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Executive Summary
This survey is a preliminary review on the accountability of Indonesian NPO. Accountability was assessed in its legal, program, fiscal and financial dimensions; and process. The survey included 551 NPO, mostly in Java Island. The following will present executive summary in accordance with the four dimensions previously mentioned. 

A. LEGAL ACCOUNTABILITY. Survey found that (1) in general NPO in Indonesia has already possessed notary deed. However, there are still 123 NPO (22.3 %) who do not posses notary deed.  (2) Most legal entities are in the form of Foundation. (3) There are only a few NPO that are registered at government departments (Depkumham, Depsos, Depdagri, Depag). Their obstacles were bureaucracy, high cost and length of time it takes to register. Summary recommendations: There should be supervision over NPO existence and privileges as well incentives to encourage them to register to relevant government departments. 

B. PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY. Survey found that (1) the number of NPO who present their monitoring-evaluation and financial report to public is still low; (2) NPO programs are rarely evaluated by independent outside evaluators. Summary recommendations: NPO, government, donor agencies, etc need to put efforts to increase public involvement in assessing the transparency and good governance of an NPO. 

C. FISCAL AND FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY. Survey found that (1) the number of NPO who possess bank account under their own names is still low; (2) the number of NPO possessing NPWP is still low, and (3) only a few NPO perform public financial audit and inform the result through public media. Summary recommendations: Donors and government should encourage financial and taxation transparency and publication to public, as well as providing taxation incentive to non-profit organisations.  
D. PROCESS ACCOUNTABILITY. Survey found that process accountability needs to be improved; starting from fund raising, program management and evaluation, and relations with outside parties. Important findings: (1) NPO in general is still dependent on donor agencies; (2) Dialogs and relations need to be improved with government, donor agencies, and private parties. Summary recommendations: Apart from improving participative dialogs with NPO, the government should develop incentives and capacity building programs for NPO. *** 
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Foreword
How do we know or at least obtain a general description about the accountability of Non-Profit Organisations (NPO) in Indonesia? This question led us to think of a way to answer it. However, the deeper we tried to find the answer; we realize that we need better understanding about accountability itself. 

On the other hand, we also realized that there are thousands of NPO in Indonesia. This finding then encouraged us to develop an Indonesian NPO online database (www.indonesiango.org). It was while collecting data of NPO profiles that we conducted this research. 

This research itself is not yet thorough, but at least its result can assist us in understanding the accountability of NPO in Indonesia in general. This survey research assessed four dimensions of accountability: legal, program, fiscal and financial, and process. We disseminated questionnaires to nearly 5000 NPO, via emails, postal service, and fax. 

To be honest, there were many obstacles in the process. At the early stage we wrote to 5000 NPO. Around 800 of them have no longer valid email addresses -- most used free email addresses from yahoo, gmail, telkomnet, and others. However, we kept sending questionnaires to various NPO whose details we were able to find, most of which were visited by the survey team. In the end we managed to find 551 NPO, most of which are in Java Island. 

Our draft research result was then discussed (on 19 and 25 March 2009) by inviting limited number of people who are competent in the field of non-profit and self-reliant organisations. Important criticism, suggestions, and input were then applied to the research result. 

We hope that the findings in this “Accountability Survey of NPO in Indonesia: A preliminary review” can give important and useful contribution for the development of NPO accountability in Indonesia. We realize that there are weaknesses and shortcomings in this research. Therefore, we hope that you can give us input, criticism, and creative ideas for future references. 

Jakarta, March 2009

INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background 

The power and characteristics of the ruling regime in Indonesia always influences the existence of non-profit organizations (NPO). Between 1945 and 1970s, while President Soekarno was in power, freedom of association was utilized relatively openly. Various civil society organizations such labour union, farmer union, student groups, women groups, and etc could actively participate in politics and develop their organisations. This period is called the Old Order era. 
In 1970s when General Suharto came into power, freedom of association and political participation were repressed. Suharto immediately disassembled parties and mass organisations that were political in nature and considered as a threat to his power. Soeharto only allowed three political parties, all of which he kept under tight control; he limited license for the publication of mass media, and there was only one national television. There was only one union for labour, farmer, and fishermen and it was fully under the government’s control. 

NPOs that were given license to practice must possess close relationship with the government and must be non- political or were willing to support Soeharto’s development (economy) program. During Soeharto’s era (1970-1980s) the type of NPO called Lembaga Swadaya Masyarakat (LSM, self-reliant groups) were only given permission if they were not involved in practical politics. Most LSM developed in that era focused mainly on economy such as the provision of small credit, the development of small entrepreneurship in villages and cities, family planning and health, agricultural technique, and etc. 

The New Order regime established its own various foundations to support its own business and political interests, such as Super Semar Foundation, Amal Bhakti Pancasila Foundation, and etc. Military members that were close to Soeharto also established various cooperatives as an extension of military business in trade and economy. In this era, the term ‘red license plate’ organization was used to refer to LSM established by bureaucrats. ‘Red license plate’ referred to the license plate number of government vehicles. 
In the 1990s, a “political” LSM started to develop and nurture their courage to address issues such as human rights and legal assistance. Such LSM suffered from intimidation and terror. However, because of the global economy crisis that hit Asia in 1997 and the widespread mass demonstration, Soeharto was unable to maintain his power. The end of Soeharto’s regime in 1998 served as a starting point for an era called reformation. 
The reformation era that started in 1998 also saw the growth of foreign assistance that was directed to Indonesia. Various social developmental issues in the field of human rights, environment, women, and poverty were becoming a widespread discourse. NPOs mushroomed to welcome the arrival of foreign funding all the way to less developed areas such as Papua, Nusa Tenggara, and Ambon.  

Also in the same era, the government started to acknowledge the existence of LSM and other NPOs. Public had better understanding of the significance of LSM and other civil organisation’ presence. Awareness started to appear that government and private sectors are not the only ones who had to account for their activities and finances (public accountability); several LSM figures brought up the issue of LSM’s public accountability. 
LSM especially in Jakarta began to have various concepts such as self regulations, code of ethics, and accreditation in order to differentiate between accountable and non-accountable LSM (Saidi, 2006: viii). A book published in 2004 entitled Kritik dan Otokritik LSM (PIRAC, 2004) was a proof that LSM accountability discourse had entered public domain. Several foreign donor agencies had also started to take interest in activities to develop LSM accountability in Indonesia. 

Ford Foundation in 2002-2003 assisted in funding a Working Group for LSM Accountability. Institute of Research, Education and Information of Social and Economic Affairs (LP3ES) conducted a survey and prepared a directory of funding agencies operating in Indonesia (LP3ES, 2001). The Synergos Institute also published a report entitled National Directory of Civil Society Resource Organization: Indonesia (Series on Foundation Building in South East Asia 2002). At the moment, Charity Commission UK is developing a website and an Online Database of Indonesian NPOs.  
Nonetheless, the development of NPO public accountability from the government side tends to result in harsh criticism from LSM. An example of this is the Regulation of Home Affairs Minister (Permendagri) No. 38 Year 2008 about Receiving and Providing Assistance to Civil Organisations.  This minister’s regulation did not take into account Law No. 24/2007 about Disaster Mitigation; and Government Regulation (PP) No. 21/2008 about the Implementation of Disaster Mitigation; PP 22/2008 about  Disaster Management and Funding, and PP No. 23/2008 about the Participation of International Institutions and Foreign Non-Government Institutions in Disaster Mitigation.
From the NPO side itself, they need to be encouraged towards public accountability. Law No. 14 Year 2008 about Public Information Transparency, Articles 9 and 14 obliged public agencies to publish information that public deserves to know. This Law is not well disseminated yet and there are not many NPOs that can be categorized as compliant to this law. On the other hand, public accountability is the main requirement for NPO sustainability in this climate of democracy. Therefore, it is clear that NPOs need to improve their accountability.   
1.2 Context of Research 
Until now, it has been quite difficult to estimate the number of official NPOs in Indonesia, especially because since 1998 the number of LSM has surged. The previous estimation in 1985 was around 3,000; but by the end of 2001 the number increased to around 19,000 institutions (LP3ES, Direktori LSM 2001). The significant factor that influenced this occurrence was that multilateral donor agencies utilized NPOs as a media to distribute assistance to community. According to Ditjen-Kesbangpol Depdagri, it is estimated that there are 80.000 mass organisations and LSM. 
The growing number of NPOs was not only influenced by the fact that it is easier for international institutions to operate in Indonesia, but also by incidents such as natural disasters and strive for democracy. Tsunami in Aceh brought about the appearance of various local LSM which in general was triggered by the needs of donor agencies to have local partners. On the other hand, such NPO establishment is usually not accompanied with the development of its public accountability and these NPOs can easily be disassembled because of their high dependency towards foreign donor. 
Since the 1998 Reformation, the government has started to regulate the existence of foundations, associations and such. For this, the government has made several changes to Law No. 16 Year 2001 on Foundations. This law was created in response to the many cases of abuse against state funding perpetrated by several foundations belonging to Soeharto in the New Order era – as well as by other foundations that were simply extensions of military business or businesses owned by other high government officials. The law was produced as one of government’s efforts in to encourage legal accountability. 
The current democratic transition in Indonesia also encourages a climate of openness for foreign donor to operate in Indonesia. Donor agencies in general encourage ownership of bank account under institutions’ names – they no longer accept personal bank accounts, and they required ownership of tax payor ID (NPWP). NPO Accountability is generally required in the field of financial reporting, and program process or implementation. The government also obliges institutions that manage a minimum of 500 million to publish an annual financial report in printed mass media. 
The demand for the development of NPO public accountability is important to prevent corruption and money laundering practices in Indonesia. The government and international institutions are still lacking in their initiatives and facilitation to support the development of NPO public accountability. Therefore, improvement of NPO public accountability is an urgent and significant issue. The development of democracy in Indonesia also encourages the improvement in synergy and relations between the government, NPOs, and private parties. Public accountability and transparency have become key factors of good governance in strengthening the synergy and partnership among the three parties. 
Still in the context of the currently growing democracy in Indonesia, it is necessary to look at the relations between NPO as non-partisan organisations and the existing political parties. Although some might think that NPOs are non-partisan, it does not necessarily mean that they are non-political. Some NPOs can basically work in political domain just like the existing political parties, although not in a formal manner. Therefore, such NPOs might possess political attitude. As a consequence, in the efforts to promote the growth of democracy in Indonesia, the relation between NPOs and political parties need to be based on public accountability. This way both parties can strengthen their roles and positions as the main components in civil society. 
During the New Order era, it was relatively easy to establish a new NPO since there had been no categorising. All NPOs are foundations; therefore, the government simply created Law on Foundations. Although there was also a law regarding associations, only a very few NPO chose to have a legal entity of an association. 
Since 1998, the freedom of association is guaranteed by state so that establishing an NPO was “too easy” in Indonesia. Even several departments within the government established and managed their own foundations (‘red license plate’ LSM), which was opposed to government entity as state. The government’s weak regulation encouraged or opens the opportunity for practices of collusion, corruption, and nepotism.  

The government (department of finance) has recently been making a lot of efforts to check bank accounts belonging to government institutions who own foundations. This shows that public accountability has also been a problem for government institutions. The government as a regulator must display consistency and commitment to obey the laws that they create themselves. The government should not give an example of ignoring and breaking its own laws or regulations. 
In this democracy climate, mass media also plays an important role and position. Mass media is one of the main pillars of democracy. With the weakness that still prevails in the existing government regulations, a lot of mass media owns foundations even though the scope of their businesses is very profit-oriented. This, of course, presents a problem of public accountability. 

1.3 Significance of Research
From the various relations between NPOs, government, and private parties, it is clear why the demand for public accountability is very important. However, efforts to assess it among the three parties are still minimum, especially specific assessment regarding public accountability of NPOs in Indonesia.   

In this context, the preliminary survey of NPO’s public accountability in Indonesia is a step towards mapping and building database of existing NPOs and the general description of their accountability. With the mapping, parties involved will be able to determine intervention strategies and solutions more easily. For NPOs themselves, this research can provide valuable input for them to increase the quality of their institutions and their resources in the future.  

1.4 Scope 
This research presents identification and mapping of NPO public accountability in Indonesia. The scope of area includes all parts of Indonesia (Western, Central and Eastern parts). After collecting data of around one thousand NPOs from various sources, there were 800 NPOs whose email addresses were no longer valid. Some of those addresses came from free domain such as yahoo, google, telkomnet, etc. These NPOs were quite difficult to trace so that it was more effective to send questionnaire forms (via e-mail and postal services) to NPOs whose addresses were still active. 

Survey via e-and post did not turn out as effective as expected. There were only a few NPOs who were willing to return the forms. Most NPOs were not very responsive in returning the questionnaire via e-mail. In the end, most data obtained came from Java Island because transportation-wise it was easier for the data collection team to visit the NPOs to collect the questionnaires. 
The collection stage in September 2008 – February 2009 resulted in 551 NPOs submitting their questionnaires. As this survey is used as a preliminary review (preliminary study), we concluded that that amount of data obtained was sufficient to provide general description about description NPO accountability.
1.5 Conceptual Framework
NPO existence in Indonesia has displayed a development of strategic role and position in this globalization era. The definition of NPO in this research is non-profit organisations. In Statements of Financial Accounting Standards (PSAK) No. 45, issued by the Indonesian Accountant Association (IAI), it is stated that NPO obtains its resources and donation from members and other donors who expect nothing in return from the organization in any forms.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
NPOs play significant role in encouraging government accountability in the reformation era. NPO They strongly demanded for transparency of state budget and regional budget, elimination of corruption, collusion and nepotism practices, improvement in public services through ISO certification, etc. On the other hand, NPOs themselves have to be able to prove to public that they are accountable. Such demand for public accountability is important in good governance paradigm. 

The issue of public accountability among Indonesian NPOs still presents a dilemma that stems from fear or reluctance, or as the political expressions of NPO itself. However, recent social pressure has managed to urge NPO to make some improvement. Because NPO’s role is very strategic in voicing marginal and vulnerable groups’ aspiration, the basic question of its public accountability becomes very relevant.    
Recently, the government and community beneficiaries of NPO services have become more critical. They demanded NPO to be open in reporting especially in terms of the fiscal and financial aspects. They also suspected corruption practices among NPOs who received funding either from state or foreign institutions. Because of weak government regulations and community supervision, such malpractices may occur, and even spread if it is not regulated immediately. 
The challenge for NPO in Indonesia at the moment is no different from that faced by NPOs in other Asian countries. Such challenges are how NPO can practice the principle of accountability that they have always demanded from government and private parties. Improvement in NPO’s public accountability is the basic need to sustain its role and position in voicing the aspiration of Indonesian civil society. Without having a good public accountability, NPOs will face obstacles from government, private parties, and society itself. 
Why is public accountability important for NPO? Simey (1985; in Stephen P. Osborne, Managing in the Voluntary Sector: A Handbook for Managers in Charitable and Non-Profit Organizations, London: Thomson Learning Emea, 1996), stated that accountability is the moral principle aimed at directing the partnership between those who give authority and those who receive it, in order for it to become accountable (which means the recipient is being responsible for the authority).  Therefore, this moral principle is significant to be implemented by NPO.  
In general definition, NPO accountability relates to various aspects such as trust, responsibilities and participation, democracy, power, balance between personal interests, good formal and informal relations between organisations and other shareholders. One of the main elements of accountability is obligation. 
Robinson (1971; in Osborne, 1996) described four dimensions of NPO accountability: fiscal/financial, legal, program, and process accountability. 
· Fiscal/financial accountability is related to taxation and ownership of Tax Payor ID (NPWP) and its reporting. Financial accountability is related to NPOs ability to use its funds according to its objectives. Post-usage financial audit, budget compliance, and pre-audit can be used to measure this. 
· Legal accountability is related to NPO’s compliance to relevant regulations or government legislations such as the obligation to register to relevant departments. 
· Program accountability is related to the effectiveness of NPO programs in achieving its objectives, starting from program planning and funding, monitoring/evaluation, and reporting to public.  
· Process accountability is related to the implementation process and its relations with public in a wide sense such as with government, private parties, etc   
In the context of this research, the four dimensions are used to measure the accountability level of the NPOs collected through the questionnaires. The dimensions are then elaborated into question parts B, C, D, E. Questions part F are designed to map NPO relation with government, private parties and political parties. “General Information” regarding NPO organizations is included in part A.  
The questions and their four dimensions of accountability are as follow: 

	Dimensions of Accountability
	Questions in the Survey

	Legal 
	Legal  accountability is represented by questions part C no. 5-13: 
· No. 5: Notary deed.
· No. 6: year of establishment and notary.
· No.7: type of legal entity. 

· No.8: reporting to government institutions. 

· No.9: purpose of reporting to government institutions.
· No.10: benefit of reporting to government institutions. 
· No.11: registration to Depkumham.
· No.12: license number from Depkumham. 

· No.13: organizational structure based on new regulations. 



	Fiscal and Financial 
	Fiscal and financial accountability is represented by questions part D.3 no. 26-36; and part D.4 no.37-43: 
· No.26: ownership of bank account. 

· No.27: ownership of NPWP. 

· No.28: submission of tax report. 

· No.29: organisation’s source of funding. 

· No.30: tight funding procedures. 

· NO.31: ongoing programs funded in the past one year. 

· No.32: number of donors donating annually. 
· No.33: frequency of program funding offers annually. 

· No.34: amount of program funding managed annually. 
· No.35: financial history of annual programs. 

· No.36: frequency of invitations to cooperate by the same donors. 

· No.37: financial monitoring/evaluation. 

· No.38: financial monitoring/evaluation. 
· No.39: financial audit by public accountant
· No.40: purpose of financial audit by public accountant. 

· No.41: reporting of audit results to public 

· No.42: media of reporting audit results to public. 

· No.43: reasons for financial audit


	Program 
	Program accountability is represented by questions part D.1 no. 14-19: 
· No.14: strategic planning 

· No.15: duration of program planning 

· No.16: financial strategic planning
· No.17: duration of financial planning
· No.18: identification of financial sources or donors
· No.19: implementation of program planning annually
· No.20: monev system 
· No.21: implementation of monev system
· No.22: duration of monev 

· No.23: reporting monev results to public 

· No.24: media of reporting monev results
· No.25: parties who receive monev report


	Process 
	Process accountability is represented by questions D.2 No. 20-25, and the results will be tied with findings from questions part E (44-51) and F (52-56): 
· No.44: cooperation with government
· No.45: reasons to cooperate with government
· No.46: support expected from government
· No.47: cooperation with private parties
· No.48: reasons for cooperating with private parties
· No.49: support expects from private parties
· No.50: criteria in selecting private partners
· No.51: cooperation with political parties
· No.52: government’s role as policy maker
· No.53: implementation and coordination with government institutions
· No.54: whether government policy supports NPO performance
· No.55: facilities expected from the government



1.6 Research Method
This research applied quantitative approach that required meticulous variable measurement in order to obtain generalization on the data measured. Questionnaire was used as an instrument to collect data. 
The research is descriptive in nature, which means that it only describes the factual data without any interventions while the analysis unit is the institutions, who also served as respondents. The questionnaires contained questions designed based on the dimensions to be measured. 
ELABORATION OF SURVEY FINDINGS
The research used a questionnaire as instruments to collect data. The questionnaire itself consisted of 57 questions grouped into 6 parts (A, B, C, D, E, F). The findings from analyzing the questionnaire can be seen in the following tables:  
1.7 Part A Findings “Organisation General Information”
This research surveyed 551 institutions or organizations in 38 cities in 12 provinces in Indonesia. The findings show that most NPOs (90.6 %) are located in Java Island: East Java (53.9 %), Central Java (29.4 %), DIY (8.2 %). The rest are located in Sumatra (West Sumatra 4.7 %), Sulawesi, and East Nusa Tenggara.
	Province



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	DIY
	45
	8.2
	8.2
	8.2

	
	DKI Jakarta 
	5
	.9
	.9
	9.1

	
	West Java
	1
	.2
	.2
	9.3

	
	Central Java
	162
	29.4
	29.4
	38.7

	
	East Java
	297
	53.9
	53.9
	92.6

	
	NAD Aceh
	2
	.4
	.4
	92.9

	
	East Nusa Tenggara
	2
	.4
	.4
	93.3

	
	South Sulawesi
	4
	.7
	.7
	94.0

	
	North Sulawesi
	1
	.2
	.2
	94.2

	
	West Sumatera
	26
	4.7
	4.7
	98.9

	
	South Sumatra
	2
	.4
	.4
	99.3

	
	North Sumatra
	4
	.7
	.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


Several important findings related to general information that are relevant or supportive of findings in other parts are as follow: 
· NPO’s use of emails is still minimal. Very few NPOs possess specific email dedicated for their organisations. Only 11 NPOs (2%) possess email addresses. Around 423 NPOs did not posses any email addresses, while 117 NPOs created emails at free domains such as yahoo, gmail, etc. 
· A small number of NPOs have websites. Only 54 NPOs (9.8 %) have official websites. The rest, 497 NPO (90.2 %), did not have website.

· Majority of NPOs are chaired by men. Gender wise, around 456 NPOs (82.8 %) are chaired by men while around 92 NPOs (16.7%) are chaired by women. In general, NPOs in Indonesia are chaired by men.    
1.8 Part B Findings “Organisation Activities” 
· Scope of NPO Activities; dominant at regency/city level. Survey shows that more than half of the NPOs in the survey work at regency/city level (53 %). Around 24.9% NPOs work at the national level and 17.6% at provincial level. Meanwhile, around 4% NPOs operated at other levels such as district level (3.8%), nagari or villages (West Sumatra), and Sumatra regions. 
· The highest focus is on education and religion. The types of activities that are the main focus are education and research (23.9%), followed by religion (22.1%), social services (18.4%), and community development (12.7%). Other toes have small percentages. The above four fields are basically strategic for NPs because they are directly in line with community needs. 
	Type of NPO Activities (Frequencies)



	

	Responses
	Percent of Cases

	
	N
	Percent
	

	Type of Activity a
	Type of Activity:  
Art and Culture
	48
	3.3 %
	8.8 %

	
	Type of Activity:  
Education and Research
	346
	23.9 %
	63.6 %

	
	Type of Activity:   
Hygienist
	64
	4.4 %
	11.8 %

	
	Type of Activity: 
Social Services
	266
	18.4 %
	48.9 %

	
	Type of Activity: Environment
	74
	5.1 %
	13.6 %

	
	Type of Activity: 
Community Development
	183
	12.7 %
	33.6 %

	
	Type of Activity: 
Legal advocacy and Politic
	78
	5.4 %
	14.3 %

	
	Type of Activity: Philanthropy and Voluntary
	18
	1.2 %
	3.3 %

	
	Type of Activity: 
Gender and Development
	37
	2.6 %
	6.8 %

	
	Type of Activity: Religion
	320
	22.1 %
	58.8 %

	
	Type of Activity: 
Profesional association
	11
	8 %
	2.0 %

	Total
	
	1445
	100%
	265.6 %


a. Dichotomy group tabulated at value 2
· Number of permanent staff is around 1-12 staff. There 55 NPOs that have 3 staff (10%), 53 NPOs have 5 staff (9.6%), 48 NPOs have 4 staff (8.7 %), 44 NPOs have 8 staff (8%), 43 NPOs have 6 staff (7.8%), 40 NPOs have 10 staff (7.3%), 38 NPOs have 2 staff (6.9%), 22 NPOs have 1 staff (4 %), 20 NPOs have 15 staff (3.6%), and 12 NPOs have 12 staff (2.2%). There was only 1 NPO with 136 staff (0.2%), 1 NPO with 116 staff (0.2%), 1 NPO with 100 staff (0.2%), 2 NPOs with 84-85 staff (0.2 %), 1 NPO with 70 staff (0.2%), and 2 NPOs with 60-65 staff (0.2%). 
· NPOs in general do not have short term temporary staff. There are 460 NPOs who do not have temporary staff (83.5%), 24 NPOs have 2 temporary staff (4.4%), 3 NPOs have 10 temporary staff (5%), 3 NPOs have 23 temporary staff (5%), 2 NPOs have 20 temporary staff (4%), 2 NPOs have 12 temporary staff (4%), 2 NPOs have 11 temporary staff (4%), 8 NPOs have 6 temporary staff (1.5%). However, there were several interesting findings: 1 NPO have 130 temporary staff (2%), 1 NPO have 116 temporary staff (2%), 1 NPO have 100 temporary staff (2%), 1 NPO have 70 temporary staff (2%). 

· Around 50 percent NPOs have volunteers; and 50 percent do not. Around 279 NPOs do not have volunteers (50.6%) while 34 NPOs have 2 volunteers (6.2%), 31 NPOs have 5 volunteers (5.6%), 30 NPOs have 10 volunteers (5.4%), 24 NPOs have 3 volunteers (4.4%), 14 NPOs have 4 volunteers (2.5%), 13 NPOs have 20 volunteers (2.4%), 11 NPOs have 12 volunteers (2%), 10 NPOs have 8 volunteers (1.8%). Meanwhile, 5 NPOs have 1000 volunteers (0.9%), 1 NPO has 600 volunteers (0.2%), 1 NPO has 360 volunteers (0.2%), 1 NPO has 300 volunteers (0.2%), 1 NPO has 110 volunteers (0.2%), 2 NPOs have 100 volunteers (0.4%).   
1.9 Part C Findings “Organisation Legitimacy” 
· Most NPOs possess notary deed of establishment. Survey shows that 415 NPOs (75.3%) possess notary deed of establishment. However, there are still 123 NPOs who do not possess notary deed of establishment (22.3%). 
	Owning the Notary Deed of Organization Establishment


	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	415
	75.3
	75.3
	75.3

	
	No
	123
	22.3
	22.3
	97.6

	
	No Answer
	13
	2.4
	2.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Most NPOs chose foundation as their legal entity. Survey found that 431 NPOs are in the form of foundations (78.2%), 57 NPOs are in the form of association (10.3%), 35 NPOs are in the form of mass organisations (6.4%), and 12 NPOs have other legal entities (2.2%). There are 6 NPOs in the form of orphanage (1.1%), and 517 NPOs are not relevant with the criteria established in this research. 
	Type of Organization (Legal Entity)


	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Foundation
	431
	78.2
	78.2
	78.2

	
	Association
	57
	10.3
	10.3
	88.6

	
	Mass Organization
	35
	6.4
	6.4
	94.9

	
	Others
	12
	2.2
	2.2
	97.1

	
	No Answer
	16
	2.9
	2.9
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Majority of NPOs did not register to Depkumham. Survey shows that there are 458 NPOs (81.1%) who did not register to Depkumham. Only 73 NPOs (13.2%) registered to Depkumham. The rest, 20 NPOs (3.6%), did not respond. 
	Place to report / Registered an Organization: Depkumham



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	73
	13.2
	13.2
	13.2

	
	No
	458
	83.1
	83.1
	96.4

	
	No Answer
	20
	3.6
	3.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Majority of NPOs did not register to Depdagri/Dinas Kesbang. Survey found that around 399 NPOs did not register to Depdagri/Dinas Kesbang. Only 132 NPOs registered to Depdagri (24%). The rest, 20 NPOs (3.6%), did not respond. 
	Place to report / Registered an Organization: Depdagri/ Dinas Kesbang



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	132
	24.0
	24.0
	24.0

	
	No
	399
	72.4
	72.4
	96.4

	
	No Answer
	20
	3.6
	3.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Majority of NPO did not register to Depsos/Social Office. Only 185 NPOs registered to Depsos/Social Office. The majority, 346 NPOs (62.8%), did not register to Depsos. The rest, 20 NPO (3.6%) did not respond. 
	Place to report / Registered an Organization: Depsos / Dinas Sosial



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	185
	33.6
	33.6
	33.6

	
	No
	346
	62.8
	62.8
	96.4

	
	No Answer
	20
	3.6
	3.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Majority of NPOs did not register to Depag. There are 366 NPOs who did not register to Depag (66.4%) while 165 NPOs (29.9%) register to Depag. The rest, 20 NPOs (3.6%), did not respond. 

	Place to report / Registered an Organization: Departemen Agama



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	165
	29.9
	29.9
	29.9

	
	No
	366
	66.4
	66.4
	96.4

	
	No Answer
	20
	3.6
	3.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Majority of NPOs adjusted to Law on Foundation. Most, 325 NPOs, stated that they have complied with the new Law on Foundation (59%). Around 189 NPOs did not adjust to the new regulation and 34 NPOs (6.2%) did not respond. There were 3 NPOs who are not relevant.  
	Organization Structure have adjusted to New Regulation (Law of Foundation)



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	325
	59.0
	59.0
	59.0

	
	No
	189
	34.3
	34.3
	93.3

	
	No Answer
	34
	6.2
	6.2
	99.5

	
	Not Relevant
	3
	5
	5
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


1.10 Part D Findings “Organisation Performance” 
In this research, organisation performance is seen in sic aspects: strategic planning, program planning, financial planning, donor identification, and compliance of annual program planning to budget, publication of monev result to public, etc.  
· Majority of NPOs conduct strategic planning. In terms of intensity, 463 NPOs always conduct strategic planning (84%) while 74 NPOs only conduct it sometimes. The rest, 12 NPOs, (2.2%) did not respond.
· Majority of NPOs conduct program planning every 1-2 years. In terms of duration, 402 NPOs conduct it every 1-2 years (73%) while 32 NPOs do so every 3-4 years (5.8%), 27 NPOs do so every 4 years or more (4.9%) and 56 NPOs did not explain in details (10.2%). The rest, 34 NPOs (6.2%), did not respond. 
· Majority of NPOs conduct financial planning. In terms of financial planning, 412 NPOs always do so (74.8%) and 95 NPOs (17.2%) only sometimes. There are 36 NPOs (6.9%) who never conducted financial planning while the rest, 6 NPOs (1.1%) did not respond. 
· Financial planning is generally conducted every 1-6 months. In terms of financial planning, 237 NPOs conduct it every 1-6 months (43%) while 156 NPOs do so every 7-12 months. There are 63 NPOs who make financial planning every 12 months or more. Around 47 NPOs claimed other durations and the rest, 48 NPOs (8.7%) did not respond. 
· In general, NPOs identified donors or funding sources. In terms of identification of donors or funding sources, 399 NPOs claimed that they do so (72.4%). There are 87 NPOs who only conduct this activity sometimes (15.8%), while 55 NPOs never identified donors or sources of funding. The rest, 10 NPOs (1.8%) did not respond. 
	Intensity of Donor / Resources Funding for Organization Programs



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes always
	399
	72.4
	72.4
	72.4

	
	Sometimes
	87
	15.8
	15.8
	88.2

	
	Never
	55
	10.0
	10.0
	98.2

	
	No Answer
	10
	1.8
	1.8
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Only 50 percent of NPOs created planning according to budget. In terms of compliance of annual program planning to budget, 273 NPOs claimed that their program plans are compliant to their budget (49.5%), while 89 NPOs declared that their program planning is below budget. Around 127 NPOs stated that their program planning exceeded budget availability (31.2%). The rest, 17 NPO (3.1 %) did not respond.
	compliance of annual program planning to budget


	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Program Planning compliant to budget
	273
	49.5
	49.5
	49.5

	
	program planning is below budget
	89
	16.2
	16.2
	65.7

	
	program planning exceeded budget availability 
	172
	31.2
	31.2
	96.9

	
	No Answer
	17
	3.1
	3.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Majority of NPOs conduct monitoring evaluation. In terms of monitoring and evaluation (monev), 491 NPOs do so (89.1%) while around 46 NPOs do not (8.3%). The rest, 14 NPOs (2.5%), did not respond. 

· Majority of NPOs conduct their own monitoring and evaluation. In terms of how monev is conducted, 426 NPOs perform it themselves (77.3%) while 40 NPOs do their own monev as well as inviting outside evaluators (7.3%). There are 16 NPOs who perform monev with the help of outside evaluators (2.9%) and 8 NPOs who stated other means. 45 NPOs stated irrelevant (8.2%) and 16 NPOs did not respond (2.9%). 
	System of Programme Monitoring which Implemented



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	Conducted Monev by organization itself and hired external evaluator
	40
	7.3
	7.3
	7.3

	
	Conducted Monev by organization itself
	426
	77.3
	77.3
	84.6

	
	hired external evaluator
	16
	2.9
	2.9
	87.5

	
	Others
	8
	1.5
	1.5
	88.9

	
	No answer
	16
	2.9
	2.9
	91.8

	
	Not relevant
	45
	8.2
	8.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· In general, NPOs conduct monitoring and evaluation once a year. In terms of monev frequency, 253 NPOs perform it every year (45.9%) while 163 NPOs perform it at the end of a program (29.6%). Around 41 NPOs stated other frequencies. 43 NPOs stated irrelevant and 51 NPOs did not respond (9.3%).
· Majority of NPOs did not report their evaluation result to the public. Is monev result announced to public? Around 163 NPOs reported their monev result to public (29.6%). Around 327 NPOs do not report their monev result to public (59.3%). There are 41 NPOs who stated irrelevant (7.4%) and 20 NPOs did not respond (3.6%). 
	Reporting / Not Reporting the Result of Evaluation to the Public



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	163
	29.6
	29.6
	29.6

	
	No
	327
	59.3
	59.3
	88.9

	
	No answer
	20
	3.6
	3.6
	92.6

	
	Not relevant
	41
	7.4
	7.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


·  Majority of NPOs did not answer what media they use to publish their monev result to public. What media is used by NPOs to report their monev result to public? There are 69 NPOs who report their monev result through seminars/workshops (12.5%), and 18 NPOs use their websites. Most, 354 NPOs, did not respond (64.2%). Around 49 NPOs report their monev website result through other media (8.9%). As many as 61 NPOs stated irrelevant (11.1%). 
	Media of Reporting of Evaluation Result to the Public



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	Through Seminar / Workshop
	69
	12.5
	12.5
	12.5

	
	Organization Website
	18
	3.3
	3.3
	15.8

	
	Others
	49
	8.9
	8.9
	24.7

	
	No answer
	354
	64.2
	64.2
	88.9

	
	Not relevant
	61
	11.1
	11.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Monev result is published especially to donors. Which parties receive monev report? Around 270 NPOs submit their monev reports to donors (49%) while 268 NPOs do not report their monev result to donors (48.6%). One NPO stated irrelevant and 12 NPOs did not respond (2.2%). 
	Written Report of Evaluation Result was Submitted to: Donor 



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	270
	49.0
	49.0
	49.0

	
	No
	268
	48.6
	48.6
	97.6

	
	No answer
	12
	2.2
	2.2
	99.8

	
	Not relevant
	1
	.2
	.2
	

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Monev result is mostly published to board of executives and staff. Is monev report given to board of executives and staff? 425 NPOs stated yes (77.1%) while around 113 NPOs do not give their reports to the board of executives and (20.5%). There are 12 NPOs who did not respond (2.2%) and 1 NPO who stated irrelevant. 
· Monev result is rarely published to beneficiaries. Is monev report published to clients or beneficiaries? Only 62 NPOs publish their reports to their beneficiaries (11.3%), while 476 NPOs do not (86.4%). 12 NPO did not respond (2.2%), and 1 NPO stated irrelevant. 
	Written Report of Evaluation Result was Submitted to: Benneficiaries/Client 



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	62
	11.3
	11.3
	11.3

	
	No
	476
	86.4
	86.4
	97.6

	
	No answer
	12
	2.2
	2.2
	99.8

	
	Not relevant
	1
	.2
	.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


1.11 Part E Findings “Financial” 
· Majority of institutions have their own bank accounts under the institutions’ names. Survey shows that 345 NPOs have special bank accounts under their institutions’ names (62.6%). However, 195 NPOs still use bank accounts under individual names. 11 NPOs did not respond (2%). 
	Owning the Bank Account of Organization



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	Yes, in the name of Organization
	345
	62.6
	62.6
	62.6

	
	No (in the name of individual)
	195
	35.4
	35.4
	98.0

	
	No answer
	11
	2.0
	2.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Only 50 percent of NPOs possess NPWP. In terms of ownership of NPWP, 297 NPOs have NPWP (53.9%) while 253 NPOs do not have NPWP (42.6%). The rest, 19 NPOs, did not respond (3.4%). Do they pay tax accordingly? 270 NPOs pay tax (49%) while around 244 NPOs do not pay tax (44.3%). The rest, 37 NPOs, did not respond (6.7%). 
	Owning of  Tax Payer ID (NPWP)



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	Yes, own NPWP
	297
	53.9
	53.9
	53.9

	
	Not have NPWP
	235
	42.6
	42.6
	96.6

	
	No answer
	19
	3.4
	3.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


	Submitted the Tax Report as Tax Payer Obligation 



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	270
	49.0
	49.0
	49.0

	
	No
	244
	44.3
	44.3
	93.3

	
	No answer
	37
	6.7
	6.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Every NPO generally obtains funding from 1-2 donors annually. There are 206 NPOs who receive donation from more than 5 donors annually (37.4%). Around 247 NPOs receive donation from 1-2 donors annually (44.8%). Only 60 NPOs receive donation from 3-5 donors annually (10.9%). The rest, 37 NPOs, did not respond (6.7%), and 1 NPO stated irrelevant.
· On average, NPOs receive funding offers for 1-2 programs annually. In terms of donor offers, 363 NPOs (65.9%) receive 1-2 programs annually. There are 83 NPOs who receive 3-5 program offers annually. There are only 37 NPOs who receive more than 5 program offers from donor annually. The rest, 64 NPOs, did not respond (11.6%), and 4 NPOs stated irrelevant. 
·  Majority of NPOs manage around 200 million rupiah annually. In terms of the amount of funding managed, 412 NPOs manage less than Rp 200 million per year (74.8%) while 66 NPOs manage between Rp 200 million-499 million per year (12%). 27 NPOs manage Rp 500 million-1 billion per year (4.9%). 10 NPOs (1.8%) manage Rp 1-3 billion. There are only 6 NPOs who manage Rp 3.1-5 billion, while 6 NPOs manage more than Rp 5 billion per year (1.1%). 
	Sum of Fund which Manage Yearly (IDR) 



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	> 5 billion 
	6
	1.1
	1.1
	1.1

	
	3.1 - 5 billion
	6
	1.1
	1.1
	2.2

	
	1.1 - 3 billion
	10
	1.8
	1.8
	4.0

	
	500 million - 1 billion 
	27
	4.9
	4.9
	8.9

	
	200 million - 499 million
	66
	12.0
	12.0
	20.9

	
	> 200 million
	412
	74.8
	74.8
	95.6

	
	No Answer
	23
	4.2
	4.2
	99.8

	
	Not Relevant
	1
	.2
	.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Around 50 percent NPOs receive invitations to cooperate with donors. Regarding invitations to cooperate from the same donors, 259 NPOs receive such invitations from the same donors (47%) while 277 NPOs do not receive invitations to cooperate from the same donors (50.3%). The rest, 15 NPOs, did not respond (2.7%). 
· Majority of NPOs conduct financial monev. Do NPOs possess financial monev model? There are 448 NPOs who have financial monev model (81.3%) while 90 NPOs do not. The rest, 12 NPOs, did not respond (2.2%), and 1 NPO stated irrelevant.
· Financial monev is generally conducted every month. Regarding financial monev, 214 NPOs conduct financial reporting every month (38.8%). Around 87 NPOs make their financial reports per semester (15.8%) while 143 NPOs do so once a year (26%). 17 NPOs did not respond (3.1%), and 90 NPOs stated irrelevant. 
· NPOs in general do not have public accountant perform audit. Regarding financial audit by public accountant, 74 NPOs do so (13.4%) while 458 NPOs do not perform financial audit by public accountant. 17 NPOs did not respond (3.1%), and 2 NPOs stated irrelevant.
	Organization Financial was Audited by Public Accountant 



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	74
	13.4
	13.4
	13.4

	
	No
	458
	83.1
	83.1
	96.6

	
	No answer
	17
	3.1
	3.1
	99.6

	
	Not Relevant
	2
	.4
	.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Majority of NPOs do not report their financial audit to public. Regarding the publication of audit financial report to public, 125 NPOs do so (22.7%) while 401 NPOs do not announce their audit report to public (72.8%); 22 NPOs did not respond (4%), and 3 NPOs stated irrelevant. 
	Report of Financial Audit annaunced to Public (for NPO audited by Public Accountan



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	125
	22.7
	22.7
	22.7

	
	No
	401
	72.8
	72.8
	95.5

	
	No answer
	22
	4.0
	4.0
	99.5

	
	Not Relevant
	3
	.5
	.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· NPOs regard the publication of financial audit result to public as irrelevant. What media is used to report financial audit results? There are 35 NPOs who announce their reports in mass media (6.4%) and around 87 NPOs who choose website/annual reports. Meanwhile, 403 NPOs stated that it is irrelevant (73.1%), and 26 NPOs did not respond. 
	Media used to publish Financial Audited Report 



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cummulative

Percent

	Valid
	Through printed mass media such newspaper 
	35
	6.4
	6.4
	6.4

	
	Through organization media such website or Annual Report
	87
	15.8
	15.8
	22.1

	
	No Answer
	26
	4.7
	4.7
	26.9

	
	Not Relevant
	403
	73.1
	73.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· NPOs conduct public audit because it is obliged by regulations. What are the reasons for NPOs to conduct financial audit by public accountant? 126 NPOs stated donor request as the reason (22.9%); 109 NPOs stated that the reason is because it is set out in their statutes (19.8%) and 227 NPOs stated regulations as their reason (41.2%). There are 26 NPOs who stated other reasons while 25 NPOs did not respond (4.5%), and 38 NPOs stated that it is irrelevant.  
1.12 Part F Findings “Perspective” 
· NPOs in general cooperate with government. As many as 399 NPOs (72.4%) stated that they cooperate with the government. Around 140 NPOs stated that they do not cooperate with the government (25.4%) while 12 NPOs did not respond.
	Organization which Cooperated with Goverment


	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	399
	72.4
	72.4
	72.4

	
	No
	140
	25.4
	25.4
	97.8

	
	No Answer
	12
	2.2
	2.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Reasons to cooperate with government are similarities in vision, mission, and programs. Reasons for cooperating with government? 285 NPOs said similarities of vision, mission, and programs (51.7%); 92 NPOs stated privileges in cooperation with government (16.7%); 17 NPOs stated other reasons (3.1%), while 132 NPOs stated that it is irrelevant (24%), and 25 NPOs did not respond.
· Government is expected to support in terms of facilities. Related to the support expected from the government, 350 NPOs financial support and facilities (63.5%). Around 49 NPOs expected capacity building from government (8.9%), 137 NPOs (24.9%) did not respond and 9 NPOs expected other forms of support from the government (1.6%).
	Support expected from Goverment



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Fund and Facility support
	350
	63.5
	63.5
	63.5

	
	Capacity Building support
	49
	8.9
	8.9
	72.4

	
	Others
	9
	1.6
	1.6
	74.0

	
	No Answer
	137
	24.9
	24.9
	98.9

	
	Not Relevant
	6
	1.1
	1.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Most NPOs do not cooperate with private Sectors. In terms of NPO cooperation with private sectors, 210 NPOs (38.1%) have such cooperation. 327 NPOs (59.3%) do not cooperate with private sector and 14 NPOs did not respond. 
	Organization which Cooperated with Private Sector


	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	210
	38.1
	38.1
	38.1

	
	No
	327
	59.3
	59.3
	97.5

	
	No Answer
	14
	2.5
	2.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Reasons to cooperate with private parties are similarities in vision, mission, and programs. Regarding reasons to cooperate with private sectors, 107 NPOs said similarities in vision, mission, and programs (19.4%) and 48 NPOs cooperated with private sectors because they possess more funding resources (8.7%). Around 48 NPOs (8.7%) cooperated with private sectors out of the private sector’s social obligation. Meanwhile, 19 NPOs did not respond, 8 NPOs stated other reasons and 321 NPOs stated that it is irrelevant (58.3%).
· Private sectors are expected to give financial support/funding. What type of support is expected from private sectors? 130 NPOs stated financial support/funding (23.6%) while 72 NPOs stated resources apart from funding (13.1%), 10 NPOs stated other forms. The rest, 322 NPOs, did not respond and 17 NPOs stated that it is irrelevant.
· Most NPOs did not answer the question regarding the criteria of selecting partners from private parties. In terms of the criteria used to select private sector partners, 122 NPOs (22.1%) based it on the type of programs implemented while 50 NPOs (9.1%) based it on resources support. There were 24 NPOs (4.4%) who based it on company’s track record while 15 NPOs use other reasons. The rest, 323 NPOs (58.6%), did not respond and 17 NPOs stated that it is irrelevant.
· NPOs in general do not cooperate with political parties. There were 21 NPOs (3.8%) who cooperated with political parties and 511 NPOs who declared not cooperating with political parties (92.7%) while 19 NPOs did not respond.
	Organization which Cooperated with Certain Poltical Party


	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	21
	3.8
	3.8
	3.8

	
	No
	511
	92.7
	92.7
	96.6

	
	No Answer
	19
	3.4
	3.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Most NPOs think that the government has played a good role in making NPO-related policies. Government’s role as policy maker is seen by 26 NPOs (4.7%) as very good. Around 275 NPOs (49.9%) think that it is good, 189 NPOs (34.3%) think that it is average, 46 NPOs (8.3%) said that it is poor. The rest, 10 NPOs (1.8%) said very poor and 5 NPOs did not respond.
	Appeciation on Goverment Rules as Policy makers of regulation 

which regulate  non profit organization

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Very Good
	26
	4.7
	4.7
	4.7

	
	Good
	275
	49.9
	49.9
	54.6

	
	Average
	189
	34.3
	34.3
	88.9

	
	Bad
	46
	8.3
	8.3
	97.3

	
	Very Bad
	10
	1.8
	1.8
	99.1

	
	No Answer
	5
	9
	9
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Most NPOs think that coordination between government institutions is good. Regarding the implementation and coordination between government institutions, 18 NPOs stated that it is very good (3.3%) while 289 NPOs (52.5%) described it as good. There were 178 NPOs who described it as average (32.3%) and 51 NPOs who described it as poor (9.3%). The rest, 9 NPOs said very poor, while 6 NPOs did not respond. 
	Appeciation on Implementation and Coordination among Goverment Institution


	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Very Good
	18
	3.3
	3.3
	3.3

	
	Good
	289
	52.5
	52.5
	55.7

	
	Average
	178
	32.3
	32.3
	88.0

	
	Poor
	51
	9.3
	9.3
	97.3

	
	Very Poor
	9
	1.6
	1.6
	98.9

	
	No Answer
	6
	1.1
	1.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· NPOs think that government policy is supportive. In the assessment about government policy in supporting NPO performance, 30 NPOs (5.4%) stated that the policy is very supportive while 229 NPOs (41.6%) stated that the policy is supportive and 200 NPOs stated that the policy is quite supportive (36.3%). There were 73 NPOs (13.2%) who disagree, while 11 NPOs (2%) strongly disagree. The rest, 8 NPOs, did not respond.
	Appreciation on Goverment Policies in supporting 

the development of non profit organization in Indonesia



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Very Supportive
	30
	5.4
	5.4
	5.4

	
	Supportive
	229
	41.6
	41.6
	47.0

	
	Quite Supportive
	200
	36.3
	36.3
	83.3

	
	Not supportive
	73
	13.2
	13.2
	96.6

	
	Really not Supportive
	11
	2.0
	2.0
	98.5

	
	No Answer
	8
	1.5
	1.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· Government is expected to provide funding/technical assistance for capacity building. The order of facilities expected from the government for NPO performance is: 362 NPOs (65.7%) stated funding/technical assistance for capacity building; 78 NPOs (14.2%) stated tax exemption for private sectors, 46 NPOs (8.3%) stated policies that support organisational accountability, 29 NPOs (5.3%) stated transparency of information. The rest, 33 NPOs, did not respond and 1 NPO stated that it was irrelevant.  
ANALYSIS ON SURVEY FINDINGS
There are four accountability dimensions analysed based on previous findings in this research. The findings were obtained through groups of questions in a questionnaire. Legal accountability was asked in parts C, E.1, F; program accountability in part D.1; fiscal accountability in part D.3-D.4; and process accountability in part D.2. The following are in depth results from the analysis on the survey findings. 
1.13  Analysis on Legal Accountability
This survey analyses the legal accountability aspect with regards to compliant to law such as notary deed, organisation’s legal entity, and registration to relevant government institutions. There are three important findings that can be summarized in terms of legal accountability: (1) Most NPOs only possess notary deed; (2) Dominant legal entity chosen by NPOs is Foundation; (3) NPOs have not fully met legal requirements to government institutions. Elaboration of the three important findings is as follows:

1.13.1 Most NPOs only possess notary deed 
NPOs in Indonesia generally have fulfilled basic requirements to establish an organisation, which is possession of a notary deed of establishment. Survey shows that 415 NPOs possess notary deed of establishment (75.3%); 123 NPOs do not possess notary deed (22.3%), and 13 NPOs did not respond (2.4%).
This is not surprising considering that it is quite commonly known that notary deed is needed in the early stage of forming an organisation. Therefore, it can be said that society posses sufficient understanding that possessing a notary deed is a legal obligation for NPOs to be accepted in the community.  

Another significant enough reason is that donor agencies and government parties generally request for a copy of notary deed when NPOs submit their proposal for financial assistance. When creating bank accounts under institutions’ names, banks will also request for a copy of notary deed. 

1.13.2 Dominant legal entity chosen by NPOs is Foundation
In general, the form of “foundation” legal entity is the most widespread used by society or government since it is considered the most suitable entity for non-profit organisations (NPO). As many as 431 NPOs (78.2%) chose the form of foundation. The second and third most widespread forms are association, chosen by 57 NPOs (10.3%), and mass organisations, chosen by 35 NPOs (6.4%); while 12 NPOs chose other entities. This result is relevant with other findings where around 325 NPOs (59%) have adjusted themselves to comply with the new Law on Foundation. However, there are still quite a lot of NPOs who did not make necessary adjustment, which is 189 NPOs (34.4%). The misuse of foundation during the “New Order” time to be used for business or commercial purposes has encouraged the reformation government to enact the new law on foundation. 
Adjustment to the new Law on Foundation -- relevant with reasons previously stated – means that a copy of notary deed is requested when submitting a proposal for financial assistance or creating bank accounts. On the one hand, this adjustment is relatively easy because all they had to do was changed the notary deed, which can be done by a notary. The adjustment is also encouraged to NPO’s staff who wishes their organisations can maintain their non-profit image. On the other hand, it also provides an opportunity for foundations used for business purposes to immediately separate their profit or business units from the non-profit activities. 

The Indonesian Government only officially gives legal protection to the three types of entities since the existing laws and government policies can only regulate those three. There is no law or government policy specifically created to regulate other organisation entities such as LSM, although LSM paradigm is rather different from foundations. Therefore, LSM is considered the same as foundation entity. 

1.13.3 NPO has not fully met legal requirements to government institutions
Other legal requirements needed by NPOs are that the organisations must be registered at four government institutions (Depkumham, Depdagri/Kesbang Office, and Depsos/Social Office, and Depag). Survey shows as follow:

Legal Accountability in terms of Registering to Government Institutions
	NO
	Registered at 
Government Institutions
	Registered NPOs
	Unregistered NPOs
	Did Not Respond 

	
	
	Number of
	Percentage
	Number of
	Percentage
	Number of
	Percentage

	1.
	Depkumham 
	73
	13.2 %
	458
	83.1 %
	20
	3.6 %

	2.
	Depdagri/Dinas Kesbang
	132
	24.0 %
	399
	72.4 %
	20
	3.6 %

	3.
	Depsos/Dinas Social
	185
	33.6 %
	346
	62.8 %
	20
	3.6 %

	4.
	Depag
	165
	29.9%
	366
	66.4 %
	20
	3.6 %


In the legitimacy dimension, the Indonesian government required that every NPO in the forms of foundations, associations, and mass organisations must be registered at relevant departments such as Depkumham, Depdagri/Kesbang Office, Social Office, Depag. However, in reality, the majority of NPOs can still exist although they ignore the registration requirements. 
Registration to Depkumham and other government institutions is intended to obtain legality from the government and to be promulgated in the State Gazette. The compliance to law is a must so that the legitimacy guarantee of an NPO can be accepted legally. Registration and legalization are intended to obtain legal certificate, that can be used as valid evidence in conducting their program from the society, and makes it easier for the NPOs’ activities (free of illegal activities).  

There are three reasons why the majority of NPOs still ignore registration to relevant institutions: 

· From the government side, the service is still bureaucratic and takes a long time. Theoretically, the adjustment in NPOs legal entity post 1998 reformation era can provide privileges. The government has expressed that every organisation or institution who wish to have a legal entity and simply follow formal procedures that have been set out, which is notary deed, registration to relevant government institutions, and legal certification. However, in practice, NPOs especially those in remote areas where legal facilities and legal apparatus do not provide good service have to experience difficult and in transparent procedures. Even NPOs in big cities such as Jakarta still experience complicated registration process to Depkumham, which takes about 6-12 months. 
· There is no clear sanction imposed by the government. NPOs still ignore the need to register to government institutions because there is no clear sanction if they do not register. In reality, government institutions who distribute funding to NPOs do not always demand or ask for a copy of legislation from relevant government departments.  

· Donor agencies do not require such registration. Most NPOs such as LSMs possess notary deed because this has been a general requirement in submitting proposals to various (foreign) donor agencies. On the other hand, donor agencies rarely ask for proof of registration. This is one reason why NPOs are not motivated to register. For NPOs, there is no clear and direct benefit that they can get from registering. If possession of registration proof is used as a requirement to be eligible to submit proposals for funding assistance to donor agencies and government, NPOs such as LSM will be more motivated to register to government institutions.  

1.14 Program Accountability
This survey looks at six aspects of organisation performance or program accountability, namely strategic planning, program planning, financial planning, donor identification, and compliance of annual program planning to budget. There are three important findings that can be summarized as: (1) Most NPOs conduct program planning and financial planning; (2) in general NPOs execute their own Monitoring-Evaluation (Monev); (3) NPOs do not commonly report their monev result to public. The following is explanation in the findings:

1.14.1 Most NPOs have conducted program and financial planning 
Survey result shows that in general Indonesian NPOs conduct strategic and financial planning. As many as 463 NPOs (84%) always conduct strategic planning; 402 NPOs conduct annual program planning (73%) once every 1-2 years; and 412 NPOs (74.8%) conduct financial planning. However, the compliance of program planning to budget is still quite low. Only 273 NPOs (49.5%) said that their program planning is in accordance with their budget. These findings are relevant with the other answers where around 399 NPOs (72,4%) said that they try to identify their donors/source of organisation funds. 

Looking at these findings, it can be said that NPO awareness to develop accountability in program planning and financial planning is widespread and this accountability has become a common need for organisation. Strategic planning is considered important to determine organisation’s vision, mission, and objectives for a certain period of time. In terms of planning duration, each NPO usually sets its own time. Commonly, short term refers to three years, mid term refers to five years, and more than five years is considered long term. Financial planning has even shorter length of time. These findings show that NPOs are aware that financial resources must be managed accurately and properly according to needs. 

In the Indonesian context, most NPO funding comes from donor institutions. There are only a few NPOs who have achieved independence in terms of funding. Therefore, identification of donors is important to do. Survey findings show that 399 NPOs identify their donors (72.4%). This availability of financial resources will in turn guarantee organisation’s sustainability as well. Understanding and agreement with donors will make NPOs movement easier to raise funds for themselves. Such findings also state that NPO’s dependency on foreign donors is still relatively high.

An important question that should be asked is why program planning accountability and financial accountability is relatively high? The explanation can be found below:

· Donor agencies ask for those requirements. In submitting a proposal, donor agencies are generally more interested in institutions who consistently applied program planning and financial planning. On the other hand, strategic planning, annual and financial planning, commonly functions to maintain NPO consistency in carrying out its vision and mission, so that deviation can be minimised. The planning also opens more opportunities for NPO to have long term cooperation with its donor agencies.     

1.14.2 Monitoring-Evaluation (Monev) is generally performed on their own
Survey result shows that quite a lot of NPOs perform their own monev. Around 491 NPOs (89.1%) performed program monev. However, most monev are still performed by NPOs themselves; only a few balance it by inviting outside parties. As many as 426 NPOs (77.3%) performed monev on their own or independently while only 40 NPOs (7.3%) perform monev both on their own and by inviting outside parties. In general, monev is conducted at least once a year. The reason why there is no balance between internal and external monev is that monev implementation is influenced by institutions policy and donor policy. If donor agencies do not require monev, NPOs will not force themselves to hire outside monev consultant.  

1.14.3 NPOs have not fully reported their monev result to public
Only a few NPOs report their monev result to public. This survey shows that 327 NPOs (59.3%) do not report their monev result to public. Only around 163 NPOs (29.6%) who report it to public; and the media chosen to do so is through seminars/workshops (12.5%) and websites (3.3%). Dissemination is intended mainly to institutions’ board of executives (425 NPOs; 77.1%) and to donors (270 NPOs; 49%). Most of them, 476 NPOs (86.4%), do not publish their monev result to beneficiaries/clients. 
Why do NPOs fail to report their monev result to public? The answers can be found in the following points:

· Public has not influenced program accountability. If we look at the above survey result, NPOs tend to prioritize disseminating monev results to their board of executives and donor agencies, mostly through seminars/workshops and only a few use websites. If we look at NPO website, in general they rarely display their Annual Report as a form of monev report to public. The low dissemination to beneficiaries shows that the public is not yet seen as a party that can influence program accountability.

· NPO websites are not yet used as a media to publish program accountability. This survey shows that websites are not yet a strategic choice to disseminate monev results. Although more NPOs possess websites, they rarely display their annual reports and monev reports. Several large and prominent NPOs do not display their annual reports, and monev report (as well as financial report). Websites are used simply to disseminate news and institution programs.   
1.15 Fiscal and Financial Accountability
This survey looks at fiscal and financial aspect, meaning ownership of bank accounts, Tax Payor ID (NPWP), funding resources, amount of funds managed, financial supervision, audit by public accountant, and how reporting is done or transparency to public. The following are important findings that can be concluded: (1) Some NPOs still use bank accounts under individuals’ names; (2) Ownership of NPWP and Tax Reporting is still low; (3) Annual funds managed by NPOs in general is around Rp 200 million; (4) Internal financial supervision is still low. (5) Public Audit and transparency is still low. The following is explanation about the findings.
1.15.1 Some NPOs still use bank accounts under individuals’ names
Ownership of bank accounts under institutions’ names is necessary to show accountability in keeping funds. This survey shows that 540 NPOs (98%) have possessed bank accounts. However, out of that number, only 345 NPOs (62.6%) have bank accounts under the institutions’ names. As many as 195 NPOs (32.4%) still use bank accounts under individuals’ names. 

The reason for this is explained below.
· Financial management is still dependent on leaders or executives. The decision to have bank accounts under individuals’ names (chairmen or executives) generally leads to the use of two or more people’s names. It does not always serve as an indicator of weak financial transparency at those institutions. However, it is better if institutions possess bank accounts under institutions’ names, although sometimes institutions’ executives do not see this as an urgent issue. 
The use of bank accounts under institutions’ names as done by some NPOs mostly stemmed from donor requirements. However, some donors do not make an issue of having bank accounts under institutions’ names, as long as the bank accounts are controlled by institutions, have more than one person’s names listed as owner, and the institutions possess a withdrawal mechanism.   

· Creation of bank accounts under institutions’ names requires NPWP. When applying for bank accounts under institutions’ names, one of the requirements that must be fulfilled is NPWP. However, because NPOs think that the tax regulations set by the government is not yet conducive for NPOs, NPOs generally avoid having to make NPWP. 

1.15.2 Ownership of NPWP and Tax Reporting is still low 
One of the obstacles for NPOs to create bank accounts under institutions’ names is the obligation to submit NPWP. NPOs should have NPWP in their efforts to improve their public accountability but this survey shows that most NPOs do not have NPWP. As many as 297 NPOs (53.9%) possess NPWP while 235 NPOs (42.6%) do not. Tax reporting is also considered low with only 270 NPOs (49%) report their tax. The reason why NPWP and reporting is still lacking can be found below:

· In applying for NPWP, institutions are obliged to submit their board of executives’ personal NPWP. Even though the government is currently promoting the ownership of NPWP and making the access and the procedures easier (e-registration, registration can be done online at www.pajak.go.id), NPOs still assume that dealing with tax will only bring trouble. The request to submit personal NPWP of the executives is also another obstacle because these executives also prefer to avoid paying tax since they do not believe in the benefits. 
· Complicated bureaucracy and less than pro-public service. It can be understood that complaints about bureaucracy and arrogant service in the tax office emerged. The government itself does not show serious commitment when dealing with NPO taxation issues and the incentives offered. If NPOs can still avoid problems (tax), then they prefer this choice. 
· Donors do not always ask for NPWP. One of the factors why NPOs create NPWP is because sometimes donor agencies request for NPWP before it provides financial assistance to NPOs. The more donor agencies make such request will directly or indirectly encourage NPOs to obtain NPWP. Therefore, it can be said that applying for NPWP is still something NPOs are forced to do instead of stemming from awareness. It is not clear what incentives NPOs can get if they have NPWP. 
1.15.3 Management of NPOs annual fund in general is below Rp 200 million
In general, in terms of funding NPOs are still dependent on funding agencies, such as government, foreign agencies, and international institutions. In Indonesia, G-to-G (government to government) donor agencies commonly have large funding (billion to trillion); while donor agencies mid and small scale possess limited funding (hundreds of millions to billions). Survey shows that NPOs annual fund managed is generally below 200 million (412 NPOs; 74.8%). The management of this fund depends on the issues that are going to be addressed, project scope, scope of beneficiaries, and targets. The larger the issues, areas, and beneficiary groups, the funds given by donor agencies. However, in general NPOs are capable of rising annual funding of < 200 million. 

Amount of funding (Rupiah) Managed by NPOs Every Year
	Amount of Funding Annually 
	Number of NPOs
	Percentage (%)

	· > Rp 5 billion 
	6
	1.1

	· > Rp 3.1 – 5 billion 
	6
	1.1

	· > Rp 1.1 – 3 billion 
	10
	1.8

	· > Rp 500 million > 1 billion 
	27
	4.9

	· > Rp 200 million > 499 Million 
	66
	12.0

	· < 200 million 
	412
	74.8

	· Did not respond 
	23
	4.2

	· Irrelevant 
	1
	0.2

	T o t a l
	551
	100


The reason why most NPOs receive around < 200 million can be found below.
· Fiscal and financial accountability tools are not widely known.  As shown in the above survey result, ownership of institutions’ bank accounts, NPWP, public audit, and public notification are still not widely used by NPOs. These factors are only asked by donor agencies when they are going to provide large amount of funding (billions) to NPOs. NPOs who receive large funding generally possess financial accountability tools. 
· Offers of cooperation from donor are relatively low. The above possible obstacles reduce donor agencies’ desire to offer to cooperate with NPOs. Most NPOs 247 (44.8%) only receives offers around 1-2 times a year from donor agencies. Around 277 NPOs (50%) said that the same donor agencies do not usually offer cooperation in the next years. These facts are relevant with the survey finding that describes low fiscal and financial accountability. 
1.15.4 Internal financial supervision is still low
Survey result shows that as many as 448 NPOs (83.1%) already possess a model for internal financial supervision monev model. However, the implementation is still low. Financial reporting as monev is carried out according to institutions’ policies. In general, NPOs conduct monthly report (214 NPOs; 33.8%), semester (87 NPOs; 15.8%), and annual (143 NPOs; 26%). Around 17 NPOs do not give answers. However, there are some respondents who said that this question is relevant (90 NPOs; 16.1%). 

If we look at it carefully, every institution should possess annual financial report. However, the above findings show that only 26% of the NPOs surveyed created annual financial report. This means that NPOs’ financial management needs to be more transparent. 

It is not easy to explain why financial reporting and supervision do not frequently occur. Below are possible answers.
· NPOs leaders think that financial issues are internal issues. NPOs possibly are not aware that the public also deserves to know the financial report of an NPO. Because there is no strong legal impose and clear sanction from the government regarding financial transparency, financial supervision is dependent on leadership in the institutions. If the leaders give enough attention to financial reporting, then the institutions will do the same. However, some leaders care more about field implementation and simply monitor that the funding is used without misuse. 
1.15.5 Public audit and transparency is still low
Relevant to the above explanations, the survey findings also show that public accountability is still low. A large number of NPOs, around 458 NPOs (81.3%) did not inviting public accountant; around 401 NPOs (72.8%) do not report their financial audit report to public. Only a few NPOs disseminate their financial reports to public, both through printed mass media, websites, or by including it in the annual report. As many as 403 NPOs (73.1%) said that this question is irrelevant. Even when an NPO conducts financial audit, it is usually because of the regulations, according to statute, and donor request. 
According to Law on Foundation year 2004, all foundations in Indonesia are obliged to publish their audit reports to public through printed mass media if they manage a minimum of Rp 500 million (and organisation’s assets). Why is this number low? The issues will be detailed below:
· Financial transparency (public accountability) among NPOs in Indonesia. The public’s position does not strongly influence NPO policy in Indonesia. Socialisation of NPO accountability, in this case LSM, has only started to be promoted in the 1990s. However, this issue does not receive response from NPOs. This is possibly because the government itself is not deeply involved in making regulations that can improve NPO accountability as well as providing sanction, so that when the public finds any abuse or misuse of funds, the public can have legal power to demand for financial transparency and a public audit. 

· Government regulations and donor agencies do not have the power to strictly impose legal sanction. Government regulations do not have clear sanction so that the public do not want to demand for NPOs to publish their financial audit. Similarly, donor agencies do not give too much attention on this. The interesting thing is several large and well-known NPOs who possess billions of assets do not publish their reports. Donor agencies are not displaying their annual financial reports in their websites to be accessed anytime by public. If donor agencies set this as a rule, there is a big possibility that public reporting will occur and the public can also expressed their views and criticism to donor agencies. 
1.16 Process Accountability
Process accountability relates to the implementation of a program and public involvement in program and financial supervision. From the previous elaboration we can see that public involvement or participation, directly or indirectly, is still very low. Interesting findings here are (1) Most NPOs are not open to public regarding their program and financial process; (2) NPOs expect cooperation and support from the government and private sectors in terms of financial and technical assistance; (3) Government’s role as policy maker and executor is still under appreciated by NPOs. Explanation regarding these three can be found below. 
1.16.1 Most NPOs are not open to public regarding their program and financial process
As explained in the previous part, NPOs rarely disseminate their monitoring result and financial report to public. Even when they do disseminate the reports to public, in general it is done through seminars/workshops, printed media, and websites. This shows that NPOs think it is sufficient to submit their reports about program and finances internally and to donor institutions. This finding is relevant to the low level of ownership of bank accounts under institutions’ names, NPWP and tax reporting. This reality is opposite to the hopes of NPOs to cooperate with public and government.  
1.16.2 NPOs expect cooperation and support from government and private parties in the form of financial and technical assistance
In general, NPOs are open for cooperation with government and private parties, but they tend not to cooperate with political parties. As many as 399 NPOs (72.4%) stated that they cooperated with the government while 210 NPOs (38.1%) cooperated with private sectors. The main reasons behind the cooperation are similarities between vision, mission, and programs. On the other hand, as many as 511 NPO (92.7%) do not cooperate political parties. This finding shows that non-profit vision in Indonesia is indeed imbued with non-partisan perspective. 

The support expected from the government and private parties is in the form of financial support and facilities (350 NPO; 63.5%) and capacity building from the government (49 NPO; 9.8%). From the private sector, NPOs expect financial support (130 NPOs; 23.6%) and provision of non-financial resources (72 NPOs, 13.1%). Many NPOs also expect financial support from the government or private parties. This request is relevant with the finding where 237 NPOs (43%) expect tax reduction for non-profit business. 

Why do NPOs expect financial and technical assistance, compared to government’s role as deregulator? The explanation is as follows:
· NPOs do not posses sustainable source of funding. NPOs are more or less still dependent on funding from outside parties. Only a few NPOs can be said independent and sustainable financially. This finding is in line with the previous survey findings that explained why most NPOs only manage below < 200 million annual funds. Offers for cooperation from various donors are low, and program accountability and financial accountability tools such as institutions’ bank accounts, NPWP, and audit public are not yet fully functioning. This reality is very influential so that it is not easy for NPOs to obtain large funding or block-grant. Therefore, it can be understood the most expected assistance from the government and private parties is financial and technical assistance. 
1.16.3 The role of government as policy maker and its implementation is still under appreciated by NPOs 
NPOs gave balanced answers regarding government’s role in NPO regulations. The three questions put forward are (1) government’s role as regulation or policy maker; (2) assessment on the implementation and coordination between government institutions; and (3) assessment whether the policy is supportive towards NPO performance. 

· As NPO regulation maker, around 54.6% think that government’s role is “very good” and “good”; 34.3% said “average”, and 11.0% thinks that the role is “poor”, “very poor” and “did not respond”. 
	Appeciation on Goverment Rules as Policy makers of regulation 

which regulate  non profit organization

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Very Good
	26
	4.7
	4.7
	4.7

	
	Good
	275
	49.9
	49.9
	54.6

	
	Average
	189
	34.3
	34.3
	88.9

	
	Poor
	46
	8.3
	8.3
	97.3

	
	Very Poor
	10
	1.8
	1.8
	99.1

	
	No Answer
	5
	9
	9
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· In the assessment regarding implementation and coordination between government institutions, the answers are balanced. Around 55.8% said “very good” and “good”; 32.3% said “average”, and 11.9 % said “poor”, “very poor” and “did not respond”.
	Appeciation on Implementation and Coordination among Goverment Institution


	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Very Good
	18
	3.3
	3.3
	3.3

	
	Good
	289
	52.5
	52.5
	55.7

	
	Average
	178
	32.3
	32.3
	88.0

	
	Poor
	51
	9.3
	9.3
	97.3

	
	Very Poor
	9
	1.6
	1.6
	98.9

	
	No Answer
	6
	1.1
	1.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


· In the assessment whether government policy is supportive towards NPO performance, the answer is somewhat balanced. Around 47.0% said “very supportive” and “supportive” while 36.3% said “quite supportive”, and the rest 16.7% said “poor”, “very poor ” and “did not respond”.
	Appreciation on Goverment Policies in supporting 

the development of non profit organization in Indonesia



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Very Supportive
	30
	5.4
	5.4
	5.4

	
	Supportive
	229
	41.6
	41.6
	47.0

	
	Quite Supportive
	200
	36.3
	36.3
	83.3

	
	Poor Support
	73
	13.2
	13.2
	96.6

	
	Very Poor Support
	11
	2.0
	2.0
	98.5

	
	No Answer
	8
	1.5
	1.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	551
	100.0
	100.0
	


Despite combining the values of two top answers, the overall score that the government received was only around 50%. This is a sign that government policies/regulations and their implementations are still not highly appreciated by NPOs. 

The reason for this low appreciation is difficult to find but at least several arguments as follows:

· Dialogs between NPOs and Government in the topic of NPO accountability are relatively under developed. After the 1998 reformation, the relationship between NPOs and government entered a new stage where NPOs can freely develop their programs and the government started to open itself to various input and criticism from NPOs. However, in terms of regulations, the relationship between NPOs and government is less that harmonious. In the past year alone, Minister of Home Affairs’ Regulation No. 38 Year 2008 regarding Receipt and Provision of Assistance to Community Organisations resulted in strong criticism from LSMs. The government seems to lack in its initiative to obtain strategic input from NPOs.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This research is mainly intended to obtain general description about NPO accountability in Indonesia. The conclusions will be arranged according to the four (4) dimensions of accountability that were surveyed, namely legal, program, fiscal and financial, and process accountability. This survey also serves as preliminary research so that every dimension can still be explored further through follow up research. The following are conclusions and recommendations.

1.17 Legal Accountability
1.17.1 Low number of NPOs who possess basic/minimum requirements for legal accountability. 
Legal accountability is especially related to fulfilment of legal requirements by an NPO, from notary deed, to registration to various government institutions as NPO deregulator in Indonesia. The analysis on survey findings resulted in the following conclusions.

Not all NPOs fulfil the minimum requirement to be declared having minimum legal accountability requirements. Based on this survey, there are least two requirements:
A. Number of NPOs who Possess Notary Deed is quite high. NPOs in Indonesia generally fulfilled this basic requirement to establish an organisation, which is to possess notary deed of establishment. However, survey shows that only 415 NPOs possess notary deeds of establishment (75.3%); 123 NPOs (22.3%) do not posses notary deed, and 13 NPOs did not respond (2.4%).

· Recommendation: There should be supervision from government or other official institutions so that NPOs operating in Indonesia must have notary deed.  

B. Low number of NPOs who register to State’s Official Institutions. An NPO should at least register to government departments such as Depkumham, Depdagri, Depsos, and Depag. However, only 73 NPOs (13.2%) registered to Depkumham; 132 NPOs (24.0%) registered to Depdagri/Dinas Kesbang; 185 NPOs (33.6%) registered to Depsos/Social Office and 165 NPOs (29.9%) registered to Depag. 
The biggest obstacle in registering to government departments is the bureaucracy that is still complicated, takes a long time and quite high cost. Another reason for not registering to government is that NPOs can still collect funding from various parties without registering first.    

· Recommendations: (1) Relevant departments should increase efforts to socialize and to make registration easier; (2) There should be sanction or pressure such as asking donor agencies or public not to donate or give assistance to unregistered institutions; (3) Government can develop incentives such as tax exemption.  Therefore, as a preliminary step, the government should initiate participative dialogs with NPOs and public. 
1.18 Program Accountability
1.18.1 Low number of NPOs who report their programs and finances to public
 
Program accountability includes strategic planning, annual program planning, financial planning, and monitoring-evaluation. The analysis on survey findings resulted in the following conclusions on program accountability: 
The public does not have an important place in program accountability. Based on survey analysis, there are two important conclusions about how the public still does not have an important place in program accountability.

A. Monitoring-evaluation result is not usually made public. Program planning and financial planning have received attention from NPOs. However, its reporting is still an obstacle in improving program accountability. As many as 327 NPOs (59.3%) do not report their monev result either to public or their direct beneficiaries (476 NPOs; 86.4%). NPOs who have websites do not even display their program and financial report to be accessed by public. 
· Recommendation: NPOs need to involve the public in improving their planning, monev and financial accountability. The public has the right to know (transparency principle) about NPO’s existence, at least via (1) NPO’s annual report; (2) NPO’s website, which means NPOs should develop institutions’ websites, where annual report and financial report can be accessed by public. (3) There needs to be a penalty from the government to NPOs and donor agencies so that reporting in a website becomes a requirement to apply for funding.  

B. Program evaluation needs to be balanced by inviting outside evaluators or evaluators from other parties. Most NPOs conduct their own evaluation. Only 40 NPOs (7.3%) who both perform the evaluation themselves and invite outside evaluators. It is necessary to consider improving program accountability by allowing NPO programs to be evaluated by independent outside parties. 

· Recommendation: (1) Donors and NPO should improve program accountability by allowing a program to be evaluated by independent evaluators. The report of such evaluation should also be published, or at least displayed in donors’ websites or NPO’s website. 
1.19 Fiscal and Financial Accountability
1.19.1 Low number of NPOs who possess bank accounts, NPWP, and conduct public financial audit
Survey shows that there are three main problems in the development of fiscal and financial accountability, namely low number of ownerships of NPWP, bank accounts under institutions’ own names, and low number of financial public audit performed. NPOs generally do not report the result of their financial audit to public.  
A. Quite a lot of NPOs do not possess bank accounts under institutions’ names. As many as 195 NPOs (35.4%) do not possess bank accounts under NPOs’ own names. Ownership of bank accounts under institutions’ names can bring more public trust compared to bank accounts under individual names. Therefore, NPOs should possess bank accounts under their institutions’ names. 
B. Most NPOs do not possess NPWP. As many as 235 NPOs (42.6%) do not possess NPWP. One of the main reasons for this is the lack of clarity about the benefit that can be obtained from the government if NPOs possess NPWP. NPOs even think that tax will only make add to their difficulties. Therefore, the government needs to provide incentives for NPO. 
C. Most NPOs do not conduct financial public audit; and do not report its result to public. As many as 458 NPOs (83.1%) do not perform public audit. Therefore, NPO and donors need to develop awareness that public deserves to know about the finances of an NPO. This transparency principle is intended to guarantee that such NPO is free from practices of corruption, money laundering, etc. This will in turn increase public trust and uphold the principle of financial transparency. 
· Recommendations for A, B, and C: (1) Institutions’ executives should create bank accounts under institutions’ names, and apply for NPWP; (2) Fund providers (government, donor agencies, or public) should only give funding to NPOs who possess bank accounts under NPOs’ own names; (3) NPO finances should be audited by public accountant, and its report is to be published at least in NPOs website or in donor’s website. (4) Fund providers should make public accountant audit a requirement to receive funding assistance. (5) Government needs to develop incentives for NPOs’ ownership of NPWP, so that NPO can feel the benefit of possessing NPWP.  
1.20 Accountability Process 

1.20.1 Process accountability needs to be improved, from fund raising, program management and evaluation, and relations with outside parties.  
Survey shows that the processes of fund raising, program design and monev, public reporting, and relations with outside parties (government and private parties) still need improvement.   

A. Fund raising process is still dependent on outside parties. NPOs such as LSM are still dependent on outside funding assistance from government, foreign donors, and private parties. This dependency is an obstacle for NPOs to be fully independent. NPOs need to improve its accountability so that they are able to increase their capability in raising funds in a transparent and independent manner to wider public. 
· Recommendations: (1) Institutions’ executives and donors need to develop basic requirements to improve NPOs’ process accountability. In the early stage, as recommended above, NPOs need to fulfil their legal requirements (registering to government departments); ownership of bank accounts, NPWP, and public audit. These requirements should be fulfilled before a new NPO can be declared eligible to hold public fundraising (including submitting proposals to funding institutions). 
B. Increasing dialog and improving relations with government, donor agencies, and private parties. Public is the main donor for NPOs. This means that NPO accountability before public can be improved by developing dialog and good relations with government, donor agencies, and private parties. The government should play an active role and initiate strategic dialogs in the development of NPO accountability. 
· Recommendations: (1) For government departments, they need to initiate various participative dialogs to improve the accountability of NPOs in Indonesia. Thematic dialogs can be set around the incentives that can be obtained by NPOs if they fulfil legal requirements such as (a) incentive for registration to government departments, (b) incentive for ownership of NPWP, (c) incentive in the form of opportunities to be involved in government’s empowerment programs, (d) developing NPOs’ programs and capacity building. (2) For donor agencies, they should always require (a) ownership of notary deed, (b) registration to government departments, (c) ownership of bank accounts under institutions’ names, (d) reporting monev result to public, (e) reporting public accountant audit result, and (f) displaying monev result and financial public audit in their websites so that they can be accessed by public. (3) For private parties, they should (a) only cooperate with NPOs who possess accountability requirements previously mentioned. 
Jakarta, March 2009
PAGE  
ii

