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FEATURES OF PERCEPTIONS OF EXTERNAL
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CrarTs mpucBAYeHa BUSABJICHHIO 0CO0JIMBOCTEN 30BHIIITHBOT0 COIIIAILHOI0
CEepEeOBUINA TPOMAJCHKMX OpPraHi3alligxXx Opradizalfiii HMU30BOIO pIBHS
Vrpaiuu ta CIIIA.

Byu1o orturaso stiziepis Ta 4ieHIB HU30BUX HEKOMEPINIMHUX CAMOBPSTHIX
ob0’emuans CIIA ta Vepainu 3 MeTor0 3'sSCyBAHHS IXHIX OI[IHOK CTYIIEHIO
eMIIayepMeHTyY IXHIX OpraHi3alliil K Cy0 €KTIB COIlaJIbHOI i1, B3A€MO3B sI3KiB
3 MPEeJCTABHUKAMHU 30BHIIIHBOTO COIAJIBHOIO CEPENOBUINA Yy IUIONIMHAX
3AJIEIKHICTh — HE3AJIESKHICTD, CTPUMYBAHHS — IMITPUMEKA, HE3aJ0BOJIEHICTD
— 3aJI0BOJIEHICTH, & TAKOK JOCTYITY JI0 PISHUX TPYH pecypciB — QiHAHCOBUX
(MaTepiaJIbHUX), JIOACHKUX (AKICT Ta KIBKICTD) Ta IHQOPMAIINHUX (IKICTD
Ta KIJIbKICTB).

JocmimxeHHa Iokas3aio, 10 TPoMaiChKl opraHisaifili o0ox KpaiH y
I1JIOMY JTOCUTH AKTHBHO B3A€MOJIIIOTH 3 PISHUMH COIIAILHUMU I'PYIIAMH Ta
IHCTUTYIIAMU iX 30BHIIIHBOIO COLIIAJILHOIO cepeaoBuIna. Aje, pasoM 3 IUM,
BUSIBJIEHO BIIMIHHOCTI IIOJ0 OITIHOK I'POMAICHKHX AKTHBICTIB 000X KpaiH
CTOCYHKIB IX OpraHI3alliil 3 30BHIIIHIM CePeIOBUINEM 1 BILIUBY, SIKUI BOHHU
YUHSATH HA CYCIILIHHE JKUATTS.

Amnajtia oTpuMaHUX JAHWX JIOBIB, [0 HU30BI I'POMAJCHKI opraHisarril
CIIIA maroTh OLIBII BH3HAYEHY «HIILY» B CYCIILJIBCTBI Ta POOJIATEH OLILIIT
BIJUYTHUU BILUIMB HA JKUATTS CBOIX rpoma, HIK IXHI YKPAIHCBKI KOJIETH.
AMepmcchmcl I‘pOMa,E[CI:Rl opraHlaauu OLIIBIIIO0 MlpOIO ueHTpOBa}n Ha
CBOIX KJIIEHTAX, MAIOTh TICHIIIIL CTOCYHKH 3 IXHIMH ITIJTBOBUMU COL[laJ’II)HI/IMI/I
rpyIIamMu, MEHIIO0 MIpOI0 3aJIeKATh BiJ] MOJITHYHUX CHJI, OLIBII YCIIIIITHI B
OTpUMAaHHI (PIHAHCOBUX pecypciB 1 1HGOpMATIIii, HeOOX1THOI /11T BUKOHAHHST
OisabHOCTL. DBijbima «3piicT» aMepHKAaHCBKOIO TPEThOro CEeKTOpY,
MOPIBHSAHO 3 YKPAIHCHKUM, IIOSICHIOETBCSI 0AraTOPIYHUMU TPAIUAIIAMEA
nmemokparii B CIITA.

KamouoBi caoBa: 308HiwHE couianivHe cepedosule, NCUXO02TUHULL

eMnayepmMenm, 2POMAOCbKL OP2aHI3AULL, 3HAYUMICMb, KOMNEMEHIMHICMb,
a8MOHOMISL, BNJIUBOBICINDG, PECYDCU.

Introduction and problem formulation

The USA and the European Union countries are currently character-
ized by transformation of representative democracy to direct (participa-
tory) democracy which is based on direct citizens’ participation in the
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affairs of their local communities. It is pronounced a very important di-
rection in modern Ukrainian society. Most of the adopted regional de-
velopment programs provide for the activity of the population, usage of
local social capital. The Constitution and the relevant laws entitle citizens
to participate in the local level affairs, the decentralization laws has been
adopted. But the legal opportunities are not used fully, the third sector
organizations has not become key players in the socio-political life of
Ukraine.

Individual and collective actions designed toidentifyand addressissues
of public concern are defined as civic engagement, which, according to
M. Carpini [1], can include efforts to directly address an issue, work with
others in a community to solve a problem or interact with the institutions
of representative democracy.

The problem of civic engagement is not left aside the attention of the
psychological science nowadays. The importance of civic engagement
and psychological aspects of community has become evident among
scholars from different countries. But relatively little is known about the
factors that affect civic behavior in community organizations. Better un-
derstanding of these factors can facilitate the implementation of more
purposeful community development strategies. Cross-cultural compara-
tive studies of functioning o NGOs in different countries can potentially
provide models for fostering participatory democratic principles in na-
scent democracy countries.

Purpose of the research — to reveal features of perceptions of ex-
ternal social environment of Ukrainian and the USA grassroots commu-
nity organizations’ participants.

The USA part of the research was conducted within the US govern-
ment program Fulbright Scholar Program 2014 in 2014-2015. The
Ukrainian part of the research was conducted in 2015-2016.

Results of theoretical research

Community organization never functions as the closed system. In
fulfilling its tasks and achieving its goals it interacts with wide range of
institutions that represent its social environment: clients, partner organi-
zations, government agencies, businesses etc. During these interactions
community organization changes its social environment according to its
goals and, on the other hand, experiences the influence of the other com-
munity groups and institutions.

Process and result of interaction of civic organization with its external
social environment can be expressed in terms of such category as em-
powerment.

Within modern management theory and practice empowerment
refers to power division: it is considered as synonymous with peoples’
participation: a process, through which power is divided among the in-
dividuals [3], granting more organizational power to employees [5; 7].
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J. Rappaport [9] defined empowerment as a process by which people,
organizations, and communities gain mastery over issues which are of
concern to them. N. Wallertstein [13] thinks it is “a social action process
by which individuals, communities and organizations gain mastery over
their lives in the context of changing their social and political environ-
ment to improve equity and quality of life”.

Psychological approach representatives consider empowerment as
motivational and cognitive concept (psychological empowerment) which
is based on a person’s perceptions of his environment, the process and
the result of his interaction with it.

It is defined as a motivational structure which is based on employees’
perception with regard to their work environment [8]. J. Conger and R.
Kanungo [2] define empowerment as a process of enhancing feelings of
self-efficacy among organizational members through the identification of
conditions that foster powerlessness and through their removal by both
formal organizational practices and informal techniques of providing ef-
ficacy information. M. Zimmerman [15] depicted psychological empow-
erment as a construct that integrates perceptions of personal control, a
proactive approach to life and a critical understanding of the socio-polit-
ical environment. K. Thomas and B. Velthouse [12] and G. Spreitzer [11]
consider this concept in terms of the cognitions: sense of impact, compe-
tence, meaningfulness and choice or self-determination.

Empowerment occurs on three levels: individual (the transformation
of individuals’ lives in achieving goals and reaching targets), organiza-
tional (organizational processes and structures that enhance member
participation and performance and eventually improve the achievement
of organizational goal) and community (collective action to improve the
quality of life in a community and to the connections among community
organizations and agencies) [4; 6; 10; 14].

Our research is centered on the third level of empowerment — interac-
tion of community organization with the wider community (external so-
cial environment). Based on this, the “third level” psychological empow-
erment is considered as the belief by organization members in the ability
of their organization to use the expertise and experience of members to
complete successfully its tasks with a sufficient degree of independence,
making positive impact on community life.

Also understanding the influence of external social environment on
the organization is possible by considering: a) relational factors (relation-
ship of the organization with external social environment representatives
characterized by dichotomies: independence — dependence, constrain —
support, dissatisfaction — satisfaction); b) access to resources (quantity
and quality of financial and material, human resources and informa-
tion).

In the empirical research we focused on the differences in percep-
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tions of external social environment of Ukrainian and the USA grassroots
community organizations’ participants.

Method. The author’s external factors survey was used to explore
a) perceptions of relationship with the representative of the external en-
vironment in terms of independence — dependence, constrain — support,
dissatisfaction — satisfaction and b) access to resources. The “community
level” scales of Psychological empowerment survey constructed by the
author were used to measure participants’ perceptions of their organi-
zations as the subjects of community life — the general level of empow-
erment of the organization and its four principal components: impact,
competence, meaningfulness and autonomy. Five point Likert scales
were used in both surveys. Variables of age, gender, length of participa-
tion and participation intensity were also included.

Participants. 287 leaders and active members of grassroots com-
munity organizations — nonprofessionally self-governed non-for-profits
working for members’ collective self-interest — took part in the research.
Among them are: a) 173 leaders and active members from the USA, that
represent 61 grassroots of Charlotte area, North Carolina; b) 114 lead-
ers and active members from Ukraine, that represent 48 grassroots of
Chernihiv city area. The types of represented organizations are: neigh-
borhood / homeowners associations (the USA), apartment house asso-
ciations (Ukraine), organizations aiming improvement of particular field
of community life (ecological organizations, organizations advocating
voting and civic rights, helping particular society groups, non-profits of
ethnic groups). Gender distribution: 53% - females. Age groups: 18-25
y.0. — 12%, 26-39 — 20%, 40-54 —27.5%, 55-65 — 14%, over 65 — 17.5%.
Duration of participation: less than 3 months — 6%, 3 months to 1 year
— 10.5%, 1to 3 years — 28.5%, 4 to 7 years — 22.5%, more than 7 years
— 32.5%. Intensity of the participation: leaders — 45%, participant of ma-
jority recent meetings and events — 34%, participant of some meetings
and events — 21%.

Results of the empirical research

As it was stated above, features of interaction of civic organization
with its external social environment can be expressed through its em-
powerment. Based on K. Thomas and B. Velthouse [22] and G. Spreitzer
[20] approach we defined four components structure of empowerment
of community organization as a subject of social action:

1. Meaningfulness — the value of organizational goal judged in relation
to ideals or standards accepted in community. The proposed verbal rep-
resentation for it is “My organization is meant to make positive changes
in our community”.

2. Competence — a belief in a organization’s ability to perform activi-
ties well. Verbal representation: “My organization is capable to complete
its tasks”.
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3. Autonomy — admitting choice in regulating actions, autonomy over
the initiation and continuation of work behaviors and processes. Verbal
representation: “My organization is free to decide what and how should
be done about its work”.

4. Impact — the perceived organization’s ability to make a difference
in community. Verbal representation: “My organization really contrib-
utes to positive changes in the community”.

The empowerment results are represented in Table 1. Maximum
number of points for the scale “Empowerment” is 40, for the rest of the
scales — lo.

Table 1
Level of organization’s empowerment and its components
Points Significance of group
Ne Scales US UKR differences, U
1 | Empowerment 34.69 33.24 p < 0,05
2 [Meaningfulness 9.11 8.77 -
3 | Competence 8.44 8.40 -
4 | Autonomy 8.54 8.14 -
5 | Impact 8.60 7.3 p < 0,01

We can see from the Table 1 that the perceived general level of com-
munity organizations empowerment is high for both countries — the par-
ticipants are rather optimistic about their organizations’ competency,
autonomy and impact on community life, the organizational goals corre-
spond to the community values. As for the group differences, the Ameri-
can community activists perceive their organizations as more empow-
ered on all the components, but statistically significant differences can
be observed only on two scales: empowerment in general and impact on
community life. So the conclusion can be made that the US participants
perceive their community organizations as making greater positive im-
pact on the life of their external social environment

Let us observe the participants’ perceptions of their organizations’ re-
lationship with the other community groups and institutions in terms of
independence — dependence (table 2).

We can see from the results that the members of the US grassroots
community organizations believe that they are most dependent on clients,
served people and the least dependent on political parties. We have quite
the opposite picture with Ukrainian community organizations —according
to their participants, they are most dependent on political parties and
least dependent on clients, people served by of the organization. To
our opinion it is the evidence that the “third” sector in Ukraine has not
become the full member of social and political life.
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Table 2
Relationship of the grassroots community organizations with
the other community groups and institutions (independence —
dependence)

Independent— Dependent
min 1 - fully dependent,
No Comm‘unity groups.intf:racting max 5 - fully independent
with the organization Significance of
USA UKR group differ-
ences, U
L Client§, pgople served by the 2.27 3,67 p < 0,01
organization
Other members of the commu- p<0,01
5 nity. people from neighborhood, 271 3,22
not those directly served by the ’ ’
organization
3 |Collaborating organizations 2,72 3,27 p <0,01
4 | Other community organizations 3.05 3,22 -
5 | Government agencies 2.87 3,11 -
6 | Funding agencies 3.05 2,80 -
7 | Political parties 3.94 2,21 p < 0,01
8 | Businesses 3.03 2,86 -
9 | Consultants. other professionals 3.31 3,42 -
General index (mnziyi(n _495), 26.95 27.80

It is less oriented towards the served society groups and much
dependent on politicians. We received significant group differences on
four community groups interacting with grassroots organizations: the
US grassroots are significantly more dependent on clients, people served
by the organization, other members of the community, people from
neighborhood and collaborating organizations; the Ukrainian grassroots
are significantly more dependent on political parties.

We also discovered the degree of support (constrain) the organizations
receive from their external social environment representatives (table 3).

The results prove that the organizations from both countries receive
rather support than constrain from their external social environment.
The US grassroots receive significantly higher support from their clients,
people served by the organization than their Ukrainian colleagues. And
Ukrainians, in their turn, get more assistance from consultants, other
professionals. So, again, we have the evidence of a more firm alliance of
US community organizations and their target groups — clients.

The third relational factor we discovered was satisfaction
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(dissatisfaction) of community groups with the organizations’ activities
(table 4).

Table 3

Relationship of the grassroots community organizations with the
other community groups and institutions (constrain — support)

Constrain — Support
min 1 - constrain strongly,
No Comm}lnity groups'int('aracting max 5 - support strongly
with the organization Significance of
USA UKR group differ-
ences, U
Clients, people served by the
! organization 414 3,85 P =0,05
Other members of the com-
munity. people from neighbor- )
2 hood, not those directly served 371 370
by the organization
3 | Collaborating organizations 3.01 3,79 -
Other community organiza-
4 |tions 375 3,76 -
5 | Government agencies 3.41 3,26 -
6 |Funding agencies 3.38 3,36 -
7 | Political parties 3.02 2,84 -
8 | Businesses 3.61 3,37 -
Consultants. other profession-
9 s 3.53 39 p=0,01
General index (max — 45,
min — 9) 32.46 31,83 -
Table 4

Relationship of the grassroots community organizations with
the other community groups and institutions (dissatisfaction —
satisfaction)

Community groups interact-

Satisfied — Dissatisfied
min 1 - fully dissatisfied,

ing with the organization min 5 - fully satisfied
Significance of
USA UKR | group differences,
U
L Clients, people served by of 4.27 4,03 )
the organization ) ’
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Other members of the com-
munity. people from neigh-
2 borh(;?),d},)nolt) those direc%ly 3.88 374 )
served by the organization
3 [Collaborating organizations 4.03 3,74 p < 0,05
4 t?(t)lrllzr community organiza 3.84 3,61 p<0,05
5 | Government agencies 3.72 3,39 p <0,01
6 | Funding agencies 3.5 3,27 -
7 | Political parties 3.21 3,06 -
8 | Businesses 3.71 3,3 p < 0,01
Consultants. other profes-
9 |sionals 3:52 3,76 P =005
General index (max — 33.68 31,00 p<0,05
45, min — 9) ) ’ 7

We can see from the table that the grassroots organizations receive
more or less positive feedback from the other society groups. Clients of
both countries are satisfied with the organizations’ activities more than
the other community groups. Politicians’ attitude is perceived as neutral.
In general, American activists receive better feedback from almost all the
external social environment groups. Statistically significant differences
between the two countries can be observed on such community groups as
collaborating organizations, other community organizations, government
agencies, businesses (the Americans are more satisfied) and consultants.
other professionals (the Ukrainians are more satisfied). Difference on the
general index of satisfaction is also significant.

We measured also participants’ estimations of the resources their
organizations receive from the external environment (Table 5).

Table 5
Resources the organizations receives from the external
environment
Points (max—5, min—1)
No Types .Of resources the Significance
organization receives USA UKR of group
differences, U
Financial and material 2,32
1 3,8 p<0,01
resources
2 | Human resources — Quantity 3,46 3,57 -
3 | Human resources — Quality 4,2 3,89 -
4 |Information — Quantity 4,4 3,79 p < 0,01
5 | Information — Quality 4,4 3,93 p < 0,01
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17,50
20,26 755 p<0,01

General index (max—25,
min—5)

The results make it explicit that the US grassroots organizations are
more successful in obtaining the necessary financial resources and infor-
mation from the external environment than the Ukrainians. The general
indexes are 20,26 (the USA) VS 17,50 (Ukraine), the difference is statisti-
cally significant. No significant difference is observed in terms of quantity
and quality of human resources. The biggest problem of the American
community organizations in terms of the resources is the quantity of hu-
man resources — number of people willing to participate in organizations’
activities but the results of the US and Ukrainian grassroots on this pa-
rameter coincide. And the biggest problem of the Ukrainian community
organizations is the lack of financial and material resources necessary to
perform the activities.

Discussions and future perspectives

As the subjects of participatory democracy, the civic organizations
provide direct citizens’ participation in the affairs of their local commu-
nities and direct influence on the government policy. The strength of civil
society is defined by a wide, well-developed, independent and viable net
of self-governed volunteer-based grassroots community organizations.

The research demonstrated that the NGOs of both countries do not
operate as closed systems, but actively interact and have close relation-
ship with various community groups and institutions of their external
social environment. But, together with this, their members’ perceptions
differ in terms of their organizations’ relationship with this environment
and the impact they make on community life.

Analysis of the received data and the authors’ observation of the com-
munity processes during the attended events and meeting of the organi-
zations-participants suggest that the US grassroots community organiza-
tions have a better defined “niche” in the society and they make bigger
impact on the life of their communities than their Ukrainian colleagues.
Also the US grassroots are more client-oriented, have closer relationship
with their target social groups, less depend on politicians and succeed
better in obtaining financial resources and information necessary to per-
form activity.

Such situation can be explained by the fact that in Ukraine during the
decades of Soviet Union period all the civic initiatives had been restricted,
the generations of people had been raised as obedient implementers of
the ruling political party’s orders. After the USSR collapse the new politi-
cal forces consisting of the former soviet leaders, representatives of oligar-
chic and criminal structures were not interested in democratic changes
and sharing the power with the citizens. Since those times the Ukrainian
third sector has had some growth but, at the same time, nowadays it is
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hardly possible to state its “maturity” and its significant impact on public
life, compared to government institutions and business. Particularly, it
concerns civic associations and organizations of “grassroots” level, life in
local communities.

It is planned to explore of the external social environment factors that
affect psychological empowerment in Ukrainian and American NGOs.

References

1. Carpini Michael Delli Definition of Civic Engagement [Electronic resource].
— Access link: http://www.apa.org/education/undergrad/civic-engagement.
aspx

2. Conger J., Kanungo R. The Empowerment Process: Integrating Theory and
Practice // Academy of Management Review. — 1988. — Vol.13. — N2 3. — pp.
471-482.

3. Lawler E.E. Total Quality Management and employee involvement: Are they
compatible? // Academy of Management Executive. — 1994. — January. — pp.
68-76.

4. Lamb R. Michael II A social cognitive approach to collective professional
empowerment: an investigation of collective-efficacy and potency theory
with technical college faculty. A doctor of education dissertation. — Athens,
Georgia, 2009. — 229 p.

5. Noe, R., Hollenbeck, J., Gerhart, B., Wright, P. Human resource management:
gaining a competitive advantage (4th ed.). — Boston: McGraw Hill, 2003.

6. Perkins, D. D., Zimmerman, M. A. Empowerment theory, research and ap-
plication // American Journal of Community Psychology. — 1995. — N923.
— pp. 569-578.

7. Ralph, F.L. Empowerment. Empowerment organizations. — 1996. — N24 (3)
.— pp. 5-15.

8. Randolph, W.A. Navigating the journey to empowerment // Organizational
Dynamics. — 1995. — N2 23 (4) . — pp. 19-50.

9. Rappaport J. Terms of empowerment/exemplars of prevention: Toward
a theory for community psychology // American Journal of Community
Psychology. — 1987. — N2 15(2). — pp. 121-148.

10. Schulz, A.J., Israel, B.A., Zimmerman, M.A., Checkoway, B.N. Empowerment
as a multi-level construct: perceived control at the individual, organizational
and community levels // Health Education Research. — 1995. — N2 10 (3)
- — Pp. 309-327.

11. Spreitzer G.M. Psychological empowerment in the workplace: Dimensions,
measurement, and validation // Academy of Management Journal. — 1995.
—N@ 38.— pp. 1442-1465.

12. Thomas K.W., Velthouse B.A. Cognitive elements of empowerment: an ‘in-
terpretative’ model of intrinsic task motivation // Academy of Management
Review. — 1990. — Vol. 15. — pp. 666-681.

13. Wallertstein, N. Powerlessness, empowerment and health: Implications for
health promotion programs // American Journal of Health Promotion. —
1992. — N2 6 (3). — pp. 197-205.

90



Volevakha S., Volevakha I.

14. Wilson, P. Empowerment: Community economic development from the in-
side out // Urban Studies. — 1996. — 33 (4-5). — pp. 617-630.

15. Zimmerman, M. A. Psychological empowerment: Issues and illustrations //
American Journal of Community Psychology. — 1995. — N2 25(5). — pp. 581-

599.

Boaeesaxa C.B., Boaesaxa H.B. Oco6eHHOCTH BOCIIPUATHSA BHEIII-
Hel COIMAIBHOM cpeabl yYJAaCTHUKAMHU YKPAMHCKHAX 1 AMEPUKAHCKUX
O0ILIIEeCTBEHHBIX OPraHU3AIN HU30BOTO YPOBHA

CraThs MOCBsAIIEHA BbIABJIEHUIO 0COOEHHOCTEH BHEIIIHEH COIUAILHOM Cpe-
JIbI OOIIIECTBEHHBIX OPraHU3ALNN HU30BOro ypoBHA YkpauHsl u CIIA. Beutn
OIIPOILIEHB] JINEPHI U WIEHBI HEKOMMEDPYECKHX CAMOYIIPABIIAIOIINXCA 00bear-
HeHuil CIIIA 1 YKpauHBI ¢ IeJIbI0 BBISIBJIEHHUS OLIEHOK YPOBHSA 5MIIay3pMeHTa
HIX OpraHU3aIlHi, XapakTepa OTHOIIIEHWH UX OPTraHU3aIluH C IPeICTaBUTEISIMU
BHEIIIHEH CPeZIbl, IOCTYIIA K BHEITHUM PecypcaM, HEOOXOMMBIM JIJIs1 OCYIIEeCT-
BJIEHVIA OPTaHU3AIMOHHOU JIEATETIBHOCTH.

KinioueBble clIoBa: 8HEWHAS COYUANLHAS cpeda, NCUXOA02UMEeCKUL IM-
nayapmexm, obujecmseeHHble Op2AHU3AYUUU, BHAHUMOCTb, KOMNEMeHMHOCMY,
a8MOHOMUS, BAUSHUE, PECYPCbL.

Serhii Volevakha, Iryna Volevakha. Features of perceptions of
external social environment of Ukrainian and the USA grassroots
community organizations’ participants

The article is devoted to revealing features of external social environment of
Ukrainian and the USA grassroots community organizations. Leaders and mem-
bers of the US and Ukrainian non-profit self-governing associations were sur-
veyed to identify their perceptions of the organizational empowerment, relation-
ship of their organizations and the external environment representatives, their
access to external resources necessary to perform organizational activities.

Key words: external social environment, psychological empowerment, civ-
ic organizations, meaningfulness, competence, autonomy, impact, resources.
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