for 
staff working in high-risk areas.

• Conduct periodic safety drills and ensure all 
team members are trained to handle emergencies 
effectively, reinforcing a culture of preparedness 
without creating undue stress.

Enhance advocacy and  
influence

Strengthen advocacy skills:
• Deliver tailored workshops on effective advocacy 
techniques, including storytelling, public speaking, 
and digital campaigning, focusing on actionable 
outcomes.

• Create a centralized repository of advocacy tools, 
such as policy briefs, fact sheets, and media kits, 
for easy access and use by team members.

• Leverage social media platforms and multimedia 
content to amplify advocacy messages and reach 
diverse audiences, adapting to local and global 
contexts.

Build evidence-based campaigns:
• Collaborate with academic institutions or research 
organizations to generate data on gender equality 
issues, using findings to advocate for systemic 
change and create sector-specific solutions.

• Develop interactive platforms to showcase 
impact stories and advocacy progress, making 
campaigns relatable and impactful for donors, poli-
cymakers, and communities.

• Host public forums and policy discussions with 
stakeholders, including government officials, private 
sector leaders, and community representatives, to 
promote informed dialogue on gender issues.

Engage policymakers and  
stakeholders:
• Schedule meetings with government officials, do-
nors, and private sector leaders in accessible formats 
that minimize additional burden, such as briefings 
during existing events or virtual consultations.

• Organize project site visits for stakeholders to 
witness the impact of WCSO efforts firsthand, en-
suring visits are integrated into ongoing activities 
to avoid disrupting workflows.

• Build coalitions with other advocacy groups 
to amplify voices, focusing on shared goals and 
coordinating resources. Facilitate regular commu-
nication to align messaging and create cohesive 
advocacy campaigns.

3. FOR THE BROADER  
FUNDING ECOSYSTEM

This section is aimed at donors, intermediaries, 
and policy stakeholders who influence the funding 
ecosystem for WCSOs. While Recommendations 
1 focus on direct actions for donors to improve 
funding models, reduce administrative burdens, 
and promote localization, this section highlights 
complementary strategies that address broader 
systemic issues. Recommendations 3 are designed 
to create a more inclusive, equitable, and sustaina-
ble funding environment for WCSOs by fostering 
collaboration, accountability, and innovation 
across the ecosystem.

Recognize and support the 
extensive work already being 
done by WCSOs

Acknowledge existing  
contributions:
• Recognize that WCSOs are not only implementers 
but also innovators driving systemic change in gen-
der equality, humanitarian response, and recovery 
efforts.

• Highlight the contributions of WCSOs in donor 
communications, global forums, and public cam-
paigns to amplify their influence.

• Incorporate the insights and expertise of WCSOs 
into donor strategies and program designs to 
ensure alignment with local priorities.
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Support WCSOs’ thought leadership:
• Create opportunities for WCSOs to contribute to 
global policy dialogues, including funding their par-
ticipation in international conferences and forums.

• Develop partnerships with WCSOs to co-author 
research and policy papers that highlight gen-
der-sensitive approaches in various sectors.

• Fund platforms for WCSOs to lead webinars, work- 
shops, and training sessions for other stakeholders, 
showcasing their expertise and expanding their reach.

Advance gender- 
transformative approaches

Integrate gender-focused principles 
across all funding streams:
• Ensure that projects labeled with gender markers 
allocate dedicated funding to gender-related activi-
ties, including direct support for WCSOs, women’s 
leadership programs, and gender-responsive 
programming.

• Fund transformative projects that address root 
causes of gender inequality, such as economic 
disparities, access to decision-making roles, and 
systemic barriers in male-dominated sectors.

Prioritize accountability  
and feedback:
• Require transparent reporting on how gender- 
sensitive goals are being met and the outcomes of 
funded projects.

• Establish structured feedback mechanisms 
allowing WCSOs to evaluate the effectiveness of 
donor-funded gender-sensitive programs.

Foster collaboration across 
the ecosystem

Promote shared learning  
opportunities:
• Create platforms for cross-sector collaboration 
where WCSOs, donors, and intermediaries can 
exchange experiences, challenges, and solutions.

• Organize workshops and panels focused on buil-
ding partnerships that enhance collective impact 
and address gaps in resource distribution.

• Increase visibility of WCSOs in Ukraine’s regions 
by supporting initiatives such as joint public 
reporting practices (e.g., through 1325 coalitions). 
Donors should allocate resources for WCSOs to 
improve their public outreach and engagement.

Align funding practices with WCSO 
realities:
• Encourage donors to coordinate their funding 
cycles, reporting requirements, and evaluation 
criteria to reduce duplicative burdens on WCSOs.

• Promote co-funding models that allow smaller 
WCSOs to access multiple sources of support for 
integrated programming.

• Include the WCSOs in coordination mechanisms 
for consultations and decision-making on funding 
priorities related to humanitarian aid and develop-
ment assistance, encouraging them to contribute 
with their expertise and perspectives.

Address systemic barriers

Prioritize equity in resource  
distribution:
• Encourage donors to adopt funding benchmarks 
that ensure equitable allocation across diverse 
regions, organization sizes, and focus areas.

• Support WCSOs in developing endowment funds 
or alternative financial mechanisms to reduce 
long-term dependency on external donors.

Promote innovation in  
funding models:
• Pilot innovative funding models, such as social 
impact bonds or pooled funding mechanisms, to 
diversify resources and foster sustainability.

• Support experimentation with community-driven 
funding approaches, where beneficiaries participa-
te in allocating resources to local WCSOs.

Photo: O
ksana Parafeniuk

Anna and OIha at Ukrainian Foundation for Public Health’s shelter in Kyiv. 
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Annexes

ANNEX 1. QUESTIONNAIRE  
FOR SURVEY

Survey: Where’s the Money for Women’s Rights 
in Ukraine?

Thank you for participating in this survey, which 
aims to understand the funding landscape for  
Women’s Civil Society Organizations (WCSOs) in 
Ukraine. Your responses will help identify key  
challenges and opportunities to improve support 
for WCSOs. The survey should take about 10–12 
minutes to complete. All responses are confidential.

Section 1:  
General information

1. What is the name of your organization? 
[Open-ended]

2. Where is your organization based?
• Kyiv

• Western Ukraine

• Central Ukraine

• Southern Ukraine

• Northern Ukraine

• Eastern Ukraine

• Other (please specify): [Open-ended]

3. What is the focus of your organization?  
(Select all that apply)

• Gender-based violence (GBV)

• Women, Peace and Security

• Women’s political participation

• Women’s economic empowerment

• LBTQI+ rights

• Women with disabilities

• Humanitarian response

• Other (please specify): [Open-ended]

4. How long has your organization been active?
• Less than 1 year

• 1–3 years

• 3–5 years

• More than 5 years

Section 2:  
Funding sources and conditions

5. What are your organization’s main sources  
of funding? (Select all that apply)

• International government donor agencies (e.g., 
USAID, FCDO, Embassy of Canada, Sida)

• Multilateral organisations (e.g., UN Agencies)

• European Union

• International NGOs 

• Ukrainian funding organisations/foundations

• Government of Ukraine

• Local government

• Private foundations

• Membership fees or individual donations

• Other (please specify): [Open-ended]

6. Has your organization received any new fun-
ding since Russia’s full-scale invasion in 2022?
• Yes

• No

7. If yes, what type of funding did you receive? 
(Select all that apply)

• Emergency funding

• Project-based funding for specific activities

• Funding for projects/programs

• Core/organisational development funding

• Other (please specify): [Open-ended]

8. How free are you in identifying the ways of 
using donor funding
• Very free

• Rather free

• Hard to say

• Rather unfree

• Not free at all

 

9. How easy or difficult is it for your organization 
to access funding from donors?
• Very easy

• Easy

• Neither easy nor difficult

• Difficult

• Very difficult

10. What are the main challenges you face in 
accessing funding? (Select all that apply)

• Complex processes of preparing and submitting 
applications

• High administrative burden/reporting requirements

• Slow, cumbersome communication with donors

• Limited funding available for smaller organizations

• Application in a foreign language and the need to 
conduct negotiations in a foreign language 

• Other (please specify): [Open-ended]

11. What is the average amount of funding your 
organization has received annually since 2022?
• Less than $10,000

• $10,000 – $50,000

• $50,000 – $100,000

• $100,000 – $200,000

• $200,000 – $500,000

• More than $500,000

12. Has the amount of funding your organization 
receives changed since the start of the full-scale 
invasion?
• Increased by 1–50%

• Increased by 51–100% 

• Increased by more than 100% 

• Decreased by 1–50%

• Decreased by 51–100% 

• Decreased by more than 100% 

• Almost unchanged: our funding levels remain 
about the same as before 24 February 2022

• Other (please specify): [Open-ended]

 

13. What is the average length of funding  
agreements between your organisation and  
the donors?
• Up to 3 months

• 3–6 months

• 6–12 months

• 1–2 years

• Over 2 years

14. In your opinion, which organizations find it 
easier to obtain funding in 2024: those working 
with women in regions far from the front line 
or those working in frontline regions?
• Organizations working in regions far from the 
front line

• Organizations working in frontline regions

• No significant difference

• Hard to say

Section 3: Impact of funding  
conditions

15. How would you describe the impact of  
donor funding conditions on your organization’s 
ability to carry out its mission?
• Very positive

• Somewhat positive

• Neutral

• Somewhat negative

• Very negative

16. In your opinion, how much independence 
does your organization have in setting and 
pursuing its agenda, given the current funding 
landscape?
• Complete independence

• Moderate independence

• Limited independence

• No independence
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17. Has your organisation funding secured for 
2025 in the amount of at least 50% of your 2024 
budget? (if no, proceed to question 19)

• Yes 

• No

18.  If yes, in what form?
• In the form of agreements with donors that will 
last until the first half of 2025

• In the form of agreements with donors that will 
last until the second half of 2025

• In the form of agreements with donors that will 
last beyond 2025

• In the form of reserves

• In other form (please specify): [Open-ended]

19. What percentage of your organization’s 
time is spent on fundraising?
• Less than 5 percent

• 5–10 percent

• 10–20 percent

• More than 20 percent

20. What percentage of your organization’s 
time is spent on administrative tasks related  
to donor requirements (e.g., reporting,  
monitoring, etc.)?
• Less than 10 percent

• 10–20 percent

• 21–30 percent

• More than 30 percent

21. To what extent has donor funding  
supported or limited your ability to address 
urgent humanitarian needs versus long-term 
priorities?
• Entirely supported urgent needs

• Mostly supported urgent needs

• Balanced between urgent needs and long-term 
priorities

• Mostly supported long-term priorities

• Entirely supported long-term priorities

22. How have donor conditions influenced your 
organization’s ability to maintain its core mission 
and long-term goals? (Select all that apply)

• We had to adapt to donor-driven priorities

• We had to deprioritize certain long-term goals

• Our core mission remains largely intact

• Other (please specify): [Open-ended]

23. What has been the most significant  
challenge for your organization in meeting 
donor requirements? [Open-ended]

Section 4: Organizational needs

24. What are the most pressing needs your  
organization faces right now (Select up to 
three)?
• Core funding for operational costs

• Capacity building and training

• Support for specific programs or projects

• Advocacy and networking opportunities

• Funding for long-term sustainability/endowment- 
type funding

• Other (please specify): [Open-ended]

25. Which type of support would help your 
organization the most to increase its impact 
(Select up to three)?

• Flexible, long-term funding

• Reduced administrative requirements

• Direct connections to donors

• Capacity building (e.g., training, technical support)

• Other (please specify): [Open-ended]

Section 5: Funding for marginalized 
groups

26. Does your organization work with margina-
lized groups (e.g., LBTQI+ women, women with 
disabilities, ethnic minorities)?  
(if no, proceed to question 30)

• Yes

• No

27. If yes, what are the specific challenges in 
accessing funding for these groups?  
(Select all that apply)

• Limited donor interest in funding marginalized 
groups

• Lack of funding opportunities tailored for these 
groups

• Complex funding requirements

• Lack of funding flexibility  

• Donors do not listen enough to the local needs 
and implement their vision

• Other (please specify): [Open-ended] 

 

 

28. Are there particular donor requirements 
that you feel limit your organization’s work 
with marginalized groups (e.g., LBTQI+ women, 
women with disabilities)?
• Yes (please specify): [Open-ended]

• No

29. Does your organization receive funding 
specifically aimed at promoting diversity and 
inclusion within your initiatives?
• Yes

• No

• Hard to say

Section 6: Recommendations and 
feedback

30. What changes would you recommend to 
donors to improve the funding environment for 
WCSOs in Ukraine (Select up to three)?
• More flexible project funding agreements

• Support for core funding, allowing organizations 
to decide how to allocate resources

• Reduce/simplify reporting requirements

• Support rapid reallocation of funds

• Support long-term projects (longer than one year)

• Other (please specify): [Open-ended]

31. Is there anything else you would like to sha-
re about the funding challenges your  
organization is facing? [Open-ended]

Thank you for your participation!

Your responses are valuable to understanding the 
funding needs and challenges faced by WCSOs in 
Ukraine.

ANNEXES 2. GUIDES FOR KEY 
INFORMANT INTERVIEWS

Annex 2.1. KIIs with WCSO  
leaders

INTRODUCTION: Thank you for taking the time 
to participate in this interview. Your insights as a 
leader of a Women’s Civil Society Organization are 
critical in helping us understand the challenges, 
opportunities, and dynamics of the funding lands-
cape for WCSOs in Ukraine. The information you 
provide will be confidential, and findings will be 
presented in a way that does not identify individual 
respondents.

This interview will take approximately 45–60 
minutes, and we will focus on several key areas, 
including your organization’s funding experiences, 
challenges, and the support needed to increase 
impact.

I. General background on the  
organization

1. Could you briefly introduce your organization, 
its mission, and primary areas of focus?  
• How has your organization evolved since its 
founding?

• What are the key priorities for your organization 
today, especially in the context of Ukraine’s current 
situation?

II. Access to funding

2. What has been your organization’s experience 
with accessing funding, particularly since the 
start of the full-scale invasion in 2022?  
• Which types of funding (e.g., project-based, core, 
humanitarian) have been most accessible to your 
organization?

• How have funding patterns changed since the 
crisis began, and what role has location played in 
your access to funding?

3. What are the most significant barriers your 
organization faces in securing funding?
• Are there any specific donor requirements or 
processes that pose challenges?

• How have these challenges impacted your  
organization’s operations? 
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III. Donor relations and conditions

4. How would you describe your organization’s 
relationship with donors?
• Do you feel that donors understand the specific 
needs of WCSOs in Ukraine?

• How would you assess the level of communication 
and feedback between your organization and your 
donors?

5. To what extent do donor conditions (e.g., 
reporting requirements, priorities) impact your 
ability to maintain your organization’s mission 
and activities?
• Have you had to adjust your priorities or activities 
to align with donor conditions?

• In what ways, if any, have donor conditions 
affected your organization’s ability to address both 
urgent humanitarian needs and long-term  
advocacy goals?

• How do you balance donor requirements with 
the needs of your target communities?

IV. Impact of funding and  
sustainability

6. How has the current funding landscape  
affected your organization’s long-term  
sustainability?
• Are you able to secure multi-year or flexible 
funding, or is funding typically short-term and 
project-based?

• What are the challenges in ensuring the  
sustainability of your operations?

• Has your organization faced any trade-offs 
between focusing on immediate humanitarian 
needs versus long-term goals due to donor  
funding conditions?

7. Can you share any examples where limited 
funding or specific funding conditions have 
impacted your organization’s ability to deliver 
programs or services
• How have these funding challenges affected the 
communities you serve?

V. Support for marginalized groups

8. Does your organization work with marginalized 
groups (e.g., LBTQI+ women, women with  
disabilities, ethnic minorities)?
• If so, what specific challenges do you face in 
securing funding for these groups?

• Are there gaps in donor support for marginalized 
groups, and how could these be addressed?

• Have you encountered specific donor requirements 
that limit your organization’s ability to serve  
marginalized groups effectively?

VI. Capacity building and  
organizational needs

9. What are the main capacity-building needs of 
your organization?
• Would support in areas like financial management, 
proposal writing, or advocacy help improve your 
ability to secure funding?

• Have you received any capacity-building support 
from donors? If yes, how effective was it?

10. What type of support would help your orga-
nization increase its impact?
• Flexible core funding, long-term funding, or  
reduced administrative burdens?

• Direct connections to donors or tailored support 
for specific projects?

• To what extent does your organization need  
support in adapting to both immediate humani-
tarian and longer-term advocacy work, given the 
shifting funding landscape?

VII. Recommendations for donors

11. What changes or improvements would you 
recommend to donors to make the funding 
landscape more accessible and responsive to 
the needs of WCSOs?
• What role should donors play in addressing  
systemic barriers to funding for WCSOs?

• How can donors better support WCSOs in  
balancing immediate response needs with  
long-term sustainability and advocacy goals?

12. Looking ahead, what kind of donor support 
or partnerships would be most beneficial to 
your organization in the long term?
• How can donors better align their support with 
the evolving needs of WCSOs in Ukraine, especially 
given the ongoing crisis?

Thank you for sharing your valuable insights. Is 
there anything else you would like to add about 
the challenges or opportunities your organization 
faces in terms of funding and sustainability?

Annex 2.2. KIIs with donors and 
development partners 

INTRODUCTION: Thank you for taking the time to 
participate in this interview. We are conducting  
research to better understand the funding lands-
cape for Women’s Civil Society Organizations in 
Ukraine. Your insights as a donor or development 
partner will help shape recommendations for 
improving support to WCSOs, especially in the 
context of ongoing crises in Ukraine.

This interview will take approximately 45–60 minu-
tes. We will cover areas such as your organization’s 
funding priorities, challenges in supporting WCSOs, 
and recommendations for improving donor-WCSO 
partnerships.

I. Funding priorities and  
approaches

1. Can you describe your organization’s funding 
priorities, particularly regarding women’s 
rights and gender equality in Ukraine?
• To what extent do you prioritize supporting  
WCSOs in your funding strategy?

• What specific areas (e.g., GBV, economic  
empowerment, political participation) receive the 
most attention in your programs?

• How does your organization approach gender 
mainstreaming within its funding practices? How 
do you ensure that funding supports not only  
women’s immediate needs but also long-term 
gender equality goals?

2. What types of funding (e.g., project-based, 
core funding, emergency humanitarian aid) 
does your organization provide to WCSOs in 
Ukraine?
• How do you determine the most appropriate type 
of funding for a particular WCSO?

• Is there a balance between short-term emergency 
funding and long-term institutional support?

II. Access to funding and barriers

3. What are the main challenges or barriers you 
have encountered when providing funding to 
WCSOs in Ukraine?
• Are there issues related to capacity, administrative 
burdens, or local context that make it difficult for 
WCSOs to access funding?

• How do you address these challenges to ensure 

that WCSOs can effectively access and manage 
funding?

4. How does your organization assess the  
capacity of WCSOs to absorb and manage  
funding, especially in crisis contexts?
• Do you tailor your application and reporting 
requirements based on the size or capacity of the 
WCSO?

• How do you ensure that smaller or grassroots 
WCSOs are not excluded from funding opportuni-
ties?

III. Donor-WCSO relationships

5. How would you describe the relationship 
between your organization and the WCSOs you 
support?
• How frequently do you engage with WCSO leaders 
and staff beyond the grant-making process?

• Are there mechanisms for WCSOs to provide 
feedback on your funding processes or require-
ments?

6. What kind of support (financial or non-finan-
cial) do you provide to WCSOs beyond funding?
• Do you offer capacity-building initiatives,  
technical assistance, or mentorship?

• How effective have these initiatives been in  
strengthening WCSOs’ capacities?

• To what extent do you involve WCSOs in shaping 
the priorities or conditions of your funding,  
especially in terms of balancing humanitarian and 
advocacy work?

IV. Impact of funding on WCSOs

7. In your experience, how has your funding 
contributed to the sustainability and long-term 
development of WCSOs in Ukraine?
• Have you observed any significant organizational 
growth or impact as a result of your support?

• In what ways, if any, has your funding helped 
WCSOs balance urgent humanitarian needs with 
long-term advocacy for gender equality?

• What challenges have you seen in achieving long-
term sustainability for WCSOs?

8. What impact do you think your funding  
has had on WCSOs’ ability to address gender 
equality and women’s rights in Ukraine?
• Are there specific successes or challenges you 
would highlight in this regard?
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V. Support for marginalized groups 
and Inclusivity

9. How does your organization ensure that 
WCSOs working with marginalized groups (e.g., 
LBTQI+ women, women with disabilities, ethnic 
minorities) receive adequate support?
• Are there specific funding streams or initiatives 
designed to support these groups?

• What specific challenges do you face in ensuring 
that funding reaches WCSOs working with margi-
nalized groups, and how could these be addressed?

• What are the main challenges in ensuring inclusive 
funding for these marginalized communities?

10. What steps does your organization take to 
promote diversity and inclusion in its funding 
processes?
• How do you ensure that diverse voices, particularly 
those of marginalized women, are considered in 
the design and implementation of programs?

VI. Recommendations for future 
support

11. What improvements would you suggest to 
make the funding environment more accessible 
and supportive for WCSOs in Ukraine?
• Are there changes needed in terms of application 
processes, reporting, or donor coordination?

12. Looking ahead, what kind of donor part-
nerships or collaborations would be most 
beneficial to improving the impact of funding 
on WCSOs in Ukraine?
• How can donors work together to provide more 
sustainable, flexible, or inclusive funding?

• How can donors better balance immediate 
funding needs with long-term funding stability to 
support both humanitarian and advocacy roles of 
WCSOs?

Thank you for sharing your insights. Is there 
anything else you would like to add about the 
challenges or opportunities in supporting WCSOs 

in Ukraine, particularly in light of the current crisis?

Annex 2.3. KIIs with government 
officials  

INTRODUCTION: Thank you for participating in 
this interview. We are conducting research to better 

understand the funding landscape and support 
mechanisms for Women’s Civil Society Organizations 
in Ukraine. As a government official, your insights 
are crucial to understanding how government  
policies and actions can enhance support for  
WCSOs and promote gender equality.

This interview will take approximately 45–60 minutes. 
We will discuss your perspectives on WCSOs, the 
role of government in supporting their work, and 
opportunities for strengthening collaboration.

I. Government role in supporting 
WCSOs

1. What role does the government currently 
play in supporting Women’s Civil Society  
Organizations in Ukraine?
• Are there specific programs, policies, or initiatives 
that provide support to WCSOs?

• How does the government prioritize gender  
equality in its partnerships with civil society?

2. How has the government’s approach to  
supporting WCSOs evolved since the start of 
the full-scale invasion in 2022?
• Have there been any significant shifts in priorities, 
funding, or policies to better address the needs of 
WCSOs and gender equality?

II. Collaboration between  
government and WCSOs

3. How would you describe the collaboration 
between government agencies and WCSOs  
working on gender equality and women’s 
rights?
• Are there structured platforms or mechanisms 
that facilitate regular dialogue between WCSOs 
and government entities?

• How effective is the collaboration in influencing 
policy decisions related to women’s rights?

4. What challenges or barriers exist in the  
collaboration between the government and 
WCSOs?
• Are there challenges related to coordination, 
resource allocation, or differing priorities?

• How do you think these challenges can be 
addressed?

III. Funding and resources

5. Does the government provide any resources 
to WCSOs (social public procurement, co-funding 
of activities, administrative support, etc.)?
• If yes, what types of support or resources are 
available, and how are these resources allocated?

• Are there criteria for which types of WCSOs receive 
government support or resources, particularly 
those focused on marginalized groups?

• Are there administrative, regulatory, or bureaucratic 
barriers that make it difficult for WCSOs to access 
support or resources? How could these funding 
mechanisms be improved?

IV. Government policies and  
gender equality

6. To what extent are government policies and 
programs designed to promote gender equality 
in line with the priorities of WCSOs?
• Are there areas where WCSOs’ work aligns with 
or complements government policies?

• What gaps exist between WCSO priorities and 
government actions on gender equality?

7. What steps has the government taken to 
ensure that WCSOs working with marginalized  
groups (e.g., LBTQI+ women, women with  
disabilities, ethnic minorities) receive adequate 
support?
• Are there specific policies or programs aimed at 
addressing the needs of these marginalized groups?

• How do you assess the inclusiveness of current 
government efforts?

V. Impact of government support 
on WCSOs

8. In your opinion, how effective has government 
support been in helping WCSOs achieve their 
goals?
• Have you seen measurable impacts on gender 
equality or women’s empowerment as a result of 
this support?

• Are there specific examples of successful part-
nerships or initiatives?

9. What challenges do WCSOs face in delivering 
their programs due to limitations in government 
support?
• Are there particular areas (e.g., funding, capacity- 
building, policy engagement) where the govern-

ment’s involvement could be enhanced to support 
WCSOs more effectively?

VI. Recommendations for future 
collaboration

10. What actions should the government take 
to strengthen its collaboration with WCSOs?
• How can the government better integrate WCSOs 
into national decision-making processes on gender 
equality?

• Are there specific platforms or processes that 
should be created or improved to foster deeper 
engagement?

11. Looking forward, what key policy or funding 
changes would you recommend to better  
support WCSOs and their work on gender  
equality in Ukraine?
• How can the government ensure that its policies 
and programs are responsive to the evolving 
needs of WCSOs, especially in the context of  
ongoing recovery and rebuilding efforts?

Thank you for your insights. Is there anything else 
you would like to add regarding the government’s 
role in supporting WCSOs, gender equality, or  
broader collaboration with civil society?
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